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THE MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL 
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 

 
 

STAFF REPORT 
 
 
 
SUBJECT: Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-03 

Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan TCP2-068-93-05 
Timothy Branch  

 
The Urban Design staff has reviewed the specific design plan for the subject property and 

presents the following evaluation and findings leading to a recommendation of APPROVAL with 
conditions, as described in the Recommendation section of this report. 
 
 
EVALUATION 
 
 This amendment to a specific design plan was reviewed and evaluated for conformance 
with the following criteria:  
 
a. The requirements of Zoning Map Amendment (Basic Plan) A-9987-C;  
 
b. The requirements of the Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance in the Residential 

Medium Development (R-M) and Military Installation Overlay (M-I-O) Zones; 
 
c. The requirements of Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 and its amendment;  
 
d. The requirements of Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003; 
 
e. The requirements of Specific Design Plan SDP-1304; 
 
f. The requirements of Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 and its amendments;  
 
g. The requirements of the 2010 Prince George’s County Landscape Manual;  
 
h. The requirements of the Prince George’s County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Ordinance;  
 
i.  The requirements of the Prince George’s County Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance; and 
 
j. Referral comments.  
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FINDINGS 
 
 Based upon the analysis of the subject application, the Urban Design staff recommends the 
following findings:  
 
1. Request: This application requests approval of a specific design plan (SDP) for the 

development of 251 dwelling units in the RM-3 and a portion of the RM-4 pods, as the 
second phase of residential development of the Villages of Timothy Branch. These dwelling 
units consist of 96 single-family attached (townhouses), 30 single-family semidetached 
(duplexes), and 125 single-family detached dwelling units. 

 
2. Development Data Summary: 
 

 EXISTING PROPOSED 
Zones L-A-C/R-M/M-I-O L-A-C/R-M/M-I-O 
Use Vacant Residential 
Gross Total Acreage 322.41 322.41 

R-M Zone 250.15 250.15 
L-A-C Zone 72.26 72.26 

Total Dwelling Units in SDP-1701-03 0 251 
Single-Family Detached 0 125 
Single-Family Semidetached 0 30 
Single-Family Attached 0 96 

 
OTHER DEVELOPMENT DATA: 
 
PARKING – RM-3 and RM-4 
 
 REQUIRED PROPOSED 
125 Single-family detached units @ 2.0/unit 250 375* 
30 Single-family semidetached units @ 2.0/unit 60 90* 
96 Single-family attached units @ 2.04/unit 196 288* 
Surface parking - 32** 
   
Total 506 785 
 
Note:  *Three spaces are provided per unit; two in each garage and one in each driveway. 

 
**Total surface parking includes four van-sized handicapped accessible spaces. 

 
3. Location: The subject pods, RM-3 and RM-4, are located in the middle of the larger 

development known as the Villages at Timothy Branch, which is located on the south side of 
MD 381 (Brandywine Road), approximately 1,000 feet east of its intersection with Short Cut 
Road. The subject property is in Planning Area 85A and Council District 9. 
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4. Surrounding Uses: The entire Timothy Branch property consists of 322.41 acres and is 
bounded to the north by MD 381; to the northwest by Short Cut Road; to the east by the 
Timothy Branch Stream Valley; to the south by vacant land in the Mixed Use-Transportation 
Oriented and Heavy Industrial Zones and a commercial development in the Commercial 
Shopping Center Zone; and to the west by US 301 (Robert S. Crain Highway), a single 
commercial parcel zoned Commercial Miscellaneous, and multiple industrial parcels along 
the US 301 frontage zoned Light Industrial (I-1) In addition, there is an internal parcel 
(Parcel E) located in the central northern portion of the property, which is split zoned 
Planned Industrial/Employment Park (I-3) and Employment and Institutional Area (E-I-A) 
and is developed as an existing warehouse. The 72.26-acre Local Activity Center (L-A-C) 
zoned portion of the property is in the northeastern corner, just south of MD 381, and the 
250.15-acre, Residential Medium Development (R-M) zoned portion is located in the south, 
abutting US 301. The residential development included in this SDP is in the R-M Zone only. 
 
The RM-3 and RM-4 development is bound by Short Cut Road to the north, the right-of-way 
of Mattawoman Drive and Parcel E developed with an existing warehouse to the east, the 
right-of-way of US 301 and industrially developed I-1-zoned property to the west, and an 
undeveloped portion of RM-4 to the south.  

 
5. Previous Approvals: Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987-C and A-9988-C were 

approved by the Prince George’s County District Council on July 11, 2008, rezoning the 
property from the I-3 and E-I-A Zones to the L-A-C and R-M Zones, subject to 12 conditions 
and one consideration. The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map 
Amendment retained the subject property in the R-M and the L-A-C Zones.  
 
The Prince George’s County Planning Board approved Comprehensive Design Plan 
CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-111). 
The District Council elected to review the case on November 14, 2011 and issued an order 
of approval on January 23, 2012, subject to 46 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant 
requested a reconsideration of the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Board on March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-111(A)), 
including 38 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day.  
 
The Planning Board approved CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion on October 7, 2010 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). The District Council elected to review the case on 
November 14, 2011. The District Council remanded the case to the Planning Board on 
January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the Planning Board on April 5, 2012. The 
District Council reviewed the revised approval and issued an order of approval on 
November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant requested a 
reconsideration of the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the Planning Board 
on March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110(A)), including 
42 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day. The Planning Board 
approved revision CDP-0902-01 on May 14, 2020. The March 17, 2020 County Council 
issuance of Prince George’s County Council Resolution CR-10-2020 An Emergency 
Resolution Concerning Emergency Operations-Public Meetings, Sessions and Hearings 
postponed all actions of the District Council, so they have not yet had the opportunity to 
elect, or waive their right to review the application. A final order, or waiver from the District 
Council is not expected until at least June 2020.  
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The Planning Board approved Preliminary Plan of Subdivision (PPS) 4-09003 covering the 
entire Timothy Branch project on October 28, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117). The 
applicant’s request for a reconsideration of this decision was granted, and on April 5, 2012, 
the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the reconsideration and approved 
PPS 4-09003 subject to the 32 conditions, contained in PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A/1). 
 
The Planning Board approved SDP-1304 on October 23, 2014 (PGCPB Resolution No. 
14-116) for rough-grading, dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive, installation 
of stormwater management (SWM) features, and construction of a sound attenuation berm 
along a portion of US 301. The current proposed site development has an approved SWM 
Concept Plan, 11355-2009-02, dated January 24, 2020.  
 
The Planning Board approved SDP-1701 on September 14, 2017 (PGCPB Resolution No. 
17-119), for the first phase of residential development of the R-M Zone portion of Timothy 
Branch. The SDP included 323 dwelling units, inclusive of 39 single-family detached, 
18 single-family semidetached, 194 single-family attached (townhouses), and 72 two-family 
attached (two-over-two) dwelling units.  
 
Two amendments to SDP-1701 have since been approved. The first, SDP-1701-01, was 
approved by the Planning Board on July 12, 2018 (PGCPB Resolution No. 18-64), for 
additional architectural models and to modify the maximum allowed lot coverage within the 
Phase 1 development area. The second amendment, SDP-1701-02, was approved by the 
Planning Director on May 4, 2020, to add a new architectural model and modify a 
previously approved architectural model.  

 
6. Design Features: The subject SDP is for Phase 2 of the residential development of the 

Villages at Timothy Branch. The area of impact in this phase is in the middle western 
portion of the larger 322.41-acre property, entirely within the R-M-zoned portion. The 
previously approved SDP-1304 for infrastructure includes the construction of the main 
public spine road, Mattawoman Drive, through the property, which will provide access to 
the residential units in this SDP. Development in this phase is in the areas designated as 
Residential Modules 3 and 4 (RM-3 and RM-4) by CDP-0902. This naming convention is 
carried over from the CDP into Timothy Branch’s residential SDP-1701 and subsequent 
amendments, including the subject SDP.  
 
RM-3 and RM-4 are accessed via a system of new public roads and private alleys with three 
connections to Mattawoman Drive. The northern pod, RM-3, includes 69 single-family 
detached and 12 single-family semidetached residential units. The site design for RM-3 
follows a “U” shaped, looped roadway; single-family detached units wrap the outside and 
inside of this roadway, with semi-detached units located along cross streets in the central 
portion. The southern end of RM-3 abuts RM-4 where an open area for recreation with a 
playground is located. A small portion of RM-3 falls within the Military Installation Overlay 
(M-I-O) Zone for noise intensity associated with Joint Base Andrews.   
 
Development is proposed in the northern portion of RM-4 with this SDP and includes 
96 single-family attached (townhouse), 56 single-family detached, and 18 single-family 
semi-detached residential units. Townhouse units are clustered near Mattawoman Road. A 
mix of 20-foot-wide and 24-foot-wide units are provided, and all have rear-loaded, two-car 
garages accessed from private alleys. Single-family semidetached units are provided 
directly west of the townhouses, with single-family detached homes along the western edge. 
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The western limit of the development in RM-4 is defined by a noise attenuation berm 
located between the single-family homes and US 301. A recreational greenspace with a 
multiage playground is centrally located within RM-4. 
 
Architectural models and signage details for residential development in Timothy Branch 
was previously approved by the Planning Board under SDP-1701. The subject SDP provides 
locations for previously approved signage types for RM-3 and the northern section of RM-4. 
Recreational amenities including two playgrounds and open spaces are provided in 
accordance CDP-0902-01. Lighting is provided via streetlights along the public roads and 
the alleys. However, some of the alleys do not show sufficient lighting, so a condition is 
included herein requiring the plans be revised to address this issue.  

 
7. Zoning Map Amendment (Basic Plan) A-9987: Basic Plan A-9987-C was approved by the 

District Council on July 11, 2008, subject to 12 conditions and one consideration. The 
following are applicable to the review of this SDP: 

 
Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 
A-9987:  
Total area:      262± acres 
Land in the 100-year floodplain: 19 acres 
Adjusted gross area: 243 acres 
Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 3.6–5.7 du/ac 
Permitted Dwelling Unit Range 874.8–1385.1 du 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities:  

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached 
(two-over-two), and multifamily and recreational facilities. 
 
Conformance with these requirements was found at the time of CDP approval. The subject 
SDP proposes 251 dwelling units within the R-M-zoned portion of land governed by A-9987. 
Combined with the 323 units approved by SDP-1701, for a total of 574, the density 
proposed at this time is 2.36 dwelling units per acre, which falls below the approved range. 
The subject SDP proposes townhouses, one-family detached, and one-family semidetached 
dwelling units and recreational facilities in conformance with A-9987. 
 
Conditions 
 
3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail 

along the subject site’s entire segment of Timothy Branch either within 
M-NCPPC parkland or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. 
Trail connectors should be provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent 
development envelopes. 

 
Conformance with this condition was found at the time of CDP. The master planned trail is 
not located within or adjacent to the RM-3 or RM-4 development pods. 
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5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of 
Mattawoman Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

 
Sidewalks along Mattawoman Drive were addressed with the SDP-1304 approval for 
infrastructure. The subject SDP shows a five-foot sidewalk along the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive, adjacent to RM-3 and RM-4.  
 
6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal 

roads, unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be 
evaluated in detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. 
Trail connectors may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and 
park/school site. 

 
Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations on-site. Trails are provided on the east 
side of Mattawoman Road, outside the RM-3 or RM-4 development pods.  
 
10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation 

Ordinance shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 
 
A revised Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan (TCP2-068-93-05) was submitted with the current 
application. The TCP2 proposes to meet approximately 77 percent of the overall 
requirement onsite.  

 
8. Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance: The subject application has been reviewed for 

compliance with the requirements in the R-M and M-I-O Zones of the Zoning Ordinance. 
Since no development is proposed within the L-A-C Zone portion of the property by this 
SDP amendment, conformance with those requirements is not required at this time. 

 
a. The subject application is in conformance with the applicable requirements of 

Section 27-507, Purposes; Section 27-508, Uses; and Section 27-509, Regulations, 
governing development in the R-M Zone. 

 
b. A small portion of RM-3 is located within the Noise Impact Zone (60-74 dBA noise 

contour) of the M-I-O Zone. A Phase II noise study has been submitted with the SDP 
that shows all interior noise levels of the residential homes will be mitigated to 
45 dBA Ldn or less and there is no outdoor play area located within noise contours 
higher than 65 dBA Ldn. 

 
c. Section 27-528 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth the following criteria for approval 

of a SDP: 
 

(a) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan, the Planning Board shall find 
that: 

 
(1) The plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive Design Plan, 

the applicable standards of the Landscape Manual, and except 
as provided in Section 27-528(a)(1.1), for Specific Design Plans 
for which an application is filed after December 30, 1996, with 
the exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the applicable design 
guidelines for townhouses set forth in Section 27-274(a)(1)(B) 
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and (a)(11), and the applicable regulations for townhouses set 
forth in Section 27-433(d) and, as it applies to property in the 
L-A-C Zone, if any portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an 
existing or Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Metrorail station, the regulations set forth in Section 27-480(d) 
and (e); 

 
The subject plan conforms to the requirements of CDP-0902 and its 
amendment, as discussed in Finding 9 below, and the 2010 Prince George’s 
County Landscape Manual (Landscape Manual) requirements, as detailed in 
Finding 13. This SDP revision proposes townhouses in a portion of RM-4.  
 
Section 27-274(a)(1)(B) of the Zoning Ordinance requires an applicant to 
provide justification for reasons for noncompliance with any of the design 
guidelines for townhouses and three-family dwellings, but the subject 
application complies with all of the applicable design guidelines for 
townhouses in Section 27-274(a)(11) as follows: 
 

(A) Open space areas, particularly areas separating the rears 
of buildings containing townhouses, should retain, to the 
extent possible, single or small groups of mature trees. 
In areas where trees are not proposed to be retained, the 
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the 
Planning Board or the District Council, as applicable, 
that specific site conditions warrant the clearing of the 
area. Preservation of individual trees should take into 
account the viability of the trees after the development 
of the site. 

 
Within the subject SDP amendment area, mature trees could not be 
retained on-site in open space areas between rears of townhouse 
buildings because this arrangement of buildings only occurs in the 
denser portion of the proposed development of RM-4. The site was 
already cleared pursuant to SDP-1304. 
 
(B) Groups of townhouses should not be arranged on 

curving streets in long, linear strips. Where feasible, 
groups of townhouses should be at right angles to each 
other, and should facilitate a courtyard design. In a more 
urban environment, consideration should be given to 
fronting the units on roadways. 
 

The submitted plan shows a townhouse layout with units at right 
angles in a semi-courtyard design, with fronts on roadways 
throughout. 
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(C) Recreational facilities should be separated from 
dwelling units through techniques such as buffering, 
differences in grade, or preservation of existing trees. 
The rears of buildings, in particular, should be buffered 
from recreational facilities. 
 

Fronts of single-family detached units in the RM-4 development area 
face the centrally located recreation facility and open space area. 
Recreational facilities in RM-4 are separated from dwelling units 
on-site with roadways and proposed plantings. Sufficient separation 
is provided for privacy while still integrating the facilities into the 
community. Within RM-3, the rears of 11 single-family detached 
units face the centrally located recreational facility but are 
sufficiently buffered through proposed plantings.  
 
(D) To convey the individuality of each unit, the design of 

abutting units should avoid the use of repetitive 
architectural elements and should employ a variety of 
architectural features and designs such as roofline, 
window and door treatments, projections, colors, and 
materials. In lieu of this individuality guideline, creative 
or innovative product design may be utilized. 
 

Residential home designs, including architectural elements, to be 
utilized in the R-M Zone development of Timothy Branch were 
approved with SDP-1701, as amended. The subject amendment, 
SDP-1701-03, incorporates previously approved home designs and 
conforms to this requirement.  

 
(E) To the extent feasible, the rears of townhouses should be 

buffered from public rights-of-way and parking lots. 
Each application shall include a visual mitigation plan 
that identifies effective buffers between the rears of 
townhouses abutting public rights-of-way and parking 
lots. Where there are no existing trees, or the retention 
of existing vegetation is not practicable, landscaping, 
berming, fencing, or a combination of these techniques 
may be used. Alternatively, the applicant may consider 
designing the rears of townhouse buildings such that 
they have similar features to the fronts, such as reverse 
gables, bay windows, shutters, or trim. 
 

No rears of townhouses are oriented towards public rights-of-way, 
or parking lots; all are oriented toward private alleys.   

 
(F) Attention should be given to the aesthetic appearance of 

the offsets of buildings. 
 

The submitted plan shows a two- to three-foot offset between units 
in all buildings in conformance with this requirement. 
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The applicable regulations for townhouses set forth in Section 27-433(d) of 
the Zoning Ordinance are as follows:  
 

(1) All dwellings shall be located on record lots shown on a 
record plat. 

 
The proposed townhouses are shown on lots that are required to be 
recorded on a plat prior to the issuance of permits.  
 
(2) There shall be not more than six (6) nor less than three 

(3) dwelling units (four (4) dwelling units for one-family 
attached metropolitan dwellings) in any horizontal, 
continuous, attached group, except where the Planning 
Board or District Council, as applicable, determines that 
more than six (6) dwelling units (but not more than eight 
(8) dwelling units) or that one-family semidetached 
dwellings would create a more attractive living 
environment, would be more environmentally sensitive, 
or would otherwise achieve the purposes of this 
Division. In no event shall the number of building groups 
containing more than six (6) dwelling units exceed 
twenty percent (20%) of the total number of building 
groups, and the end units on such building groups shall 
be a minimum of twenty-four (24) feet in width.  

 
The SDP conforms to these requirements as there are no more than 
six dwelling units in any horizontal, continuous, attached townhouse 
group.  

 
(3) The minimum width of dwellings in any continuous, 

attached group shall be at least twenty (20) feet for 
townhouses, and twenty-two (22) feet for one-family 
attached metropolitan dwellings. Attached groups 
containing units all the same width and design should be 
avoided, and within each attached group attention 
should be given to the use of wider end units.  

 
All proposed townhouse units are 20 or 24 feet wide, and all units 
have a slightly different design, including various specialty windows 
and entry trim. All townhouse designs were previously approved in 
SDP-1701, as amended. 

 
(4) The minimum gross living space, which shall include all 

interior space except garage and unfinished basement or 
attic area, shall be one thousand two hundred and fifty 
(1,250) square feet for townhouses, and two thousand 
two hundred (2,200) square feet for one-family attached 
metropolitan dwellings.  
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The minimum gross living space proposed for the townhouses is 
1,667 square feet, in conformance with this requirement. 
 
(5) Side and rear walls shall be articulated with windows, 

recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. 
All endwalls shall have a minimum of two (2) 
architectural features. Buildings on lots where endwalls 
are prominent (such as corner lots, lots visible from 
public spaces, streets, or because of topography or road 
curvature) shall have additional endwalls treatments 
consisting of architectural features in a balanced 
composition, or natural features which shall include 
brick, stone, or stucco.  

 
All townhouse models including architectural features and 
additional treatments for highly visible endwalls were previously 
approved in SDP-1701, as amended.  

 
(6) Above-grade foundation walls shall either be cladded 

with finish materials compatible with the primary facade 
design, or shall be textured or formed to simulate a clad 
finished material such as brick, decorative block, or 
stucco. Exposed foundation walls of unclad or unfinished 
concrete are prohibited.  

 
Conformance with this requirement was previously demonstrated 
through the approval of SDP-1701, as amended.  

 
(7) A minimum of sixty percent (60%) of all townhouse 

units in a development shall have a full front facade 
(excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) of 
brick, stone, or stucco. Each building shall be deemed to 
have only one “front.”  

 
The submitted SDP amendment includes notes and a tracking chart 
regarding the requirement for 60 percent of the townhouse units to 
have a full-front façade of brick, stone or stucco. This is consistent 
with prior approvals.  

 
(8) One-family attached metropolitan dwellings shall be 

designed with a single architecturally integrated “Front 
Wall.” A minimum of one hundred percent (100%) of the 
“Front Wall”, excluding garage door areas, windows, or 
doorways shall be constructed of high quality materials 
such as brick or stone and contain other distinctive 
architectural features.  

 
The proposed units are not one-family attached metropolitan 
dwellings. 
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(1.1) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the 
requirements stated in the definition of the use and satisfies all 
requirements for the use in Section 27-508 of the Zoning 
Ordinance; 

 
The SDP does not contain property designated as a regional urban 
community. 
 
(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable 

period of time with existing or programmed public facilities 
either shown in the appropriate Capital Improvement Program, 
provided as part of the private development or, where 
authorized pursuant to Section 24 124(a)(8) of the County 
Subdivision Regulations, participation by the developer in a 
road club; 

 
The subject property of the Villages at Timothy Branch is governed by an 
approved and valid PPS, 4-09003, that meets the adequacy test for the 
required transportation facilities serving this development through 
conditioned traffic improvements and contribution to the Brandywine Road 
Club. In addition, the development will be served with adequate public 
facilities including water, sewer, schools, and fire and rescue services.  
 
The response time standards established by Section 24-122.01(e) of the 
Prince George’s County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for 
emergency calls (priority) and 25 minutes for non-emergency calls 
(non-priority). The test is applied on the date the application is accepted, or 
within the three monthly cycles following acceptance, pursuant to 
Section 24-122.01(e)(2). The specified criteria must be met in one of the 
four cycles or mitigation will be required. The times are based on a rolling 
average for the preceding 12 months. The SDP was accepted for processing 
by the Planning Department on April 6, 2020. The response time standards 
of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance, and the following May 
cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority calls. 
 
As such, the development will not be served by adequate public facilities (for 
police emergency service only) and a public safety mitigation agreement is 
required, and associated fee must be contributed, as conditioned herein.  

 
(3) Adequate provision has been made for draining surface water 

so that there are no adverse effects on either the subject 
property or adjacent properties; 

 
A SWM Concept Approval Letter and Plan, 11355-2009-00, extended on 
May 9, 2017 and valid through May 9, 2020, was submitted with this 
application, which included 16 conditions of approval and six additional 
traffic safety comments. Technical SWM design is subject to approval by the 
Prince George’s County Department of Permitting, Inspections and 
Enforcement (DPIE). Final technical plans were previously approved. 
Therefore, adequate provision has been made for draining surface water and 
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ensuring that there are no adverse effects on the subject property or 
adjacent properties. 

 
(4) The plan is in conformance with an approved Type 2 Tree 

Conservation Plan; and 
 

The Environmental Planning Section determined that the proposed 
development is in conformance with the revised Type 2 Tree Conservation 
Plan TCP2-068-93-05 submitted with the current application, subject to 
several technical corrections, as included in the Recommendation section of 
this report.  

 
(5) The plan demonstrates that the regulated environmental 

features are preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent 
possible in accordance with the requirement of 
Subtitle 24-130(b)(5). 

 
The regulated environmental features on the subject property have been 
preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible based on the limits 
of disturbance shown on the TCP2 submitted with the current application. 
The primary management area impacts shown on the SDP and TCP2 plan 
are consistent with those approved with PPS 4-09003, SDP-1304 and 
SDP-1701.  

 
9. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, as amended: CDP-0902, for the R-M zoned 

portion of the subject property, was originally approved by the Planning Board on 
October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). It was then remanded by the District 
Council to the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the 
Planning Board on April 5, 2012. The District Council elected to review the remand, and 
issued an order affirming the Planning Board’s approval on November 4, 2013, subject to 
50 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant requested a reconsideration to the decision, 
which was reviewed and approved by the Planning Board on March 19, 2015. The final 
resolution, including 42 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on March 19, 2015 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110(A)). An amendment, CDP-0902-01, was approved on 
May 14, 2020 (PGCPB Resolution No. 2020-64). The conditions of approval are applicable to 
the review of the subject SDP and warrant discussion as follows: 

 
1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9987 shall remain in full force and 

effect. 
 

The subject SDP revision is in conformance with the applicable conditions of approval of 
Basic Plan (A-9887), as discussed in Finding 7. 

 
2. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone 

(CDP-0902) comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 
1,775 trips in the PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are 
modified for any reason, trips may be re-allocated between these two zones 
(CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 
1,775 PM trips is not exceeded.  

 



 15 SDP-1701-03 

This condition sets an overall trip cap for the whole of the Villages at Timothy Branch 
(covered by CDP-0901 and CDP-0902). The trip cap was based, in part, on 1,200 residences. 
The table below summarizes the trip generation in each peak hour that will be used to 
demonstrate conformance to the PPS trip cap for the site: 
 

Trip Generation Summary: SDP-1701-03: Timothy Branch 

Land Use 
Use 

Quantity Metric 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Tot In Out Tot 
Current Proposal 
Single-Family Detached 125 units 19 75 94 74 39 113 
Townhouse 126 units 18 70 88 66 35 101 
Total: Current Proposal 37 145 182 140 74 214 

 
Other Approvals and Pending Proposals 
SDP-1701-01 Single-
Family Detached 39 units 6 23 29 23 12 35 

SDP-1701-01 
Townhouse 212 units 30 118 148 110 60 170 

SDP-1701-01 Two Over 
Two 72 units 10 40 50 38 20 58 

SDP-1701-04 
Multifamily 243 units 24 102 126 95 51 146 

Total Trips for Approved/Pending Proposals 70 283 353 266 143 409 
Total Trips Including Current Proposal 107 428 535 406 217 623 
Trip Cap: Per CDP-0901/CDP-0902/4-09003   1,269   1,775 

 
The proposal of SDP-1701-03 is within the established trip cap for Timothy Branch.  

 
3. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the 

ultimate right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive shall be provided on the Specific 
Design Plan (SDP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient 
area to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

 
The required 50-foot minimum building restriction line (BRL) is provided. All building 
locations for SDP-1701-03 are located beyond the BRL, further than 50 feet from the 
ultimate right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive.  

 
4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the 

ultimate right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan 
(SDP) for multifamily buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides 
sufficient area to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. The 
minimum width of building restriction lines for other residential product 
types along US 301 shall be determined at the time of SDP and the Phase II 
Noise Study shall be considered in the determination of establishing the 
building restriction lines. 
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The subject application does not propose multifamily buildings. Further, as provided in 
SDP-1304 for infrastructure, a sound attenuation berm is provided between the 
single-family residential units in RM-4 and US 301. These dwellings are also outside of the 
200-foot BRL associated with the right-of-way for US 301. A Phase II Noise Study was 
submitted and considered as part of this application.  

 
5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

 
c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as 

follows: 
 
The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the 
standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the 
time of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

 
RESIDENTIAL USES—R-M ZONE1 

  

One-family 
detached Two-family 

attached 

Single-family 
semidetached

8, 9 

Single-
family 

attached3, 8, 9 Multifamily 
Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. N/A 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. N/A 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 N/A 36 feet 20 feet N/A 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L.  60 N/A 36 feet 20 feet N/A 
Minimum frontage – corner lot 70 N/A 40 feet 30 feet N/A 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 30 354 35 354 504 
Minimum building setback from 

Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 
Minimum building setback from 

Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 200 feet10 
Minimum front setback5  25 N/A 20 feet 3, 6 7 

Minimum side setback5 10 N/A 10 feet 6 7 
Minimum rear setback5 20 N/A 20 feet 6 7 
Minimum side setback to street5 25 N/A 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building 
height11 40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 
Maximum percentage of total 
units N/A N/A N/A 502 252 
Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit 
percentage, which allows a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the 
R-M Zone. 

 
3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage 
townhomes shall have a minimum 25-foot front yard setback, in order to reduce the 
length of the driveway. 
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4 This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net 
tract area 

 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 
 
6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. 
May be reduced to 500 square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which 
may project into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

 
7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 
25 feet, except for Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is 
deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

 
8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear 
yard without meeting setback requirements. 

 
9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than 
four feet high. 

 
10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, 

single-family semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert 
Crain Highway (US 301) shall be determined at the time of SDP review. 

 
11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted 

by the Planning Board at the time of SDP. 
 

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS—R-M ZONE 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 25 
Minimum setback from front street line  60 feet 
Minimum setback from side lot line 2 feet 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 2 feet 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street 
line (along which an abutting lot fronts) 10 feet 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street 
line (along which an abutting lot does not front) 7 feet 
Maximum building height above grade 15 feet 
Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than 
the main building. 

 
CDP-0902-01 amended the development standard chart and associated footnotes by 
introducing one new development standard requiring a minimum distance between 
buildings for one-family detached and single-family semidetached dwellings, revised 
Footnote 3, added two footnotes to the development standards table, and amended seven 
specific standards applicable to one-family detached units, and two standards applicable to 
single-family semidetached units. The development standards chart provided with 
SDP-1701-03 conforms with the development standards chart, as amended by 
CDP-0902-01.  
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d. A note shall be added to the plans and the comprehensive design plan 
document shall be revised to include a note stating that the requirements of 
Section 4.7 of the Prince George’s County Landscape Manual shall be used as a 
starting point or minimum for the provision of an adequate separation 
between incompatible uses, at the perimeter of the site. The requirement may 
be increased as necessary so as to ensure compatibility between incompatible 
uses at the time of approval of the specific design plan.  

 
The perimeter area of RM-3 is buffered from an existing warehouse/distribution center by 
retained woodlands in accordance with Section 4.7 of the Landscape Manual. Residential 
development in the western portion of RM-4 is buffered from a single commercial site and 
US 301 by a sound attenuation berm. The berm is to be planted in accordance with the 
applicable TCP2. These features serve as sufficient buffers between the proposed 
residential development and adjacent incompatible uses.  
 

e. The following Architectural Design Parameters shall apply and be revised in 
the CDP text: 

 
(1) A minimum of 60 percent of all townhouse units shall have a full front 

façade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) and all 
highly-visible endwalls, which shall be identified at the time of SDP, 
shall be brick, stone or stucco, or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

 
Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance 
with this requirement. 

 
(2) Townhouses and single-family semidetached dwellings facing a public 

street and the side elevation of the same unit facing a public street 
(corner lots) shall be faced up to 60 percent with high-quality 
materials such as brick, stone or stucco (excluding gables, bay 
windows, trim, and doors) or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. 

 
(3) All residential buildings with front elevations facing Mattawoman 

Drive shall have a full front façade of brick, stone or stucco (excluding 
gables, windows, doors, and trim), or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality as long as the buildings are within 100 feet of the 
Mattawoman Drive right-of-way. 

 
(4) Front elevations of townhouses and two-family attached units facing 

Mattawoman Drive shall have dormers or gables to reduce the single 
plane of roof. 

 
Notes are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance with these three 
requirements.  
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(5) Front elevations of townhouse and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall be offset by a minimum of two feet. 

 
The SDP provides only townhouses facing Mattawoman Drive. In all groupings of 
townhouses, units are offset by two to three feet.  

 
(7) A minimum of 60 percent of one-family detached dwellings shall have a 

full front façade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) of 
brick, stone, or stucco, or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. 

 
Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance 
with this requirement. 

 
(8) Side and rear walls of all residential buildings shall be articulated with 

windows, recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. All 
residential endwalls shall have a minimum of two architectural 
features, except endwalls in highly visible locations, which shall be 
identified at the time of SDP, shall have additional architectural 
features creating a well-balanced composition.  

 
All residential models and associated architectural treatments proposed for use in 
this SDP were approved in SDP-1701, as amended. Therefore, the subject SDP 
conforms with this requirement.  

 
7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for 

stormwater management that details how the new stormwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site 
design techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, will be required unless 
other stormwater management design approvals and/or waivers are granted 
by DPW&T. 

 
The SDP-1304 approval for infrastructure, including SWM, addressed this condition.  
 
8. The TCPII for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of 

the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided 
on-site through preservation or afforestation to the fullest extent possible, 
consistent with the desired pattern of development and densities indicated in 
the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within 
the Mattawoman watershed. 

 
The TCP2 proposes to meet 75.38 acres of the overall 103.26-acre requirement on-site. The 
previously approved TCP2 plan proposes off-site mitigation as part of Phase 2. Phasing was 
eliminated from the plan by the approval of TCP2-68-93-04 and the off-site requirement 
was fully met within the Mattawoman watershed with the previously issued grading permit. 
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12. Prior to acceptance of an SDP, a plan and proposal for the type, location, and 
timing of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be 
submitted. 

 
This condition has been addressed. A non-tidal wetland mitigation area of 3.5 acres was 
previously protected on the site as required. This was 1.26 acres more than the wetlands 
mitigation permitting requirement. No additional impacts are proposed with this SDP.  

 
13. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and 

approved with the appropriate SDP application and associated TCPII. 
 

This condition was addressed with SDP-1304 and TCP2-068-93-01. 
 

14. Prior to approval of TCPII which proposes to credit as woodland conservation 
planting occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved 
Site Development Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted to the 
Planning Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed have 
been approved by the Department of Public Works and Transportation 
regarding the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or 
preservation area can be shown within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, 
or as determined by the Department of Public Works and Transportation or 
the Soil Conservation District.  

 
The proposed SWM for the site received final technical approval. The approval by DPIE was 
in coordination with the Prince George’s County Department of Public Works and 
Transportation, who provided written approval of woodland planting within the SWM 
easement. The technical plan shows woodland planting within the easements of ponds 1, 
2A and 4. All SWM easements are delineated and labeled on the SDP and TCP2 in 
accordance with the approved final technical plan, and afforestation/reforestation within 
the SWM easements have been credited as on-site woodland conservation.   

 
16. All future SDPs and associated TCPIIs shall include a tree canopy coverage 

(TCC) schedule indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for 
the subject application. 

 
The submitted SDP includes a schedule stating that the tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
requirement for the site is 46.53 acres, which has been satisfied by the 78.84 acres of 
on-site woodland conservation.  

 
17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M 

zone, a Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise 
Study shall address how noise impacts to the residential units will be 
mitigated to provide interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior 
noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or less within outdoor activity areas based on the 
final site design. The approval of architecture at time of SDP shall also 
demonstrate how the proposed structures are in conformance with the noise 
mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise report for interior 
residential uses.  
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Architecture for residential buildings was previously approved. A Phase II Noise Analysis 
for Timothy Branch – RM-3 and RM-4, dated February 12, 2020, was submitted with the 
subject SDP. It demonstrates that most residential units will be outside of areas requiring 
special attention to noise mitigation. However, the 42 townhouse units closest to 
Mattawoman Drive, and 15 single-family detached dwellings closest to US 301 will require 
the use of upgraded windows and doors to provide interior noise levels of 45dBA or less. 
Outdoor activity areas are shown having noise levels of 65 dBA or less.    

 
18. Applications for building permits for residential uses within the 65 dBA Ldn 

noise contour shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, 
prepared by a professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis 
using the certification template. The certification shall state that the interior 
noise levels have been reduced through the proposed building materials to 
45 dBA Ldn or less. 

 
This condition will be addressed prior to the issuance of building permits. 
 
19. All SDPs for the subject property shall demonstrate the use of full cut-off 

optics to ensure that off-site light intrusion into residential and 
environmentally-sensitive areas is minimized. At time of SDP, details of all 
lighting fixtures shall be submitted for review along with certification that the 
proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics and a photometric plan showing 
proposed light levels. The following note shall be placed on all future SDPs: 
“All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce 
glare and light spill-over.” 

 
The subject application includes a detail of a lighting fixture and a photometric plan 
showing adequate street light levels provided, except within the alleys. Light fixtures 
proposed do not appear to utilize cut-off optics. A condition has been included in the 
Recommendation section for the proposed light fixture detail to be revised and the required 
note added to the SDP.  
 
*[21]20. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the 

residential dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the 
applicant shall make a monetary contribution in the amount of 
$700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to The Maryland-National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). M-NCPPC shall adjust the 
amount of the contribution using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for 
inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used for the 
construction of recreational facilities in Brandywine Area Community 
Park (M-NCPPC), as determined by the Prince George’s County 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to complement the 
facilities being provided at the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational 
Complex. 

 
The subject application proposes 251 dwelling units in RM-3 and RM-4, and 323 dwelling 
units in RM-1 and RM-2 were previously approved, for a combined 574 dwelling units. This 
is less than 50 percent of the total 1,200 residential dwelling units provided in CDP-0902 
and CDP-0901. Conformance is not required at this time.  
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*[28]21.  The applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees 
shall provide adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in 
accordance with the standards outlined in the Park and Recreation 
Facilities Guidelines. 

 
The proposed private recreational facilities have been reviewed and are found to be 
adequate in accordance with previous approvals and the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines. 
 
*[29]22.  The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban 

Design Section of the Development Review Division (DRD), M-NCPPC 
for adequacy, conformance to the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines and appropriateness of location during the specific design 
plan review. 

 
The proposed private recreational facilities have been reviewed and are found to be 
adequate and properly sited in accordance with previous approvals and the Park and 
Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 
 
*[31]24.  Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational 

facilities within the CDP text and plan:  
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CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 
FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM1 
Prior to the issuance 

of any residential 
unit permit 

Complete by 200th overall* 
residential unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM3 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit within 
RM3 

Complete by 450th overall 
residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area – RM 4 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit within 
RM4 

Complete by 600th overall 
residential unit permit 

Min. 4,200-square-foot Community 
building and 25 meter swimming 

pool – RM2 

Prior to the issuance 
of 500th overall* 
residential unit 

permit 

Complete by 750th overall 
residential unit permit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot – RM2 

Prior to the issuance 
of 500th overall 
residential unit 

permit 

Complete by 750th overall 
residential unit permit 

5,000 sq. ft. per teen – RM2 

Prior to the issuance 
of 500th overall 
residential unit 

permit 

Complete by 750th overall 
residential unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM5 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 
unit permit with 

RM5 

Complete by 1,000th overall 
residential unit permit 

Timothy Branch 
Stream Valley Trail1 

(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other 
recreational trail 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit for the 
adjacent pod 

Complete with adjacent pod 
Development 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as 
more details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational 
facilities may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain 
circumstances, such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment ponds 
or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior to 
construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate number 
of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all the 
dwelling units. 
 
* “Overall” means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
 1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 
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Two amendments impacting the provision of recreational facilities in the R-M Zone of 
Timothy Branch were approved by CDP-0902-01. The first updated the phasing table for the 
provision of on-site private recreational amenities, as follows:  

 
FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM4 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit within 
RM4 

Complete by 700th overall 
residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area – RM4 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit within 
RM4 

Complete by 650th overall 
residential unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM3 

Prior to the issuance 
of any residential 

unit permit within 
RM3 

Complete by 775th overall 
residential unit permit 

 
The second amendment relocated a previously approved 7,500-square-foot multiage 
playground from RM-5 to the centrally located 20,000-square-foot open play area within 
RM-4. A condition was included in CDP-0902-01, to ensure RM-5 will be served by 
additional on-site private recreation amenities. Therefore, conformance is shown with this 
condition, as amended by CDP-0902-01. 
 
*[33]26.  The developer and his heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall satisfy 

the Planning Board that there are adequate provisions to assure 
retention and future maintenance of the proposed private recreational 
facilities. 

 
All private recreation facilities for RM-3 and RM-4, subject of this SDP, are located on 
property that is to be owned and maintained by a future Homeowners Association. 
 
*[34]27.  Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side 

of Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site’s entire frontage 
between Brandywine Road and the southern property line in 
accordance with DPW&T standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail 
within an urban right-of-way (DPW&T Standard 100.18). The 
hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch trail, if 
required, via an alternate configuration (DPW&T Standard 100.06) to 
accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of 
the primary street located between the commercial and residential 
development, with directional signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A 
five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided on the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, signs, and 
other details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. 
Both the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within 
the public right-of-way. 
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The development subject of this SDP is on the west side of Mattawoman Drive, where a 
five-foot-wide sidewalk is provided. Internal sidewalks are shown at appropriate location 
on-site. 
 
*[36]29.  Provide four-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of all internal 

residential roads (excluding alleys). 
 
Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations.  
 
*[37]30.  Indicate on the specific design plan the width of all of the on-road and 

off-road bikeways, sidewalks, and trails. 
 
*[38]31.  At the time of specific design plan review, provide cross section details 

of the proposed sidewalks, on-road bike lanes, shared-use roads, and 
trails per SHA and DPW&T standards where applicable. 

 
Five-foot-wide sidewalks are shown on the SDP. On-road bike lanes and trails are not 
included in RM-3 and RM-4. 
 
*[39]32.  Trails shall be shown no less than 20 feet from all private residential 

lot lines and/or 25 feet from all residential dwellings, excluding where 
trails connect with the internal road network, unless environmental 
constraints/impacts exist that make this impractical. The final trail 
location shall be reviewed at the time of SDP. 

 
Trails are not provided by the subject SDP in the RM-3 and RM-4 development areas. 
 
*[43]36.  Show bicycle parking spaces on the specific design plan at the 

recreational facilities and in the community buildings. These spaces 
should be located near the front entrances to the buildings and have 
access to bikeway and trail facilities. 

 
No commercial buildings are proposed. Bicycle parking is provided at recreational facilities 
proposed in this phase of development. 

 
*[46]39.  The applicant and/or the applicant’s heirs, successors, or assignees 

shall contribute toward and participate in the construction of certain 
additional off-site transportation improvements as identified 
hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and constructed 
through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, the 
Montgomery Ward’s Brandywine ,Distribution Center, the Brandywine 
Commerce Center, the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, 
the Brandywine Business Park, the Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, 
the Hampton CDZ, and other property owners in the area designated as 
Employment Area “C” in the Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any 
properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 
and MD 5 in Prince George’s County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any 
other properties for which participation is deemed necessary by the 
Planning Board. For development on the subject property, the 
applicant’s sole funding responsibility toward the construction of these 
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off-site transportation improvements shall be the payment of the 
following: 

 
For commercial buildings, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square 
foot of space X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost 
index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 
 
For each single-family detached unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 x 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at time of 
payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost 
Index for first quarter, 1993). 
 
For each townhouse, duplex, two over two unit, a fee calculated as 
$1,187 x (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index 
at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction 
Cost Index for first quarter, 1993).  
 
For each multi-family unit, a fee calculated as $886 x (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at time of payment) / 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first 
quarter, 1993).  
 
Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall 
be due, on a pro rata basis, at the time of issuance of building permits. 
Prior to issuance of any building permit(s), the applicant shall provide 
written evidence to M-NCPPC that the required payment has been 
made. 
 
The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set 
forth below. Construction of these improvements shall occur in the 
numerical sequence in which they appear. Each improvement shall be 
constructed if and only if sufficient funds for engineering, full design, 
and construction have been deposited into the road club escrow 
account by road club members or said funds have been provided by 
public agencies. The off-site transportation improvements shall 
include: 

 
a. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 

beginning at Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and 
extending northerly to the US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). 
The construction shall be in accordance with presently 
approved SHA plans. 

 
b. Install a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, 

provided said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T. 
 
c. Make minor widening/striping improvements to the 

US 301/MD 5 interchange ramps. 
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d. Widen US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 
beginning at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending 
northerly to a point approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

 
e. Reconstruct the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 
 
f. Install a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided 

said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T and SHA. 
 
g. Provide a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses 

US 301 northeast of T.B. 
 
h. Reconstruct the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 
 
i. Construction of an interchange around US 301/MD 5 and 

Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 
 
j. Construction of an interchange around MD 5 and A-63 north of 

T.B. 
 
k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off 

site) between the US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Rd. 
intersection and MD 5 north of T.B. 

 
l. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road 

beginning at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending 
southerly to Mattawoman Creek. 

 
m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning 

at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly 
to a point approximately 2,500 feet north of the planned 
intersection with A-63. 

 
This condition requires payment to the Brandywine Road Club. The Timothy Branch 
project’s participation in the Brandywine Road Club was further confirmed by CR-9-2017, 
which elevated the construction of Mattawoman Drive through the subject property to the 
top of the priority list. Pro-rata payments shall be required in accordance with this 
condition at the time of each building permit. 
 
*[48]41.  At the time of SDP review, the applicant may redesign Residential 

Module 3 to reduce the block perimeter and to increase the pedestrian 
and vehicular circulation. The housing types within and around these 
blocks should be reconsidered to facilitate rear loading townhouses.  

 
RM-3 development is proposed by the subject SDP with a pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation system layout that is acceptable. Townhouses are not proposed in RM-3.  

 

--
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10. Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003: The relevant PPS, 4-09003, was originally 
approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010. Subsequently, the applicant 
requested a reconsideration, which the Planning Board heard and approved on 
April 5, 2012 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A/1)), subject to 32 conditions. Many relevant 
PPS conditions mirror those provided by CDP-0902. Responses provided to overlapping 
conditions discussed under Finding 9 apply to both the CDP and PPS. The following 
conditions warrant discussion in relation to the subject SDP: 
 
9. A Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review with each SDP for 

residential uses. The Phase II noise study shall address how noise has been 
mitigated to 65 dBA Ldn exterior and 45dBA Ldn interior for residential units 
throughout the site. 

 
10. The appropriate SDP shall show noise mitigation measures for the 

single-family detached lots impacted by noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or greater 
along Mattawoman Drive. Mitigation for outdoor activity areas, as defined by 
the SDP, may include fencing or walls necessary to reduce the noise levels in 
the outdoor activity areas to 65 dBA Ldn or less.  

 
A Phase II Noise Analysis was submitted with the subject SDP. It demonstrates that most 
residential units will be outside of areas requiring special attention to noise mitigation. 
However, the townhouse units closest to Mattawoman Drive, and single-family detached 
dwellings closest to US 301 will require the use of upgraded windows and doors to provide 
interior noise levels of 45dBA or less. Outdoor activity areas are shown having noise levels 
of 65 dBA or less.  A noise attenuation berm and sound barriers are shown on the plans 
reducing noise levels in backyards of single-family dwellings shown proximate to US 301 to 
acceptable levels.   

 
†[24]17.  In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of 

Transportation and the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional 
Map Amendment, the applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, 
and/or assignees shall provide the following: 

 
d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site’s frontage of the 

entire west side of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake 
Business Drive extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 

 
e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along 

Mattawoman Drive at the time of SDP, unless modified by 
DPW&T. 

 
Sidewalks and sidepaths along Mattawoman Drive were previously 
approved under SDP-1304. The subject SDP shows the appropriately sized 
and located sidewalk on the west side of Mattawoman Drive.  

 
f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential 

roads excluding alleys, unless modified by DPW&T. 
 

Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations on-site.  
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g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for 
all bikeways, sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

 
h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be 

provided at the time of SDP, consistent with current DPW&T 
and DPR standards and guidelines. 

 
The location, width, and surface treatment are provided in the subject SDP 
for sidewalks. Trails and bikeways are not proposed by this SDP.  

 
j. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and 

active recreational facilities at the time of SDP. The number and 
location of bicycle parking spaces shall be determined at that 
time. 

 
No commercial buildings are proposed in this phase of development and 
bicycle parking is provided at proposed recreational facilities. 

 
l. The need for additional facilities and amenities for pedestrians 

at transit stops will be evaluated at the time of SDP. 
 

No bus stops are currently located on or adjacent to the subject site. Future 
transit improvements may be appropriate on-site if the planned light 
rail/bus rapid transit is implemented in the corridor. 

 
†[26]19. The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following 

improvements at the time of the initial specific design plan involving 
development within the subject property, and also shall submit any 
needed warrant studies related to condition c at this time. A status 
report for these improvements shall be submitted with each specific 
design plan within the property, with the transportation staff 
recommendation to be based upona comparison of the status with the 
phasing plan. The staging of conditions a, b, and d shall be related to 
the timing of collection of Road Club fees (pursuant to Condition 27). 
Condition c would be implemented when the signal is deemed to be 
warranted and required by SHA. 

 
a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the 

MD 381 and the Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning 
approximately 1,000 feet south of MD 381 and continuing 
approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The elimination of 
left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the 
construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if 
required by SHA. 

 
b. A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, 

subject to SHA approval. 
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c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive 
intersection, along with the addition of a westbound left-turn 
lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive. 

 
d. The extension of Mattawoman Drive south of the subject 

property to connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 
 
The submitted phasing plan states, that the CDP and PPS resolutions already allow Villages 
at Timothy Branch to move forward based solely on payment of the Brandywine Road Club 
fees, and the order of construction is based upon the availability of funds and the phased 
construction of items, as required in CR-9-2017. The phasing for each item, as noted by the 
applicant, is described below: 
 
a.  A third northbound through lane along US 301: This improvement is subject to the 

payment of fees through the Brandywine Road Club. Pursuant to the priority project 
listing within CR-9-2017, this improvement is a later priority, and higher priorities 
within CR-9-2017 would be constructed earlier subject to available funding under 
the Brandywine Road Club. 

 
b.  A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive: This improvement 

is subject to the payment of fees through the Brandywine Road Club. Pursuant to the 
priority project listing within CR-9-2017, this improvement is a later priority, and 
higher priorities within CR-9-2017 would be constructed earlier subject to available 
funding under the Brandywine Road Club. 

 
c.  The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with the 

addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive: The 
signalization is subject to warrants being met at the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive 
intersection. An initial signal warrant analysis has been done, and the signal warrant 
analysis will be redone upon completion of the full Mattawoman Drive connection 
from MD 381 to Matapeake Business Drive. This will allow the State to determine if 
the warrants are satisfied, and to make a decision on when the traffic signal should 
be installed. This is a reasonable timeframe for the completion of this improvement. 

 
d.  The extension of Mattawoman Drive, south of the subject property to connect to 

Matapeake Business Drive: This improvement is subject to the payment of fees 
through the Brandywine Road Club. Pursuant to the priority project listing within 
CR-9-2017, this improvement is an earlier priority. The applicant is currently 
working with the County to complete the Mattawoman Drive connection from 
MD 381 to Matapeake Business Drive, and it is currently under construction (aerial 
photography confirms this). The applicant expects this connection to be open to 
traffic in late 2020. This is a reasonable timeframe for the completion of this 
improvement. 

 
† [37]29.  For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an 

inventory of the existing quantities of uses (if any) in the development, 
expressed in cumulative square footage or number of the varying types 
of residential units and information as to the exact square 
footage/number of units and types proposed, so that conformance with 
the overall approved land uses can be evaluated. Each plan of 

--
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development shall also contain information demonstrating 
conformance to the density increment analysis completed in 
association with CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

 
The subject SDP provides tracking charts and notes with an inventory of total proposed 
development in this phase. 

 
† [38]30. An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings 

proposed in this subdivision, unless the Prince George’s County Fire/EMS 
Department determines that an alternative method of fire suppression is 
appropriate. 

 
This requirement is noted in the General Notes on the SDP. 

 
† [40]32. Prior to the approval of any SDP for the Villages of Timothy Branch 

development, the applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or 
assignees shall work with Historic Preservation staff to develop names for the 
subdivision streets that reflect the history of the property, the adjacent 
Brandywine community, and its associated families.  

 
The applicant previously worked with the Historic Preservation staff during the review of 
prior SDPs for the development, and the proposed street names generally reflect the history 
of the property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and its associated families. 

 
11. Specific Design Plan SDP-1304: SDP-1304 for infrastructure only including rough grading, 

dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive, and SWM ponds, was approved by the 
Planning Board on October 23, 2014 (PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116), subject to three 
conditions. None of those conditions are applicable to this SDP.  

 
12. Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 and amendments: SDP-1701 and amendments approved 

the development of RM-1 and a portion of RM-2, as well as approved architectural models 
to be utilized throughout the residential development in the R-M Zone of Timothy Branch; 
including homes proposed in the subject SDP amendment. None of these prior approvals 
included conditions applicable to the subject SDP amendment.  

 
13. 2010 Prince George’s County Landscape Manual: The subject SDP proposes the 

development of 251 residential units in RM-3 and RM-4 areas of Timothy Branch. This 
development is subject to the following requirements of the Landscape Manual, Section 4.1, 
Residential Requirements; Section 4.6, Buffering Development from Streets; and Section 4.9, 
Sustainable Landscaping Requirements. Landscape plans provided for the subject area of 
development demonstrate conformance with these requirements.  

 
14. Prince George’s County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance: This 

site is subject to the provisions of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Ordinance because the entire site has a previously approved Type 1 tree conservation plan 
and a portion of the site has an approved and implemented TCP2. In addition, a revised 
TCP2 prepared in accordance with the current woodland conservation requirements have 
been submitted with this application. 
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The TCP2 covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres of upland woodlands 
and 28.69 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCP2 shows 2 phases of development. Phase 1 is 
320 acres and Phase 2 is 13.63 acres. The current application is for the development RM-3 
and RM-4. No development is proposed in the L-A-C portion of the site. The revised TCP2 
submitted with the current application proposes to clear a cumulative total of 137.95 acres 
of upland woodlands and 1.00 acre of wooded floodplain.  
  
The woodland conservation threshold or this property is 53.77 acres. Based upon the total 
proposed clearing, the woodland conservation requirement is 103.26 acres. The plan 
proposes to meet the woodland conservation requirement in 34.04 acres of on-site 
preservation, 39.33 acres of on-site afforestation/reforestation within the net tract, 
2.01 acers of afforestation/reforestation in the floodplain, and 26.15 acres of off-site 
woodland conservation being provided on the site.  
 
Several technical revisions to the TCP2 are required, as conditioned herein. 

 
15. Prince George’s Country Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance: Subtitle 25, Division 3, of 

the Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance requires a minimum percentage of TCC on projects 
that require a building or grading permit for 5,000 square feet or greater of gross floor area 
or disturbance. Properties that are zoned L-A-C and R-M are required to provide a minimum 
of 10 and 15 percent, respectively, of the gross tract area in tree canopy. TCC was gauged for 
the entirety of the Timothy Branch development, which is 322.41 acres in size, resulting in a 
blended TCC requirement of 44.75 acres, or 13.9 percent. A TCC schedule was provided 
showing that the requirement is being met on-site by woodland preservation and 
reforestation, in addition to proposed plantings. 

 
16. Referral Comments: The subject application was referred to the concerned agencies and 

divisions. The referral comments are summarized as follows, and are incorporated herein 
by reference: 

 
a. Community Planning—In a memorandum dated May 14, 2020 (Greene to Bossi), 

the Community Planning Division noted that pursuant to Part 8, Division 4, 
Subdivision 2 of the Zoning Ordinance, master plan conformance is not required for 
this application.  
 

b. Transportation Planning—In a memorandum dated May 11, 2020 (Masog to 
Bossi), Transportation staff provided an analysis of previous conditions of approval 
that has been incorporated into findings above, with relative conditions included 
herein addressing issues, as required. Access and circulation are acceptable. The 
overall circulation system conforms in large part to the underlying preliminary plan. 
All internal streets are adequately sized. 

 
From the standpoint of transportation and in consideration of the findings 
contained herein, it is determined that this plan is acceptable if the application is 
approved. 

 
c. Subdivision—Input received from Subdivision staff during the review process 

indicated that the SDP was in general conformance with PPS 4-09003, as discussed 
in findings above.  
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d. Trails—In a memorandum dated May 8, 2020 (Smith to Bossi), Trails staff provided 
a discussion of previous conditions of approval and recommendations of relevant 
master plans. The subject SDP is in general conformance with conditions of prior 
approvals and relevant master plan recommendations for pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure at Timothy Branch. A single recommendation was made for extending 
a sidewalk to improve connectivity between Ring House Road and General Maxwell 
Drive, which is conditioned herein.  
 

e. Permits—In a memorandum dated May 11, 2020 (Chaney to Bossi), the Permits 
Section noted four issues that were addressed in revisions to the SDP. 

 
f. Environmental Planning—In a memorandum dated May 18, 2020 (Finch to Bossi), 

a comprehensive history of the site’s environmental review and conformance with 
prior conditions of approvals was presented. Staff noted the subject SDP revision 
and associated TCP 2 can be found in conformance with the previously approved 
basic plan, CDP, PPS, and relevant SDPs. Staff recommended conditions to require a 
series of minor technical corrections to the TCP2, which are included herein.  

 
g. Special Projects—In a memorandum dated May 8, 2020 (Thompson to Bossi), the 

Special Projects Section offered an analysis of the required adequacy findings 
relative to police facilities, fire and rescue, schools, and water and sewer. Adequate 
public facilities were determined to be present for all functions, except for police 
priority (emergency) response time, which failed the adequacy test. As such it is 
recommended that prior to certification of this SDP amendment, the applicant enter 
into a Public Safety Mitigation Fee agreement with the Planning Department. In 
addition, it is recommended that a public safety mitigation fee be paid prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit for RM-3 and RM-4.  

 
h. Department of Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement (DPIE)—In a 

memorandum dated May 13, 2020 (Giles to Bossi) DPIE noted that roadway 
improvements and right-of-way dedication for Mattawoman Drive is required, as is 
the provision of sidewalks with ADA ramps along all roadways within the property 
limits. DPIE further noted that the SDP is consistent with the approved SWM 
Concept Plan 11355-2009-02 dated January 24, 2020. 

 
i. Prince George’s County Police Department—In a memorandum dated 

April 14, 2020 (Contic to Planner Coordinator, Urban Design Section), the Police 
Department noted they have no comments.   

 
j. Prince George’s County Health Department—In a memorandum dated 

April 15, 2020 (Adepoju to Bossi), the Health Department suggested that future 
retail space within Timothy Branch be dedicated to a business that would provide 
access to healthy food choices in the area. The Department also noted health 
concerns with residential development sited near major roadways. 
Recommendations were provided for construction activity to follow County noise 
and dust control requirements.  

 
k. Prince George’s Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)—In an email dated 

May 15, 2020 (Asan to Bossi), DPR noted that the subject SDP revision has no 
impact on conditions of previous approvals relevant to parks. 
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l. Prince George’s County Fire/EMS Department—At the time of writing of this 

report, the Fire Department did not comment on the subject SDP. 
 
m. Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC)—In a memorandum dated 

February 19, 2020, WSSC provided standard comments regarding water and sewer 
service for the proposed RM-3 and RM-4 development. Their comments are 
provided for informational purposes and will be enforced by WSSC at the time of 
permit issuance. 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
 Based upon the foregoing evaluation and analysis, the Urban Design staff recommends that 
the Planning Board adopt the findings of this report and APPROVE Specific Design Plan 
SDP-1701-03 and Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan TCP2-068-93-05 for Timothy Branch, subject to 
the following conditions:  
 
1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the applicant shall provide the 

following information and/or revise the site plan to provide the following:  
 

a. Show a sidewalk connection along the east side of Ring Horse Road, extending from 
Lot 1 to the sidewalk along General Maxwell Drive, for a continuous pedestrian 
connection.  

 
b. Identify the townhouse and single-family dwelling lots in need of noise mitigation 

measures on the SDP.  
 
c. Revise the exterior light detail provided and add the following note to the SDP: “All 

lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce glare and 
light spill-over.” 

 
e. Provide more shade trees within Parcel A, Block Q open space to provide relief to 

the playground and portions of the open field. 
 
f. Revise the photometric plan to show sufficient lighting within the alleys. 
 
g. The applicant shall enter and submit a ratified Public Safety Mitigation Fee 

agreement with the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
Prince George’s County Planning Department for 251 dwellings, in accordance with 
the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety 
Infrastructure (Prince George’s County Council Resolution CR-078-2005). 

 
2. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the Type 2 tree conservation plan 

(TCP2) shall be revised, as follows:  
 

a. Fully delineate and label the required 40-foot-wide scenic easement on the frontage 
of MD 381 (Brandywine Road). 
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b. Include all recommended noise barriers proposed for RM-3 and RM-4 with 
SDP-1701-03 on the plan. To provide maintenance access, all noise barriers shall be 
setback 5 feet from the lot line, and woodland conservation areas shall be set back 
10 feet from a noise barrier.   

 
c. The top and bottom elevation of noise buffers shall be shown on the plan. 
 
d. All woodland conservation less than 50 feet in width shall be eliminated as 

woodland conservation or revised to meet the minimum design criteria for width.   
  
e. Revise the General Notes if necessary, to reflect the current TCP2 revision.  
 
f.  Revise the plan as necessary to be consistent with the SDP.  
 
g. Add an Owner’s Awareness Certificate to the cover sheet.  
 
h. After all required revisions are made, revise the woodland conservation worksheet 

to correctly reflect the woodland conservation required and fulfilled for the site. 
 
i. Have the revised plan signed and dated by Qualified Professional who prepared it. 

 
3. Prior to the approval of the first building permit for RM-3 and RM-4, all afforestation/ 

reforestation planting, permanent tree protection fencing, and signage shall be installed 
completed.  
 

4. Prior to the approval of a grading permit for the development, a Public Safety Mitigation Fee 
shall be paid in the amount of $1,246,968 ($4,968 x 251 dwelling units). Notwithstanding 
the number of dwelling units and the total fee payments noted in this condition, the final 
number of dwelling units shall be as approved by the Prince George’s County Planning 
Board and the total fee payment shall be determined by multiplying the total dwelling unit 
number by the per unit factor noted above. The per unit factor of $4,968 is subject to 
adjustment on an annual basis in accordance with the percentage change in the Consumer 
Price Index for All Urban Consumers. The actual fee to be paid will depend upon the year 
the grading permit is issued. 
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Continental crosswalks will be provided on Mattawoman Drive and Standard crosswalks will be 
provided on all other streets as shown or as directed by Prince George's County. 
All proposed sidewalks and crosswalks shall be constructed in accordance with the Prince 
George's Standard Details and Specifications. 
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AGENDA ITEM:   7 
AGENDA DATE:  6/11/2020

APPLICANT: 

OWNER: 

ATTORNEY/ 
CORRESONDENT: 

CIVIL ENGINEER: 

REQUEST 

STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION 
SDP-1701-03 

Timothy Branch 

Timothy Branch Inc. 
2124 Priest Bridge Drive, Suite 18 
Crofton, Maryland 21114 

Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC 
Timothy Brandywine Investments Two, LLC 
2124 Priest Bridge Drive, Suite 18 
Crofton, Maryland 211 I 4 

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esq. 
McNamee, Hosea, Jernigan, Kim, Greenan & Lynch, P.A. 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 200 
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 
(301) 441-2420 Voice 
(30 I) 982-9450 Fax 

Ben Dyer Associates, Inc. 
I 1721 Woodmore Road, Suite 200 
Mitchellville, MD 20721 
(30 I) 430-2000 

The approval of a rev1s1on of the specific design plan in 
accordance with Comprehensive Design Zones for Residential 
Development in RM-3 and a portion of RM-4, which are located 
on the west side of Mattawoman Drive. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

1. Current Addresses - 14700, 14708, and 15000 SE Crain Highway, and 14200, 14201, 
14211, 14300, 14500, and 14600 Mattawoman Drive, Brandywine, MD, 20613 

2. Proposed Use - 96 single-family attached (townhouses), 30 single-family semidetached 
(duplexes), and 125 single family detached. The total dwelling units proposed with SDP-
1701-03 is 251 dwelling units within RM-3 and a portion ofRM-4. 

3. Election District - 11 

4. Councilmanic District - 9 

5. Current Parcels Parcels A-Gas recorded with Plats VJ 172-51, VJ 172-52, and VJ 180-
31, and Lots 1-19, 30-46, 58-113 and Parcels 1-3, and Parcels A-1, Block C; Lots 5-28 and 
Parcels B-D, Block D; Lots 1-15, Block G; Lots 1-14, Block F; and Outlets B-D as 
recorded with Plats SJH 24S-82, SJH 249-38, SJH 249-39, SJH 249-40, and SJH 249-41. 
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6. Total Area - 72.43 acres of land zoned L-A-C and 261.75 acres of land zoned R-M, for a 
gross total of 334.18 acres. The subject application is for a portion of the overall property 
within the R-M Zoned land (to wit RM-3 and a portion of RM-4). 

7. Tax Map & Grid- 145 Grids A-4, B-3 & 4; 155 Grids A- I &2 and B-1 & 2. 

8. Location - Located on the east side of US 30 I /MD 5 and on the south side of Brandywine 
Road, approximately 1,000 feet east of its intersection with Short Cut Road. 

9. Existing Zones - L-A-C and R-M (overall). RM-3 and RM-4 are in the R-M Zone. 

I 0. WSSC 200 Sheet- 218, 2 19 & 220SE07, and 218 & 2 l 9SE08. 

11. Archived 2002 General Plan Tier - Developing. 

12. Sustainable Growth Act, Plan Prince George's 2035 - Tier I 

13. General Plan Growth Policy Area - Established Communities. 

II. APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL 

Timothy Branch (formerly " Villages at Timothy Branch"), in its entirety, is a master-planned 
comprehensively designed residential community complemented by a nearby existing commercial/retail 
center along with office and flex space to the south. The review and approval of SDP-1 70 I included the 
overall Timothy Branch Development. The review included residential architecture, recreational amenities 
and signage for the overa ll development, however, development was only proposed within areas R-M I and 
R-M 2. SDP-1 701-02 is for the addition of architectural models for the overall development. The specific 
nature of the review ofSDP-1 70 1-03 is to accommodate a revision of the specific design plan in accordance 
with Comprehensive Des ign Zones for Residential Development in RM-3 and a portion of RM-4, which 
are located on the west side of Matta woman Drive. 

2 
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III. COMMUNITY 

The subject property is located in Planning Area 85A within Councilmanic District 9. More 
specifically, the overall site is located on the east side of Robert S. Crain Highway (US 301/MD 5), in the 
southeast quadrant of its intersection with Brandywine Road. The overall property is split zoned between 
the Local Activity Center (L-A-C) Zone to the north and the Residential Medium Development (R-M) Zone 
to the south. The two residential pods, RM-3 and the portion of RM-4, that are the subject of SDP-1701-
03, are located within the R-M Zone. 

The overall property is surrounded by the following uses: 

North: Brandywine Road, and beyond a medical office building (Med Star Health at Brandywine) 
in the 1-1 Zone, and vacant land in the M-X-T Zone. 

South: Vacant land in the C-M and R-R Zones, and beyond various commercial/retail and office 
uses in the C-S-C Zone and M-X-T Zone. 

East: Timothy Branch Stream Valley, and beyond existing single family detached residential in 
the R-R Zone, and the Soil Safe Inc. in the 1-3 and the 1-2 Zones. 

West: Industrial uses in the 1-1 Zone, a service station in the C-M Zone, Robert S. Crain Highway 
(US 301/MD 5), and beyond vacant land in the M-X-T Zone and industrial use in the C-S
C Zone. 

IV. GENERAL CRITERIA FOR SOP APPROVAL 

Section 27-530. - Amendments. 

(a) All amendments of approved Specific Design Plans shall be made in accordance with the 
provisions of this Division for initial approval, except as set forth below. 

(b) The Planning Director (or designee) may approve a minor amendment in the location of 
structures shown on an approved Specific Design Plan due to an engineering necessity if the 
Planning Director finds that: 
(1) It is in keeping with the architectural and site design characteristics of the approved 

Specific Design Plan; and 
(2) It does not increase the floor area ratio. 

(c) A minor amendment to an approved Specific Design Plan for the purpose of making home 
improvements may be requested by a homeowner (or authorized representative) and 
approved by the Planning Director (or designee), in accordance with the following 
procedures: 
(1) Filing. The applicant shall submit a site plan and any other material deemed 

necessary to properly detail the requested modifications. 
(2) Fee. At the time the application is filed, the applicant shall pay a fee to cover the costs 

of processing the request. The fee shall be established by the Planning Board. In cases 
of financial hardship, the fee may be waived by the Planning Board. 

(3) Criteria for granting minor amendments. A minor amendment may only be granted 
if the requested modifications: 
(A) Are located within the approved Comprehensive Design Plan building lines 

and setbacks or any approved amendments to the Comprehensive Design 
Plan; 

(B) Are in keeping with the architectural and site design characteristics of the 
approved Specific Design Plan; and 

3 
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(d) 

(e) 

Appeal. 
(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(C) Will not substantially impair the intent, purpose, or integrity of the approved 
Comprehensive Design Plan. 

The decision of the Planning Director (or designee) may be appealed to the Planning 
Board. Application for appeal may be made when it is claimed that the true intent of 
the Comprehensive and Specific Design Plans or of this Subtitle have been incorrectly 
interpreted or applied. Notice of such appeal shall be in writing and filed within thirty 
(30) days after the decision is rendered by the Planning Director. 
Hearing. The Planning Board shall conduct a hearing pursuant to its Rules of 
Procedure. 
Findings. 
(A) The Planning Board may grant the minor amendment in accordance with the 

(B) 
criteria set forth in Subsections (b) and (c), above. 
The Planning Board shall approve, approve with modification, or disapprove 
the requested amendments, and shall state its reasons for the action. The 
Planning Board's decision (resolution) on the minor amendment shall be sent 
to all persons of record in the hearing before the Planning Board. 

In the event that a minor amendment requires an amendment of both the approved 
Comprehensive Design Plan and Specific Design Plan, the amendment shall be combined and 
processed in accordance with the provisions of Section 27-524. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 is requested to be reviewed and approved by the Planning Board, as required 
by Section 27-530(a) in accordance with the initial approval. The amendment is not due to an engineering 
necessity, is not a request by an individual homeowner, and is not an appeal of a decision by the Planning 
Director. This amendment is filed on conjunction with an amendment to the comprehensive design plan for 
the R-M Zone, which is case number CDP-0902-0 I. 

Section 27-528. - Planning Board action. 

(a) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(1) The plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicable 
standards of the Landscape Manual, and except as provided in Section 27-528(a)(l.1), 
for Specific Design Plans for which an application is filed after December 30, 1996, 
with the exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the applicable design guidelines for 
townhouses set forth in Section 27-274(a)(l)(B) and (a)(ll), and the applicable 
regulations for townhouses set forth in Section 27-433(d) and, as it applies to property 
in the L-A-C Zone, if any portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail station, the regulations 
set forth in Section 27-480(d) and (e); 

(1.1) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the requirements stated in 
the definition of the use and satisfies all requirements for the use in Section 27-508 of 
the Zoning Ordinance; 

(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of time with 
existing or programmed public facilities either shown in the appropriate Capital 
Improvement Program, provided as part of the private development or, where 
authorized pursuant to Section 24-124(a)(8) of the County Subdivision Regulations, 
participation by the developer in a road club; 

(3) Adequate provision has been made for draining surface water so that there are no 
adverse effects on either the subject property or adjacent properties; 

( 4) The plan is in conformance with an approved Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan; and 
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(5) The plan demonstrates that the regulated environmental features are preserved 
and/or restored to the fullest extent possible in accordance with the requirement of 
Subtitle 24-130(b)(5). 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 satisfies the findings above; in as much as SDP-170 I and SDP-170 I
O I conformed to the same. SDP-1701-03 is to accommodate a revision of the specific design plan in 
accordance with Comprehensive Design Zones for Residential Development in RM-3 and a portion ofRM-
4. SDP-1701-03 is not located within a Regional Urban Community. The entirety of the development was 
tested for adequate public facilities during the review of the preliminary plan of subdivision, which was 
adopted by the Planning Board on March 19, 20 I 5 (PGCPB No. I 0-l l 7(A/I)). The project's participation 
in the Brandywine Road Club ("Road Club") was conditioned in the Preliminary Plan, with Conditions 19 
and 20. The recent adoption of CR-9-2017 not only further confinns the use of the Road Club, but also 
reprioritizes Road Club improvements by elevating the construction of the Spine Road (Mattawoman 
Drive/ A-63) through the subject property to the top of the priority list. The development proposed has an 
approved stormwater concept plan, and surface water drainage will not adversely affect the subject property 
or adjacent properties. A Type II Tree Conservation Plan was approved with SDP-1701, and will not be 
affected by the residential development proposed with SDP-1701-03. Through the preliminary plan review 
process, this plan demonstrated that the regulated environmental features were preserved to the fullest 
extent possible, in accordance with the requirements of Subtitle 24-130(b)(S). 

V. CONFORMANCE WITH DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

As it relates to the requests made in SDP-1701-03, an amendment to the comprehensive design 
plan is in review to revise certain design standards in order to accommodate the proposed residential 
development. In accordance with Section 27-530(e), CDP-0902-01 will be combined and processed with 
the SDP-1701-03 review. 

VI. APPLICABLE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

CONFORMANCE WITH prior conditions of approval: 

Basic Plan A-9987-C/A-9988-C 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the subject 
site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland or within HOA 
land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be provided from the 
Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701 shows the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail as a I 0-foot-wide asphalt 
hiker-biker trail with an adjacent four-foot-wide turf verge for equestrian use, within close proximity to 
the adjacent development envelopes. SDP-1701-03 does not proposed to alter this location, and 
therefore, is in conformance with this condition 

4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject site's 
entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and ramps at all 
intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting strip. 

COMMENT: Throughout the previous and extensive review processes, the location of A-55 has changed 
many times. The current location for A-55 is to the south of the Timothy Branch project boundaries. This 
condition is no longer applicable due to the recent realignment of A-55, as Timothy Branch no longer has 
any frontage along A-55. 

5 
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5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman Drive, 
unless modified by DPW&T. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 shows a five foot wide sidewalk on the west side ofMattawoman Drive. This 
condition is met for this portion of the western side ofMattawoman Drive. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, unless 
modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in detail at the time 
of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors may be warranted to the 
proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 provides standard sidewalks along both sides of the internal streets and 
provides the trail connectors, if any, as required. This condition has been met. 

10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance shall 
be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 

COMMENT: The woodland conservation for SDP-1701-03 will be provided through 77 .11 acres of on
site conservation and 26.15 acres of off-site woodland conservation. This condition has been met. 

12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 
projects, to coordinate its development activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the record 
(with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the correspondence with these 
project representatives. One year after final approval of the Basic Plan Amendment 
approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record (with a copy to the Councilmanic 
District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and to be taken to develop the subject property 
consistently and harmoniously with these other projects. 

COMMENT: This condition has previously been satisfied with prior approvals and is no longer applicable. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-090 I 

SDP-1701-03 is specific to the R-M portions of the Timothy Branch development. The conditions included 
with CDP-0901 are not applicable to this review. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9987 shall remain in full force and effect. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 conforms to this condition. (See above). 

2. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone (CDP-0902) comprise 
a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 1,775 trips in the PM. If the densities 
of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are modified for any reason, trips may be re-allocated 
between these two zones (CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such that the overall trip cap of 1,269 
AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 is within the trip cap previously established; therefore, this condition is met. 

6 
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3. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate right-of
way of Mattawoman Drive shall be provided on the Specific Design Plan (SDP) unless it is 
determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the dwellings 
from the roadway. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 conforms to this condition. 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate right
of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SDP) for multifamily 
buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer 
the dwellings from the roadway. The minimum width of building restriction lines for other 
residential product types along US 301 shall be determined at the time of SDP and the 
Phase II Noise Study shall be considered in the determination of establishing the building 
restriction lines. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 does not propose multifamily development. This condition is not applicable. 

5.c. The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the standards may 
be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the time of specific design plan if 
circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES--R-M ZONE I 

One-family Single-family 
detached Two-family semidetached8

• Single-family 
attached 9 attached3• 

8
• 9 Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq.ft. NIA 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage - corner lot 70 NIA 40 feet 30 feet NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage(%) 30 354 35 354 504 

Minim um building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

Minim um building setback from 
Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 200 feet 10 

Minimum front setback5 25 NIA 20 feet 3,6 7 

Minimum side setback5 10 NIA 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setback5 20 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to street' 25 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building 
40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet hPiaht11 

Maximum percentage of total units NIA NIA NIA 502 252 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 NIA NIA NIA NIA 
1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit 
percentage, which allows a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the R-M 
Zone. 

7 
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3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes 
shall have a minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the 
driveway. 

4 This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract 
area 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be 
reduced to 500 square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into 
yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, 
except for Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a 
lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard 
without meeting setback requirements. 

9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four 
feet high. 

10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single
family semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway 
(US 301) shall be determined at the time ofSDP review. 

11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the 
Planning Board at the time of SDP. 

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS-R-M ZONE 

Maximum Lot Coverage(%) 
Minimum setback from front street line 
Minimum setback from side lot line 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

25 
60 feet 
2 feet 
2 feet 

(along which an abutting lot fronts) 10 feet 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 
(along which an abutting lot does not front) 7 feet 
Maximum building height above grade 15 feet 
Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than the 
main building. 

d. A note shall be added to the plans and the comprehensive design plan document 
shall be revised to include a note stating that the requirements of Section 4.7 of the 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual shall be used as a starting point or 
minimum for the provision of an adequate separation between incompatible uses, at 
the perimeter of the site. The requirement may be increased as necessary so as to 
ensure compatibility between incompatible uses at the time of approval of the 
specific design plan. 

8 
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e. The following Architectural Design Parameters shall apply and be revised in the 
CDP text: 

(1) A minimum of 60 percent of all townhouse units shall have a full front 
fa~ade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) and all highly
visible endwalls, which shall be identified at the time of SDP, shall be brick, 
stone or stucco, or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(2) Townhouses and single-family semidetached dwellings facing a public street 
and the side elevation of the same unit facing a public street (corner lots) 
shall be faced up to 60 percent with high-quality materials such as brick, 
stone or stucco (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) or other 
masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(3) All residential buildings with front elevations facing Mattawoman Drive 
shall have a full front fa~ade of brick, stone or stucco ( excluding gables, 
windows, doors, and trim), or other masonry materials of equivalent quality 
as long as the buildings are within 100 feet of the Mattawoman Drive right
of-way. 

( 4) Front elevations of townhouses and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall have dormers or gables to reduce the single plane 
of roof. 

(5) Front elevations of townhouse and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall be offset by a minimum of two feet. 

(6) Architecture for multifamily buildings shall be faced with at least 60 percent 
brick, stone, stucco or equivalent, or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. Elevations of multifamily buildings facing Mattawoman Drive and 
those that are determined at SDP to have highly visible corner facades shall 
be faced with a minimum of 80 percent brick, stone or stucco (excluding 
gables, bay windows, trim, and doors), or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

(7) A minimum of 60 percent of one-family detached dwellings shall have a full 
front fa~ade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) of brick, 
stone, or stucco, or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(8) Side and rear walls of all residential buildings shall be articulated with 
windows, recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. All 
residential endwalls shall have a minimum of two architectural features, 
except endwalls in highly visible locations, which shall be identified at the 
time of SDP, shall have additional architectural features creating a well
balanced com position. 

(9) Trash enclosures made of high-quality building materials shall be used to 
screen trash dumpsters. 

COMMENT: These design standards are proposed to be modified with the review of CDP-0902-01. SDP-
1701-03 is in confonnance with the development standards proposed with CDP-0902-01. 
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7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for stormwater 
management that details how the new stormwater management requirements will be met 
regarding the provision of environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent 
practicable, will be required unless other stormwater management design approvals and/or 
waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

COMMENT: A Stormwater Management Concept Approval extension, Case # 11355-2009-00, was 
obtained for this property on May 9, 2017, and is valid through May 9, 2020. 

8. The TCP2 for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of the Woodland 
and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site through preservation or 
afforestation to the fullest extent possible, consistent with the desired pattern of development 
and densities indicated in the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it shall be 
provided within the Mattawoman watershed. 

COMMENT: The woodland conservation for SDP-1701-03 will be provided through 77 .11 acres of on
site conservation and 26.15 acres of off-site woodland conservation. This condition has been met. 

12. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing of any 
required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701 was submitted without a plan or proposal for primary management (PMA) 
mitigation because a nontidal wetland area of3.5 acres is protected on the site, which was 1.26 acres more 
than the permitting requirement. No additional PMA mitigation will be required. The MOE tracking number 
is l l-NT-0173 and the ACOE permit number is 2011 60707, AI No. 134217. 

13. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and approved with 
the appropriate SDP application and associated TCP2. 

COMMENT: A variance was approved by the Planning Board on October 23, 2014 (see SDP-1304) for the 
removal of Specimen Tree No. 3, this condition has been addressed. 

14. Prior to approval of TCP2 which proposes to credit as woodland conservation planting 
occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved Site Development 
Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department which 
indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved by the Department of Public 
Works and Transportation with regard to the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. No 
afforestation or preservation area can be shown within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, 
or as determined by the Department of Public Works and Transportation or the Soil 
Conservation District. 

COMMENT: The Stormwater Concept approval number that reviewed and approved credit for woodland 
conservation planting occurring within a stormwater management easement was l 1355-2009-00. The 
technical approval that allowed planting within the easement areas was Permit # 35729-2009. This 
condition has been addressed. 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall include a tree canopy coverage (TCC) schedule 
indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject application. 

COMMENT: The Tree Canopy Coverage schedule is provided on Sheet L9 .1. SDP-1701-03 exceeds the 
requirement by 1,828,926 square feet. 
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17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a Phase II 
noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall address how noise 
impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide interior noise levels of 45 dBA 
Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or less within outdoor activity areas based 
on the final site design. The approval of architecture at time of SOP shall also demonstrate 
how the proposed structures are in conformance with the noise mitigation measures 
recommend in the Phase II noise report for interior residential uses. 

COMMENT: The Phase II Noise Analysis for areas RM-3 and RM-4, dated December 19, 2019, is included 
for review with SDP-1701-03. RM-3 and RM-4 will include public outdoor activity areas and rear yards 
for duplexes and single family homes. All townhomes will be rear-load and offer no rear yard. With the 
construction of the planned berm and two additional noise barriers along Crain Highway (see Phase II Noise 
Analysis), noise levels will be below 65 dBA Ldn in all public and private outdoor activity areas. 
Residences closest to Mattawoman Drive will be exposed to noise levels up to 71 dBA Ldn, while 
residences closest to Crain Highway will be exposed to noise levels up to 68 dBA Ldn; however, not all 
residences impacted by noise levels above 65 dBA Ldn will require modifications to proposed building 
construction in order to maintain interior noise levels below 45 dBA Ldn. Ryan Homes' standard building 
construction to be used at RM-3 and RM-4 will be capable ofreducing noise levels up to approximately 66 
to 67 dBA Ldn to an interior level of 45 dBA Ldn depending upon the home model, such that the Ryan 
Homes' standard exterior wall construction and window/door products selected for RM-3 and RM-4 can 
be used in a majority of the residences. Modifications to Ryan Homes' standard building construction will 
be limited to the 42 townhomes closest to Mattawoman Drive and 15 single family detached homes closest 
to Crain Highway. For these residences, modifications will be limited to upgraded windows and doors 
(where applicable). If these residences are built using the specified STC rated building elements, all RM-3 
and RM-4 residences will be in compliance with the 45 dBA Ldn limit. SDP-1701-03 conforms to this 
condition. 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 

3. Prior to approval of the SDP, the preliminary plan and TCPl shall relocate all townhouse 
lots adjacent to US 301/MD 5 outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated noise contour. This 
may result in the loss of lots if they cannot be appropriately relocated. 

9. A Phase Il noise study shall be submitted for review with each SDP for residential uses. The 
Phase II noise study shall address how noise has been mitigated to 65 dBA Ldn exterior and 
45dBA Ldn interior for residential units throughout the site. 

10. The appropriate SDP shall show noise mitigation measures for the single-family detached lots 
impacted by noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or greater along Mattawoman Drive. Mitigation for 
outdoor activity areas, as defined by the SDP, may include fencing or walls necessary to 
reduce the noise levels in the outdoor activity areas to 65 dBA Ldn or less. 

11. Applications for building permits for lots and structures identified on the SOP requiring noise 
mitigation measures shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by 
a professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis using the certification 
template. The certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced through 
the proposed building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less for residential units. 

COMMENT: The Phase II Noise Analysis for areas RM-3 and RM-4, dated December 19, 2019, was 
included for review with SDP-1701-03. RM-3 and RM-4 will include public outdoor activity areas and rear 
yards for duplexes and single family homes. All townhomes will be rear-load and offer no rear yard. With 
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the construction of the planned berm and two additional noise barriers along Crain Highway (see Phase II 
Noise Analysis), noise levels will be below 65 dBA Ldn in all public and private outdoor activity areas. 
Residences closest to Mattawoman Drive will be exposed to noise levels up to 71 dBA Ldn, while 
residences closest to Crain Highway will be exposed to noise levels up to 68 dBA Ldn; however, not all 
residences impacted by noise levels above 65 dBA Ldn will require modifications to proposed building 
construction in order to maintain interior noise levels below 45 dBA Ldn. Ryan Homes' standard building 
construction to be used at RM-3 and RM-4 will be capable of reducing noise levels up to approximately 66 
to 67 dBA Ldn to an interior level of 45 dBA Ldn depending upon the home model, such that the Ryan 
Homes' standard exterior wall construction and window/door products selected for RM-3 and RM-4 can 
be used in a majority of the residences. Modifications to Ryan Homes' standard building construction will 
be limited to the 42 townhomes closest to Mattawoman Drive and 15 single family detached homes closest 
to Crain Highway. For these residences, modifications will be limited to upgraded windows and doors 
(where applicable). If these residences are built using the specified STC rated building elements, all RM-3 
and RM-4 residences will be in compliance with the 45 dBA Ldn limit. SDP-1701-03 conforms to this 
condition. 

14. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide adequate, 
private on-site recreational facilities in accordance with the standards outlined in the Parks 
and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by 
M-NCPPC for adequacy and proper siting at the time of specific design plan. 

COMMENT: CDP-0902 conditioned that a 7,500 sq. ft. multiage playground was to be developed within 
area RM-3, and a 20,000 sq. ft. open plat area was to be developed within area RM-4. SDP-1701-03 
proposes a multiage play area within Block M of RM-3, and an open play area within Block Q of RM-4. 
SDP-1701-03 conforms to this condition. 

17. In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation and the 
Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, the applicant and the 
applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide the following: 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site's frontage of the entire west side of 
Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive extension), unless 
modified by DPW &T. 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along Mattawoman Drive at 
the time ofSDP, unless modified by DPW&T. 

f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads excluding 
alleys, unless modified by DPW&T. 

g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for all bikeways, 
sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be provided at the time 
of SDP, consistent with current DPW&T and DPR standards and guidelines. 

j. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and active recreational 
facilities at the time of SDP. The number and location of bicycle parking spaces 
shall be determined at that time. 
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k. Sidewalk and sidepath construction shall be provided concurrently with road 
construction. Construction of the Timothy Branch trail shall be in phase with the 
development of adjacent residential development. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 proposes a 5-foot-wide sidewalk along the west side of Mattawoman Drive, 
and pedestrian refuges are approved at its intersection with General Greene Street. Standard sidewalks are 
proposed along both sides of the internal residential roads. 

19. 

20. 

The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following 
improvements at the time of the initial specific design plan involving development 
within the subject property, and also shall submit any needed warrant studies related 
to condition c at this time. A status report for these improvements shall be submitted 
with each specific design plan within the property, with the transportation staff 
recommendation to be based upon a comparison of the status with the phasing plan. 
The staging of conditions a, b, and d shall be related to the timing of collection of Road 
Club fees (pursuant to Condition 27). Condition c would be implemented when the 
signal is deemed to be warranted and required by SHA. 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 
of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 
the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 
SHA. 

b. A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 
SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with 
the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman 
Drive. 

d. The extension of Mattawoman Drive south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall contribute 
toward and participate in the construction of certain additional off-site 
transportation improvements as identified hereinafter. These improvements shall be 
funded and constructed through the formation of a road club that will include the 
applicant, the Montgomery Ward Brandywine Distribution Center, the Brandywine 
Commerce Center, the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the 
Brandywine Business Park, the Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, 
and other property owners in the area designated as Employment Area "C" in the 
Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. 
(the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in Prince George's County) and Mattawoman 
Creek, and any other properties for which participation is deemed necessary by the 
Planning Board. For development on the subject property, the applicant's sole 
funding responsibility toward construction of these off-site transportation 
improvements shall be payment of the following: 

13 
SDP-1701-03_Backup   13 of 378



For each non-residential unit, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot of space 
X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) 
/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 
1993). 
For each single-family unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 X (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, or two-family attached (two-over-two) unit, a fee 
calculated as $1,187 X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index 
at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index 
for first quarter, 1993). 

For each multifamily unit, a fee calculated as $886 X (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be due, on a 
pro rata basis, at the time of the issuance of building permits. Prior to the issuance 
of any building permit(s), the applicant shall provide written evidence to M-NCPPC 
that the required payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth below. 
Construction of these improvements shall occur in the numerical sequence in which 
they appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if and only if sufficient funds 
for engineering, full design, and construction have been deposited into the road club 
escrow account by road club members or said funds have been provided by public 
agencies. The off-site transportation improvements shall include: 

a. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning 
at Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and extending northerly to 
the US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). The construction shall be in 
accordance with presently approved SHA plans. 

b. Installing a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, provided 
said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T. 

c. Making minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 
interchange ramps. 

d. Widening US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the 
T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point 
approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

e. Reconstructing the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Installing a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided said 
signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T and SHA. 

g. Providing a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses US 301 
northeast ofT.B. 
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h. Reconstructing the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 

i. Construction of an interchange in the area of US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

j. Construction of an interchange in the area of MD 5 and A-63, north ofT.B. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off-site) between 
the US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Road intersection and MD 5 
north ofT.B. 

I. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road beginning 
at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending southerly to 
Mattawoman Creek. 

m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T .B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point 
approximately 2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with A-63. 

COMMENT: Pursuant to prior approvals and the County Council's recent adoption of CR-9-2017, the 
Applicant will participate in the Brandywine Road Club as provided above or as further modified by CR-
9-2017. A phasing of improvements has been submitted to the Transportation Planning Section., and 
construction of the Spine Road (A-63) is under constructions - with an expected completion sometime in 
in late 2020. 

21. Total development of the overall site shall be limited to uses that would generate no more 
than 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM peak-hour vehicle trips. Any development generating an impact 
greater than that identified herein above shall require a new preliminary plan of subdivision 
with a new determination of the adequacy of transportation facilities. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 proposes 251 dwelling units. Adding this with the previously approved 323 
dwelling units would total 574, which is well within the overall trip cap approved in 4-09003. Please see 
"Lenhart Traffic Consulting, Inc." memorandum that analyzes the development proposed with SDP-1701-
03 and SDP-1701-04 (multifamily). Added to the development approved with SDP-170 I and SDP-170 I
O I, the applicant is well within the approved trip cap. This condition is met. 

22. All appropriate specific design plans shall limit access to A-63 as follows: 

a. Any public or private streets shown on the approved preliminary plan. 

b. A maximum of two driveways within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site to serve the 
commercial development. 

c. A maximum of two driveways within the R-M-zoned portion of the site to serve 
Residential Module 5. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 is in conformance with these conditions by showing the road connections 
similarly as they were located on the approved preliminary plan (4-09003). The L-A-C and RM-5 portions 
of the property are not subject to SDP-1701-03 review, but will be included in future SDP applications. 
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24. Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, 
successors, and/or assignees shall provide a final report detailing the Phase Il investigations 
and ensure that all artifacts are curated in accordance with the Guidelines for Archeological 
Review. 

25. Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, 
successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any interpretive signage to be erected 
and public outreach measures (based on the findings of the Phase I and Phase II archeological 
investigations). The location and wording of the signage and the public outreach measures 
shall be subject to approval by the Historic Preservation Commission and the M-NCPPC 
staff archeologist. The SOP shall include the timing for the installation of the signage and the 
implementation of public outreach measures. 

COMMENT: The Historic Preservation Section has confirmed that the final report was submitted, as 
required. SDP-1701 included interpretive signage details and locations for review and approval. This 
condition is satisfied. 

27. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and effect. 

COMMENT: The conditions of A-9988-C are addressed in this statement of justification. 

29. For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an inventory of the 
existing quantities of uses (if any) in the development, expressed in cumulative square footage 
or number of the varying types of residential units and information as to the exact square 
footage/number of units and types proposed, so that conformance with the overall approved 
land uses can be evaluated. Each future plan of development shall also contain information 
demonstrating conformance to the density increment analysis completed in association with 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

COMMENT: A Development Tracking Chart is located on Sheet C-13 that records the number and the 
various types of residential units as well as the amount of commercial floor area. SDP-1701-03 complies 
with this condition. 

32. Prior to the approval of any SDP for the Villages of Timothy Branch development, the 
applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall work with Historic 
Preservation staff to develop names for the subdivision streets that reflect the history of the 
property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and its associated families. 

COMMENT: SDP-1701-03 proposes the naming of eight streets. The majority of the street names are from 
a list of approved street names provided to the applicant by the Historic Preservation Section ofCountywide 
Planning Division. SDP-1701-03 complies with this condition. 

Specific Design Plan for Infrastructure SDP-1304 

The conditions of approval for SDP-1304 consisted of requested plan revisions and requirements prior to 
grading permits, and are not residential architecture specific. The conditions included with SDP-1304 are 
not applicable to this review. 
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Specific Design Plan SDP-170 I and SDP-170 1-0 I 

SDP-1701-03 is specifi c to the R-M portions of the Timothy Branch development that are located on the 
western side of Mattawoman Drive, which are specifically areas RM-3 and a portion of RM-4. The SDP-
170 I and SDP-170 1-0 I reviews proposed residential development on the eastern side of Mattawoman 
Drive. The conditions included with SDP- 170 I and SDP-1701-0 I were specific to the RM- I and RM-2 
development areas, and are not applicable to this review. 

Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-02 

SDP- 1701-02 was limited in nature to add architecture for a new 24-foot-wide townhouse model, The 
Wexford, and to add a new elevation for the Ballenger duplex. This amendment is in the pre-review process, 
and is expected to be a staff level review. It is anticipated that all the architectural models approved with 
the prior SOP cases would be avai lable for the dwelling units proposed with SDP-1701-03. No new 
architecture is proposed with this application. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

The applicant respectfully requests the approval of this Specific Design Plan (SDP-170 1-
03) to accommodate a revision of the specific design plan in accordance with Comprehensive Design Zones 
for proposed Residential Development in RM-3 and a portion of RM-4. Based on the foregoing, as well as 
the specific design plan package filed in conjunction with this application, and all evidence that has or will 
be submitted into the record, th is application, and the requests herein, satisfy Sections 27-530 and 27-528 
of the Zoning Ordinance and the conditions of approval of A-9987-C, A-9988-C, CDP-090 I , CDP-0902, 
4-09003, SDP-1 304, SDP-170 I , and SDP-1701-0 I. Accordingly, the applicant contends, and respectfully 
requests, that the Planning Board approve SDP- 1701 -03. 

Respectfully submitted, M:iifl;,a 
B: ~ 

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esq. 
Date: April 27, 2020 
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Case No.:  A-9987-C and A-9988-C     
 

Applicant:  Timothy Brandywine One, LLC 
                  & Timothy Brandywine Investments  
                  Two, LLC 
 
(Project Name – Villages at Timothy Branch) 

  
 COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND, 
 SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
  
 ZONING ORDINANCE NO.  17    - 2008 
 
  

AN ORDINANCE to amend the Zoning Map for the Maryland-Washington Regional 

District in Prince George's County, Maryland, by rezoning property to the R-M Zone and the  

L-A-C Zone, with conditions. 

WHEREAS, Application No. A-9987 was filed for approximately 262 acres of land in 

the I-3 and E-I-A Zones, located east of U.S. 301/MD 5, on the south side of Mattawoman 

Drive, north of Matapeake Drive, in Brandywine, Maryland, to rezone the property to the R-M 

Zone; and 

WHEREAS, Application No. A-9988 was filed for approximately 72 acres of land in the 

I-3 and E-I-A Zones, located on the south side of Short Cut Road and Brandywine Road, in 

Brandywine, Maryland, to rezone the property to the L-A-C Zone; and 

WHEREAS, the applications were advertised and the properties posted prior to 

public hearing, in accordance with all requirements of law; and 

WHEREAS, the applications were reviewed by the Technical Staff and the Planning 

Board, which filed recommendations with the District Council; and 

WHEREAS, the Zoning Hearing Examiner held a public hearing on the application 

and filed recommendations with the District Council; and 
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WHEREAS, having reviewed the record in both cases, the District Council has 

determined, based on consideration of the entire record, that the subject properties should 

be rezoned to the R-M (A-9987) and L-A-C (A-9988) Zones ; and 

WHEREAS, to protect adjacent properties and the general neighborhood, approval 

of the amended basic plan is granted subject to conditions; and 

WHEREAS, as the basis for this action, the District Council adopts the 

recommendations of the Zoning Hearing Examiner as its findings and conclusions in this 

case, except that the last sentence of paragraph (5) on page 2 is hereby modified, to read 

as follows:  "The village center will include residential, retail commercial, office, and 

warehouse and distribution uses, as well as light manufacturing and industrial flex space." 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED: 

SECTION 1.  The basic plans for Application Nos. A-9987 and A-9988 are hereby 

amended, and, as amended, are approved, subject to the following land use types and 

quantities, conditions and considerations: 

 
Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 

A-9987: 
 
 Total area:     262± acres 

     
Land in the 100-year floodplain:   19 acres  
Adjusted gross area:    243 acres  
Density permitted under the R-M Zone:   3.6–5.7 du/ac  
Permitted Dwelling Unit Range 874.8–1385.1 du 
  
Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 
One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-
over-two), and multifamily and recreational facilities.   
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A-9988: 
 
 Total area:     72± acres  

Land in the 100-year floodplain:    8 acres  
Adjusted gross area:    64 acres  
Density permitted under the L-A-C Zone:   10–15 du/ac  
Permitted dwelling unit range: 640 – 960 du 
Floor area ratio:   0.2–0.4 FAR 
Proposed commercial/employment:  220,000–270,000 sq. ft. 
 

  Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 
One-family attached, townhouse and multi-family (active adult community) 
and recreational facilities. 

 
 Residential uses, retail/commercial, office, warehousing and distribution, and light 

manufacturing and industrial flex space. 
 

Conditions 
 
1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 

make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 

 
2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 

Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of making 
findings of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, at a 
minimum, include the following as critical intersections: 

 
a. MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD 5 and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive 
 (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proposed A-55 (future)” 

 
3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 

subject site’s entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland or 
within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes.  
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4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject 

site’s entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and 
ramps at all intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting 
strip.  

 
5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman Drive, 

unless modified by DPW&T.  
 
6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 

unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in detail 
at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors may be 
warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 
 
 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 
   

 a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, including 
setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standard for development, standards for 
the materials and design of architecture, and standards for design of signage 
for the entire site.  

 
 b. Provide a site-wide pedestrian circulation plan, including the possible location of 

a bus stop(s) and its supporting pedestrian path network, the location of 
pedestrian crossings, and a connection to the adjacent retail components of the 
site.  

 
c. Show that bufferyards for residential pods generally meet the minimum 

requirements established in the Landscape Manual. However, in order to 
ensure compatibility, bufferyards shall be reviewed further during the 
Comprehensive Design Plan process. 
  

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to meet 
the needs of the future populations. 
 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 
 

 a. Private recreational facilities  on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and dedication of on site a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

 
 b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball field(s) 

and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines at 
nearby Brandywine Area Community Park.   
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9. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall contain a signed 

Natural Resources Inventory (NRI). The NRI shall be used by the designers to prepare 
a site layout that limits impacts to the Regulated Areas and Evaluation Areas of the site 
to the greatest extent possible. 

  
10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 

shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible.   
 
11. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall include an Inventory 

of Significant Visual Features for the viewshed of historic Brandywine Road. 
 
12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 

projects, to coordinate its development activities with these projects:  Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing.  The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the correspondence 
with these project representatives.  One year after final approval of the Basic Plan 
Amendment approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record (with a copy to the 
Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and to be taken to develop 
the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these other projects. 

 
Consideration 
 
 If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty 

acre on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreational 
amenities so that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 
 
SECTION 2.  The Zoning Map for the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Prince 

George's County, Maryland, is hereby amended by rezoning the properties which are the 

subject of Application Nos. A-9987 (from the I-3 and E-I-A Zones to the R-M Zone) and  

A-9988 (from the I-3 and E-I-A Zones to the L-A-C Zone). 

SECTION 3.  BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Ordinance shall take effect initially 

on the date of its enactment, as conditionally approved, and shall become effective when the 

applicant accepts in writing the conditions in Section 1. 

Enacted this 16th day of June, 2008, for initial approval, by the following vote: 

In Favor: Council Members: Dean, Bland, Campos, Exum, Harrison, Knotts, Olson and Turner 
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Opposed: Council Member Dernoga 

Abstained: 

Absent: 

Vote: 8-1 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND, 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 
FOR THAT PART OF THE MARYLAND-
WASHINGTON REGIONAL DISTRICT IN 
PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 
MARYLAND 

 
 
 

BY:___________________________ 
     Samuel H. Dean, Chairman 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________ 
Redis C. Floyd 
Clerk of the Council
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Case No.:  A-9987-C and A-9988-C     
 

Applicant:  Timothy Brandywine One, LLC 
                  & Timothy Brandywine Investments  
                  Two, LLC 
 
(Project Name – Villages at Timothy Branch) 

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND, 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
FINAL CONDITIONAL ZONING APPROVAL 

 
 AN ORDINANCE to incorporate the applicant's acceptance of conditional zoning 

and to grant final conditional zoning approval. 

 WHEREAS, the District Council in approving Application No. A-9987-C and A-9988-C, 

to amend the approved basic plan on the subject property, attached conditions; and 

 WHEREAS, the District Council, having reviewed the application and the 

administrative record, deems it appropriate to accept the applicant's consent to the 

conditions and to approve final conditional rezoning. 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED AND ENACTED:  

 SECTION 1.  Final conditional zoning approval of Application No. A-9987-C and  

A-9988-C is hereby granted.  The applicant's written acceptance of the conditions referred to 

above, at the time of initial conditional zoning approval, is hereby incorporated into this 

amendment of the Zoning Map for the Maryland-Washington Regional District in Prince 

George's County, Maryland. 

 SECTION 2.  Use of the subject property as conditionally reclassified shall be subject 

to all requirements in the applicable zones and to the requirements in the conditions referred 

to above.  Failure to comply with any stated condition shall constitute a zoning violation and 
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shall be sufficient grounds for the District Council to annul the rezoning approved herein; to  

revoke use and occupancy permits; to institute appropriate civil or criminal proceedings; or to  

take any other action deemed necessary to obtain compliance. 

 SECTION 3.  This Ordinance is effective July 11th, 2008, the date of receipt of the 

applicant's acceptance of the conditions imposed. 

     COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S 
     COUNTY, MARYLAND, SITTING AS THE 
     DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PART OF 
     THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL 
     DISTRICT IN PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, 
     MARYLAND 
 
 
     BY:________________________________ 
            Samuel H. Dean, Chairman 
      
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_______________________ 
 Redis C. Floyd 
 Clerk of the Council 
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 Case No.: CDP-0902 
 VD-0902 
 
 Applicant: Timothy Brandywine  
  Investments One, LLC 
 

 Timothy Brandywine 
 Investments Two, LLC 

 
 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY, MARYLAND, 
SITTING AS THE DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 
ORDER OF REMAND 

 
 IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that application No. CDP-0902/VD-0902, a 

comprehensive design plan for 1,069 dwelling units in the R-M-zoned portion of The Villages at 

Timothy Branch, consisting of 101 single-family detached units, 80 one-family semidetached 

units, 368 one-family attached units, 312 two-family attached units, and 308 multifamily units, 

with variances from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage 

requirements, to a maximum of 50 percent for townhouses, and to a maximum of 25 percent for 

multifamily units, on property described as 262 acres of land in the R-M Zone, on the east side 

of US 301, southeast of its intersection with MD 5 and MD 381, Brandywine, is: 

 REMANDED to the Planning Board, to reconsider its decision and take further 

evidence or action as to the following issue:  

 (1) Technical staff for the Planning Board shall re-test the proposed development 

for transportation adequacy without the use of the Brandywine Road Club as a means of 

satisfying requirements of transportation adequacy.  Instead, Planning Board technical staff shall 

apply the provisions of Section 24-124 of the Subdivision Regulations of Prince George’s 

County, Maryland, the suspension of the Brandywine Road Club as adopted in CR-33-2011 and 

CR-61-2011, as well as the transportation mitigation guidelines to ensure that the proposed 
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development complies with the transportation adequacy standards recited therein, and that the 

development proposed in CDP-0902/VD-0902 will not excessively burden transportation public 

facilities. 

 Ordered this 23rd day of January, 2012, by the following vote: 
 
In Favor:   Council Members Campos, Davis, Franklin, Harrison, Lehman, Olson,  
 

Patterson and Toles. 
 
Opposed: 
 
 
Abstained:   
 
 
Absent:   Council Member Turner. 
 
 
Vote:  8-0 
 
 
 
    COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE’S 
    COUNTY, MARYLAND, SITTING AS THE 
    DISTRICT COUNCIL FOR THAT PART OF  
    THE MARYLAND-WASHINGTON REGIONAL 
    DISTRICT IN PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY, 
    MARYLAND 
 
 
    By: ______________________________ 
             Andrea C. Harrison, Chair 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
Redis C. Floyd 
Clerk of the Council 
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THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
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March 24, 2015 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

Timothy Brandywine Investments One & Two, LLC 
2124 Priest Bridge Road, Suite 18 
Crofton, MD 21114 

Dear Applicant: 

Re: Notification of Planning Board Action on 
Comprehensive Design Plan - CDP-0902 
The Villages at Timothy Branch 

This is to advise you that on March 19, 2015 the above-referenced Comprehensive Design Plan 
was acted upon by the Prince George's County Planning Board in accordance with the attached Resolution. 

Pursuant to Section 27-523, the Planning Board's decision will become final 30 calendar 
days after the date of the final notice March 24, 2015 of the Planning Board's decision 
unless: 

1. Within the 30 days, a written appeal has been filed with the District Council by 
the applicant or any Person of Record in the case; or 

2. Within the 30 days (or other period specified by Section 27-291), the District 
Council decides, on its own motion, to review the action of the Planning Board. 

Please direct any future communication or inquiries regarding this matter to Ms.Redis C. Floyd, Clerk of 
the Council, at the above address. 

Very truly yours, 
Alan Hirsch, Chief 
Devel p 

c: Redis C. Floyd, Clerk to the County Council 
Persons of Record 

PGCPB No. 10-ll0(A) 
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MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
•c 

PGCPB No. 10-1 lO(A) 

AMENDED RESOLUTION 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

File No. CDP-0902 

WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board is charged with the approval of 
Comprehensive Design Plans pursuant to Part 8, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince 
George's County Code; and 

*WHEREAS, by letter dated February 11, 2015, the Planning Director of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission requested a reconsideration of Conditions 20-27 and findings 
related to off-site recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park; and 

*WHEREAS, on March 19, 2015, the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration 
based on other good cause in furtherance of substantial public interest; and 

*WHEREAS, on March 19, 2015, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the 
reconsideration. 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence presented at a public hearing on October 7, 2010, 
regarding Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for The Villages at Timothy Branch the Planning Board 
finds: 

1. Request: The request in the subject application is for 1,069 dwelling units in the R-M-zoned 
portion of The Villages at Timothy Branch development distributed as follows: 101 single-family 
detached units, 80 one-family semidetached (duplex) units, 368 one-family attached a (townhouse) 
units, 312 two-family attached (two-over-two) units, and 208 multifamily units. Variances from 
the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage requirements as stated in 
Section 27-515(b)(7), Footnote 29 of the Zoning Ordinance to a maximum of 50 percent for 
townhouses and to a maximum of 25 percent for multifamily units are also requested. 

2. Development Data Summary 

Zone(s) 

Use(s) 

Gross Acreage 

Acreage in the 100-year floodplain 

Adjusted gross acreage (minus 50% floodplain) 

Number of Dwelling Units 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

EXISTING 

R-M 

Vacant 

262 

38 

243 

0 

APPROVED 

R-M 

Residential 

262 

38 

243 

1,069 
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OTHER DEVELOPMENT DATA-Dwelling Units by Housing Types 

Dwelling Types 

R-MZone 
Single-family Detached 
Townhouses 
One-Family Semi-Attached Duplex 
Two-Family Attached (Two-Over-Twos) 
Multifamily 
Total Units in the R-M Zone 
*Not to exceed 50 percent 
tNot to exceed 25 percent 

Approximate % 
of Total Units 

9.45 
34.42* 

7.48 
29.18 
19.45t 

99.98 or approximately 100% 

Number of Units 

I 

101 
368 
80 

312 
208 

1,069 

3. Location: The larger Timothy Branch application, combined with the R-M- zoned'(Residential 
Medium Development) CDP-0902, consisting of 334.26 acres is bounded to the north by 
Brandywine Road (MD 3 81 ), to the northwest by Short Cut Road, to the east by the Timothy 
Branch stream valley, to the south by vacant land and light industrial uses in the I-1 (Light 
Industrial) and I-3 (Planned Industrial/Employment Park) Zones, and to the west by Robert Crain 
Highway, (US 301) a single-commercial parcel zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial), and 
multiple I-1-zoned industrial parcels along the US 301 frontage. Additionally, there is an internal 
parcel (Parcel E), located in the central northern portion of the property which is zoned I-3 and 
E-I-A (Employment and Institutional Area) and is developed as an existing warehouse. 
Specifically, the R-M zoned portion of the property CDP-0902, is located with the exception of 
three intervening industrial and one commercial parcel, on the eastern side of Robert Crain 
Highway (US 301), southeast of its intersection with Shortcut Road and Branch Avenue (MD 5). 
To the north of the subject property is an existing warehouse in the I-3 and E-I-A Zone, L-A-C
zoned CDP-0901 and Brandywine and Shortcut Roads; to the east the Timothy Branch Stream 
Valley; to the west is US 301 (Robert Crain Highway; and to the south, vacant land and light 
industrial uses in the I-1 (Light Industrial) and I-3 (Planned Industrial/Employment Park) Zones. 

4. Surrounding Uses: The subject site is surrounded to the north by the portion of the site zoned 
L-A-C (Local Activity Center), by Parcel E in industrial use zoned I-3 Planned 
(Industrial/Employment Park) and E-I-A (Employment and Institutional Area), and by Brandywine 
and Shortcut Roads with I-1 (Light Industrial) parcels in industrial use beyond; by residential use 
and vacant land to the east; industrial use and vacant land to the south; and to the west by US 301 
(Robert Crain Highway) with commercial, industrial, and vacant land beyond. 

5. Previous Approvals: The 1978 Brandywine-Mattawoman Section Map Amendment rezoned the 
property from the R-R (Rural Residential) Zone to the I-3 and E-I-A (Employment-Industrial
Area) Zones. The 1993 Subregion V Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment 

*Denotes Amendment 
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retained the property in the E-1-A and I-3 zoning categories. There were no conditions associated 
with these previous zoning approvals. Zoning Map Amendment A-9987, approved by the District 
Council on July 11, 2008, is a previously approved application affecting the subject property. The 
basic plan rezoned the property from the I-3 and E-1-A Zones to the R-M Zone. 

6. Design Features: The 262 acres of land comprising this comprehensive design plan includes 
Mattawoman Drive extended, a six-lane arterial classification roadway, which will provide a 
diagonal southwestern to northeastern spine through the development with residential pods 
grouped on either side. Multifamily units are located in the most southwesterly portion of the 
development, nearest the planned bus rapid transit or light rail station. The central portion of the 
development is organized to the northwest and the southeast of a traffic circle on Mattawoman 
Drive, with a recreational facility or center providing a focal point for each of the residential pods 
on either side of Matta woman Drive. The residential dwelling types in the central pods of 
development on either side ofMattawoman Drive include single-family detached, single-family 
semidetached (duplex), townhouses, and two-family attached (two-over-twos).The most northern 
and western pod of the development is comprised of townhouses and single-family detached units 
and a combination of townhouses and two-family attached (two-over-twos). A recreational facility 
is specified in its center. The eastern pod of the development, located south of Matta woman Drive, 
and directly across from an existing warehouse facility, has a majority of townhouses and some 
two-family attached units fronting Mattawoman Drive and is the most proximate to the L-A-C
zoned portion of the development. 

The applicant has ascribed nomenclature to five residential development sections on the 
R-M-zoned portion of the Villages at Timothy Branch. These sections, RM-1 through RM-5, are 
indicated on the staging plan (CDP-5). Sections RM-1 and RM-2 are located east ofMattawoman 
Drive. Sections RM-3, RM-4, and RM-5 are located on the west side ofMattawoman Drive. 

Stormwater management is planned to be handled by six ponds, four proposed ponds located on 
the most eastern section of the R-M- zoned area, and one existing pond created in conjunction with 
the previously anticipated industrial park. One pond is located on the western side of existing 
Mattawoman Drive. 

The applicant, in accordance with Condition 8(b) of the approved basic plan, *has committed to 
provide a fee in lieu of off-site recreation facilities. On March 19, 2015 the Planning Board 
approved a reconsideration of Conditions 20-27 related to off-site recreational facilities in the 
nearby Brandywine Community Park. [has committed to provide public recreational facilities at 
the nearby Brandywine Area Community Park.] On-site private recreational facilities to be 
proposed by the applicant include: 

a. A community building and recreation center including: 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
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(1) A 25-meter pool 
(2) A wading pool 
(3) Bathhouse/pool facilities with community meeting space; 

b. One preschool-age playground (2,500 square feet); 

c. One school-age playground (5,000 square feet); 

d. Three multi-age playgrounds (7,500 square feet); 

e. One 100-foot by 200-foot open play area; 

f. Approximately 5,600 linear feet of an eight-foot-wide hiker/biker trail with a four-foot-
wide cleared earth/turf equestrian sidepath. 

Signs for the development will include gateway entrance features and may include informational 
and directional signs. In the comprehensive design plan document (p. 15), the applicant stated that 
a coordinated approach to the design of entrance feature signage will enhance the overall quality 
and appearance of the residential communities. Because the applicant has not specified how this 
will be accomplished, a condition below requires Urban Design approval of a comprehensive 
entrance feature signage plan prior to signature approval of the subject comprehensive design plan, 
as it is not sufficient to offer a determination of entrance feature design at the time of approval of 
each specific design plan. The intent of a comprehensive design plan is to provide a 
comprehensive approach to a design superior to that which would have been achieved by the 
standard applicability of Zoning Ordinance requirements as expressed in Section 27-614(f)(l) and 
Section 27-613(g)(l). 

Density Increment 
The permitted density range in the R-M Zone, 3.6 to 5.7 dwelling units per gross acre, is 
calculated by multiplying the base density allowed (in this case 3.6 units) by gross acre minus 50 
percent of the land located within the 100-year floodplain. 

In this case, the 262-acre site would be reduced by 19 acres (50 percent of the 38 acres of 100-year 
floodplain) resulting in an adjusted gross area of 243 acres multiplied by the permitted dwelling 
unit range of 3.6 to 5.7 for a sum of 875 to 1,385 units allowed. The application, proposes a total 
of 1,069 dwelling units, a 194 dwelling unit increase over the base dwelling unit range. Therefore, 
the applicant needs to justify this increase by use of public benefit features. More particularly, the 
calculations are as follows: 
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194 dwelling units divided by the base residential density allowed per acre ( 194 dwelling units 
divided by 875 base units) represents an increase in density of approximately 22 percent over the 
base density of the zone. 

The public benefit features that the applicant is offering for the R-M-zoned portion of the Villages 
of Timothy Branch covered by this comprehensive design plan in order to justify the 22 percent 
increase in residential density include: 

• Provision of open space; 
• Enhancing physical features; 

Creating a workable pedestrian network; 
Developing open space with recreational development; and 

For each of the above public benefit features, the applicant is requesting the full increase 
allowance in dwelling units allowed by the Zoning Ordinance or 25 percent for open space, 2.5 
percent enhancing existing physical features, 5 percent for provision of a pedestrian system and, 
10 percent for recreational development of open space. 

Zoning Ordinance Density Applicant's Proposed Qualifying Staff's Response 
Increment Provision Plan Features 
For open space land at a ratio of at least The plan proposes approximately 141 Staff agrees that the application warrants the 
3.5 acres per 100 dwelling units, an acres of open space, or approximately 15 granting of the full 25 percent density increment 
increment factor may be granted, not to acres per 100 dwelling units. The open as requested. Based on the calculation, the 
exceed 25 percent in dwelling units space includes space for recreational applicant is required to have a minimum of37.5 
(This open space land should include facilities, buffers, woodland conservation acres of land that is unregulated open space and 
any irreplaceable natural features, areas, the stream valley of the Timothy useable open space by the residents. This 
historic buildings, or natural drainage Branch and natural drainage areas on the application will include approximately 45 acres 
swales located on the property). property. of usable not including other regulated lands 

such as steep slopes, 100-year floodplain, 
stormwater management, and wetland areas, not 
otherwise required to be left as open space and 
not to be used for parking lots. 

For enhancing existing physical features The plan proposes to enhance the existing Staff does not agree that the application warrants 
(such as break-front treatment of physical features by minimizing impacts to granting of density increments for enhancement 
waterways, sodding of slopes susceptible wetlands, streams, steep slopes and of physical features. The application does not 
to erosive action, thinning and grubbing floodplain. Concentrated stormwater flows provide for any enhancement above those 
of growth, and the like), an increment will be limited to ponds outfalls. Perimeter measures already require by law to protect the 
factor may be granted, not to exceed 2.5 areas will be graded as necessary to physical features of the site. Therefore, staff does 
percent dwelling units promote stormwater sheet flow to not recommend the granting of any increments 

undisturbed areas. for the enhancement of physical features on the 
site. 
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For a pedestrian system separated from 
vehicular rights-of-way, an incremental 
factor may be granted, not to exceed 5 
percent in dwelling units 

For recreational development of open 
space (including minimum 
improvements of heavy grading, seeding, 
mulching, utilities, off-street parking, 
walkways, landscaping, and playground 
equipment), an increment factor may be 
granted, not to exceed 10 percent in 
dwelling units. 

The plan proposes a pedestrian circulation 
system generally separated from vehicular 
rights-of-way. All public rights-of-way 
will have standard sidewalks along both 
sides which with be separated and elevated 
from the vehicular traffic. A Master 
Planned Hiker Biker Equestrian Trail is 
proposed along the Timothy Branch 
Stream Valley for the entire length of the 
development. Neighborhood pedestrian 
paths are proposed throughout the 
development to connect the Stream Valley 
Trail to the public sidewalk system. The 
three pedestrian routes together comprise a 
comprehensive pedestrian system through 
the R-M portion of the Villages at 
Timothy development. 
For the 1,069 dwelling units proposed in 
the five residential development pods, 
recreational space and private recreational 
facilities will be provided in phase with 
development. Recreational space and 
facilities including master plan trails, as 
well as off site faeilities IJfO'iiaea at the 
neaFby Bmndywine Area Cornrn-1,mity PaFk 
will be designed in accordance with the 
Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

Staff agrees that the application warrants the 
granting of a 5 percent density increment. The 
plan is proposing a master plan trail along 
Timothy Branch that is approximately 5,600 
linear feet of eight-foot-wide trail, as indicated 
on the comprehensive design plan. A pedestrian 
trail system will connect all of the pods of 
development on the east side ofMattawoman 
Drive to the Timothy Branch Trail so that the 
residents and public will have an alternative 
access to the commercial area within the 
adjacent L-A-C CDP and/or a loop 
configuration that will connect to bike ways and 
sidewalks developed as part of the project. 

Staff disagrees that the application warrants the 
granting of density increments for recreational 
development of open space. The applicant 
proposes a range of recreational facilities 
distributed throughout the site, including a 
swimming pool/bathhouse, two tennis courts, and 
six to seven playgrounds for homeowners. These 
private recreational facilities will meet the 
requirements of mandatory dedication per 
Subtitle 24. Since this is otherwise required, it 
may not be counted toward density increments. 

In summary, the applicant requested approval of 42.5 percent density increments over the base 
density of the R-M Zone, even though in order to achieve the density as proposed on the 
comprehensive design plan is only 22 percent. Based on the analysis of the comprehensive design 
plan, the total density increment requested for the provision of open space and for the provision of 
a pedestrian system separated from vehicular rights-of-way is granted. The density increase of 30 
percent exceeds the requested 22 percent needed for the development of the total number of units 
proposed of 1,069 units. 

Staging Plan 
The staging plan for the development as it affects the R-M-zoned portion of the Villages of 
Timothy Branch site includes a phase for grading and infrastructure that will include the extension 
ofMattawoman Drive. Infrastructure improvements will include extension of water, sewer and gas 
lines, and the placement of stormwater collection and storage facilities. The majority of residential 
and recreational development is planned to occur in stages one through seven as defined at page 
43 of the comprehensive design plan. Stage One is specified for the year 2012, with each 
subsequent phase staged by a whole number, making Stage Seven sought to be accomplished by 
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2018. The various land use/development pods in the R-M Zone, as shown on the comprehensive 
plan drawing (CDP-2), are identified on the staging plan drawing (CDP-4) in five sections. These 
sections are identified as RM-1 through RM-5. 

The resident population of the R-M-zoned portion of the Villages of Timothy Branch is expected 
to be approximately 2,910. This estimate is arrived at by utilizing the population multipliers of 
2.956 per dwelling for the multifamily units and 2.665 for the single-family units for Planning 
Area 85A. 

COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA 

7. Zoning Map Amendment A-9987: Zoning Map Amendment A-9987-C was approved by the 
District Council of Prince George's County on July 11, 2008. The relevant conditions of that 
approval are listed in bold face type below and are followed by staff comment. 

Land Use Types and Quantities: 

A-9987: 

Total area: 
Land in the 100 acre floodplain: 
Adjusted gross area: 
Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 
Permitted Dwelling Unit Range: 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 

Approximately 262 acres 
19 acres 
243 acres 
3.6-5.7 dwelling units per acre 
874.8-1,385.1 dwelling units 

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 
and multifamily and recreational.facilities. 

The CDP proposes 1,069 residential units or approximately 4.4 units per acre. This proposed 
density falls well within the ranges approved in the basic plan. 

1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 
make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 

The Transportation Planning Section has made master plan transportation recommendations 
consistent with the Subregion 5 Master Plan. 
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2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 
Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of 
making findings of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, 
at a minimum, include the following as critical intersections: 

a. MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD 5 and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proposed A-55 (future)" 

A traffic study including review of the above intersections dated July 2009 was submitted by the 
applicant, reviewed by the Transportation Planning Section and referred to the Maryland State 
Highway Administration (SHA) and the Department of Public Works and Transportation 
(DPW &T) in order for the Planning Board to make findings regarding the adequacy of 
transportation facilities at the time of comprehensive design plan review and approval. A summary 
of the traffic impacts and the effects on intersections is as follows: 
The application is a comprehensive design plan for a mixed-use development, consisting of the 
following uses, having the following trip generation: 

CDP-0902, R-M, Use Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Villages at Timothy Branch Quantity Type 

In Out Tot In Out 
Residential 

One-Family Detached 119 units 18 71 89 70 37 
One-Family Semidetached 72 units 10 40 50 38 20 
Townhouse 365 units 51 205 256 190 102 
Two-Family Attached 284 units 40 159 199 148 79 
Multifamily 224 units 22 94 116 87 48 

Total 1064 units 141 569 710 533 286 

Note: The use quantities shown above do not directly correspond to the fmal design plans, but the 
numbers are substantially in conformance. The trip generation is estimated using trip rates in the 
"Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic hnpact of Development Proposals." 

Links and signalized intersections: Level-of-service (LOS) D, with signalized intersections 
operating at a critical lane volume (CLV) of 1,450 or better. Mitigation, as defined by Section 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

Tot 

107 
58 
292 
227 
134 
819 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   37 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l0(A) 
File No. CDP-0902 
Page9 

24-124(a) (6) of the Subdivision Regulations, is permitted at signalized intersections within any 
tier subject to meeting the geographical criteria in the guidelines. 

Unsignalized intersections: The Highway Capacity Manual procedure for unsignalized 
intersections is not a true test of adequacy, but rather an indicator that further operational studies 
need to be conducted. Vehicle delay in any movement exceeding 50.0 seconds is deemed to be an 
unacceptable operating condition at unsignalized intersections. In response to such a finding, the 
Planning Board has generally recommended that the applicant provide a traffic signal warrant 
study and install the signal ( or other less costly warranted traffic controls) if deemed warranted by 
the appropriate operating agency. 

The following critical intersections, interchanges and links identified above, when analyzed with 
existing traffic using counts taken in May 2009 and existing lane configurations, operate as follow: 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
IUS 301 and Mattawoman Drive Future Future -- --
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,769 1,810 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,160 1,078 C B 
MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive 493 412 A A 
IUS 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,185 1,431 C D 
IUS 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,114 1,416 B D 
IUS 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,289 1,866 C F 

With one exception (US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive), none of the critical intersections 
identified above are programmed for improvement with 100 percent construction funding within 
the next six years in the current Maryland Department of Transportation Consolidated 
Transportation Program or the Prince George's County Capital Improvement Program. There are 
programmed improvements being conducted by SHA at the intersection of MD 5 and Brandywine 
Road. Background traffic has been developed for the study area using an extensive listing of 
approved developments in the area and a 2.0 percent annual growth rate in through traffic along 
US 301 and MD 5. The critical intersections, when analyzed with background traffic and existing 
( or future) lane configurations, operate as follows: 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume 

(AM&PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,193 1,743 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,804 1,815 
US 301 and MD 381 2,002 1,601 
MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 621 602 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,650 2,111 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,497 2,198 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,737 2,398 

Level of Service 
(LOS, AM & PM) 

C F 
F F 
F F 
A A 
F F 
E F 
F F 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with the 
programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines, including the site 
trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, operate as 
follows: 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 
(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 

US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,271 1,851 C F 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 2,528 2,340 F F 
MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 1,284 1,361 C D 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,693 2,199 F F 
US 301/MD 5 andMatapeake Business Drive 1,534 2,278 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,797 2,420 F F 

It is found that all but one of the critical intersections (MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive) operate 
unacceptably under total traffic in either one or both peak hours. In response to the inadequacies, 
the applicant proposes several roadway improvements in the area: 

a. A third northbound through lane is proposed along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections. Left turns are proposed to be eliminated at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the extension of Mattawoman Drive through 
the Brandywine Business Park property (which is to be completed by other private parties 
at some time in the future). 

b. A northbound left-tum lane is proposed along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive. 
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c. The MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection is proposed to be signalized (this has been 
taken into account through the entire analysis), and a westbound left-tum lane along 
MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive is proposed. 

d. As a means of mitigating the impact of excessive through traffic along US 301/MD 5 
south of the split, the applicant proposes to extend Mattawoman Drive south of the subject 
property to connect to Matapeake Business Drive. This will provide some relief by 
rerouting traffic from the subject site off of portions of US 301/MD 5. 

e. The subject site is required to contribute to the Brandywine Road Club. The level of this 
contribution will be determined during review of the preliminary plan of subdivision. For 
the record, it is noted that the Brandywine Road Club has posed several issues for the 
Planning Board in the past, and these issues are briefly summarized below: 

(1) The use of the Brandywine Road Club in approving a development poses an issue 
of concurrency. In other words, Section 24-124 of the Subdivision Ordinance (the 
section that governs findings of adequate transportation facilities) is intended to 
ensure that needed transportation facilities occur concurrently with development 
or within a reasonable time thereafter. However, transportation inadequacies in 
the area have been documented since 1989. Beginning in 2000, many properties 
have been approved with a condition to pay funds toward a Brandywine Road 
Club. But since th.ose initial approvals, no improvements have been constructed. 
Furthermore, there is nothing in either the current county Capital Improvement 
Program or the state's Consolidated Transportation Program that suggests that 
needed improvements are funded for construction. 

(2) Council Resolution CR-60-1993 approved the master plan and the sectional map 
amendment for the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map 
Amendment. As a part of that resolution, zoning map amendment A-9878 for 
Brandywine Village was approved with conditions that allow this and many other 
properties to participate in the Brandywine Road Club as a means of determining 
transportation adequacy. The same condition allows such road club participation 
by "any properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. {the intersection of US 301 
and MD 5 in Prince George's County) and Mattawoman Creek." This has been 
carefully considered, and it has been detennined that the subject property is along 
the identified section of US 301/MD 5. Therefore, the use of the Brandywine 
Road Club for this site would appear to be consistent with the intent of the council 
resolution. 

(3) The site included under the current plan was subdivided under application 
4-92048, which itself was a consolidation of four previous preliminary plans, 
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conditional upon contribution to the Brandywine Road Club. The road club has 
always involved the construction of interchanges north and south of the study 
area, along with north-south roadways connecting properties to those intersections 
that would eliminate existing signals and provide adequacy. The road club was 
implemented in recognition thatthe scope and cost of these improvements would 
far exceed the ability of an individual applicant to fund them. 

For the reasons described above, and given that development under the existing cap can proceed 
with the payment of fees under the Brandywine Road Club, the use of the Brandywine Road Club 
as a means, in part, of finding adequacy for this site would be acceptable. It is detennined that 
adequate transportation facilities can only be found if the improvements at the intersections within 
the study area as proffered and described above are constructed and there is participation in the 
Brandywine Road Club. 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
the programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines, including 
the site trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, and 
with the proffered improvements as described in the July 2009 traffic study, operate as follows: 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 916 1,221 A C 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,741 1,725 F F 
MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 1,031 1,246 B C 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,570 2,013 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,453 2,183 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,797 2,420 F F 
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The traffic study was referred to and reviewed by DPW &T and SHA. The responses are attached, 
and they raise the following issues that require discussion: 

a. DPW&T indicated that the number of trips diverting onto Mattawoman Drive appears to 
be overestimated. It is important to remember that many trips in the area are destined for 
retail uses within and to the south of the subject site. The connection ofMattawoman 
Drive will provide a direct alternative for reaching these areas from north of Brandywine, 
and that was much of the reason for classifying this roadway as an arterial. It has that 
function and will be used as such, particularly given the ongoing congestion that occurs on 
US 301/MD 5. For that reason, the diversion used does not seem to be excessive. 

b. DPW &T also indicated that analyses should have been included for the future intersection 
of A-55 and A-63. Since that intersection is off-site, and since neither the east nor west 
legs of A-55 are proposed for construction, there is really nothing to analyze. 

c. SHA and DWP&T both objected to the elimination of left turn movements at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection. That is obviously something that will need to be studied 
carefully at the time that Mattawoman Drive is connected on both sides of US 301 by 
Brandywine Business Park. 

With regard to the R-M-zoned portion of the site, the site is affected by several facilities: 

The F-9 facility, which is along existing US 301/MD 5, is a planned freeway facility. The 
current plan includes ramps to and from the north and south to support the future 
interchange at A-55. Since an extensive area in the southwest portion of the site is 
proposed to remain without development, this is sufficient. 

• The A-63 facility traverses the site from north to south. Over the time of reviewing this 
plan, there has been some confusion about the alignment of A-63 and where it terminates 
at the southern end. The A-63 arterial facility actually terminates at A-55, which has been 
determined to be located just south of the subject site. The CDP plan indicates a portion of 
A-63 south of the more southerly traffic circle to be "Matapeake Business Drive 
Extension" with a 100-foot right-of-way. This is incorrect. This portion ofroadway 
between the traffic circle and the southern property line is A-63, and should make 
provision for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

• The master plan includes I-503, a planned facility that was originally included in the 1993 
Master Plan and intended to connect industrial land uses between the A-63 facility and 
Short Cut Road, along with the Schraf, Meinhardt, and M&M Joint Venture properties, to 
Short Cut Road and to the Mattawoman Drive facility in the future. If collector-distributor 
lanes are not constructed along MD .5/301 when it is upgraded to an access-controlled 
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freeway, the named properties may lose the ability to access US 301/MD 5 in the future. 1-
503 was initially planned when all properties in the area had industrial zoning, however, 
this has changed with the subject site being rezoned to R-M. He:n'ce, the uses proposed for 
the subject property are different, and it is appropriate to route industrial traffic away from 
proposed residential areas. Therefore, 1-503 as initially envisioned and aligned is no longer 
necessary. However, some means to allow the named properties that front on MD 5/301 to 
potentially gain access to Short Cut Road may be needed. Accordingly, an alternative to 1-
503 has been addressed by this plan by showing an area of land within which an industrial 
cul-de-sac south from Short Cut Road to the Schrafproperty could be constructed. This 
cul-de-sac could be located half on the subject property and half on the properties being 
served by it. The portion of the subject property should be placed in a separate parcel or 
outlot at the time of subdivision to facilitate the future acquisition by either the State or a 
property owner to be served by it. With the provision of this parcel, 1-503 is no longer 
needed and the CDP should be revised prior to signature approval to remove the depiction 
of the "Alternative Alignment ofl-503" and to show a separate parcel to accommodate the 
future industrial connection. 

• The Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment reflects a future 
transit facility between Charles County and the Branch Avenue Metrorail station. While it 
is noted that this facility is not explicitly noted on the plan, the plan includes henning 100 
feet in width along the site's frontage of US 301/MD 5. This henning is set back between 
15 and 50 feet from the existing right-of-way. The transit facility is proposed to be 70 feet 
in width. It is determined, given that the transit line has not been subjected to 
environmental review or detailed engineering, that the area ofberming along the 
US 301/MD 5 frontage constitutes adequate provision for this future transit facility. In the 
event that a transit facility is implemented in the future, plans for the facility will need to 
incorporate either the use of a retaining wall to maintain the berm or the removal of the 
berm in favor of a sound wall. 

• It is noted that the transit line described above includes the identification of the combined 
M&M Joint Venture/Meinhardt properties as a possible location for a maintenance yard. 

Within the R-M-zoned portion of the property, individual residential lots are proposed to receive 
driveway access from alleys or minor streets, and are not proposed to gain individual access to 
A-63 directly. This is desirable. Within the multifamily development proposed at the southern end 
of the site, west of A-63, the plan shows potential driveway access, and variations for driveway 
access to A-63 may need review. This will be evaluated further in the context of the preliminary 
plan of subdivision. 

There is a piece of developed land in the E-1-A Zone surrounded by the R-M-zoned portion of this 
property. This developed site is not part of the subject application, but it receives its access via 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   43 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l0(A) 
File No. CDP-0902 
Page 15 

Mattawoman Drive. Given that the land around this site is proposed for development as mixed-use 
and residential, it is desirable that the E-I-A-zoned property be provided with the opportunity to 
gain access to Short Cut Road. It is recommended that an access symbol be shown on the CDP. 
The means of providing this access shall be determined further at the time of preliminary plan 
review. 

Conclusions 
Based on the preceding findings, the Planning Board concludes that the staging of development 
will not be an unreasonable burden on available transportation facilities as required under Section 
27-521(a)(7) of the Zoning Ordinance if the application is approved with the following conditions: 

a. Prior to signature approval of the CDP, the plan shall be revised to reflect the following 
rights-of-way: 

(1) A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 
through the subject property. 

(2) A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613 (MD 381, Brandywine 
Road), along the site's frontage. 

(3) A 70-foot industrial cul-de-sac extending southward from Short Cut Road to serve 
the Schraf, Meinhardt, and M&M Joint Venture properties as shown on the CDP. 

b. At the time of approval of the preliminary plan, the following transportation-related 
conditions shall be addressed: 

(1) A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections. The elimination of left turns at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the extension ofMattawoman Drive 
through the Brandywine Business Park property (which is to be completed by 
other private parties at some time in the future) shall be more fully addressed by 
the requirements of the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision for the 
project. 

(2) A northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive. 

(3) The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with the 
addition of a westbound left-tum lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive. 

( 4) The extension of Matta woman Drive, south of the subject property to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive. 
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c. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall contribute 
toward and participate in the construction of certain additional off-site transportation 
improvements as identified hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and 
constructed through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, the 
Montgomery Ward's Brandywine Distribution Center, the Brandywine Commerce Center, 
the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business Park, the 
Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other property owners in the area 
designated as Employment Area C in the Subregion 5 master plan, as well as any 
properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in 
Prince George's County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any other properties for which 
participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. For development on the subject 
property, the applicant's sole funding responsibility toward the construction of these off
site transportation improvements shall be payment of the following: 

For commercial buildings, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot of space 
X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of 
payment) /(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first 
quarter, 1993 ). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be due, on a pro rata 
basis, at the time of issuance of building permits. Prior to issuance of any building 
permit(s), the applicant shall provide written evidence to M-NCPPC that the required 
payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth below. 
Construction of these improvements shall occur in the numerical sequence in which they 
appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if and only if sufficient funds for 
engineering, full design, and construction have been deposited into the road club escrow 
account by road club members or said funds have been provided by public agencies. The 
off-site transportation improvements shall include: 

(1) Widen US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at 
Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and extending northerly to the 
US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). Construction shall be in accordance with 
presently approved SHA plans. 

(2) Install a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, provided said 
signal is deemed warranted byDPW&T. 
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(3) Make minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 interchange 
ramps. 

(4) Widen US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

(5) Reconstruct the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

(6) Install a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided said signal is 
deemed warranted by DPW &T and SHA. 

(7) Provide a grade separation at the point where the spine road crosses US 301 
northeast of T.B. 

(8) Reconstruct the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 

(9) Construction of an interchange in the area of US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

(10) Construction of an interchange in the area of MD 5 and A-63 north of T.B. 

(11) Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off-site) between the 
US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Road intersection and MD 5 north of 
T.B. 

(12) Widen US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road beginning at the 
T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending southerly to Mattawoman Creek. 

(13) Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with A-63. 

d. Total development of the overall site shall be limited to uses that would generate no more 
than 710 AM and 819 PM peak-hour vehicle trips within the R-M Zone. Any 
development generating an impact greater than that identified herein above shall require 
an amendment to the CDP with a new review of the finding associated with Section 27-
521(a)(7) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

e. The R-M-zoned portion of the CDP shall be modified as follows: 
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(1) The portion of A-63 between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern 
property line shall be labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot 
right-of-way. 

(2) The developed E-1-A property should be provided with the opportunity to gain 
access to Short Cut Road. It is recommended that an access symbol be shown on 
the CDP. The means of providing this access shall be determined further at the 
time of preliminary plan review. 

The above conditions have been incorporated into this approval. 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

The trail required by this condition is shown adequately on the CDP. Further, as conditioned 
below, in future approvals, the trail should be proposed to cross as few separate lots as possible, be 
designed at a minimum eight feet wide, and that trail connectors should be at least six feet wide 
and paved with asphalt. 

4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject 
site's entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and 
ramps at all intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting 
strip. 

The Countywide Master Plan of Transportation relocated A-55 so that it no longer crosses the 
subject property. 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Matta woman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial road, currently indicated on the plans as having 
sidewalks along both sides. However, as conditioned below Mattawoman Drive shall be served by 
an eight-foot-wide, concrete side-path (in accordance with DPW &T standards) instead of a 
sidewalk on the eastern side of the road. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 
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The applicant is proposing sidewalks and bikeways along all internal roads of the development to 
support pedestrian and bicycle use in the residential/commercial mixed-use development proposed. 
Details of the sidewalk design shall be evaluated at the time of approval of specific design plans 
for the project. 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standard for development, 
standards for the materials and design of architecture, and standards for 
design of signage for the entire site. 

The applicant's submitted design standards that establish design and review parameters 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standards for development, standards for 
the materials and design of architecture, and standards for design of signage for the entire 
site, shall be revised to be stated in mandatory terms, to clarify the design standards and to 
enhance the quality of the development. 

b. Provide a site-wide pedestrian circulation plan, including the possible 
location of a bus stop(s) and its supporting pedestrian path network, the 
location of pedestrian crossings, and a connection to the adjacent retail 
components of the site. 

The applicant has proposed a comprehensive, site-wide pedestrian circulation plan, 
including bus transit stop locations along Mattawoman Drive. These appear to be adequate 
for the proposed use, but precise locations of the bus stops shall be determined at the time 
of approval of specific design plans for the project. 

c. Show that buff eryards for residential pods generally meet the minimum 
requirements established in the Landscape Manual. However, in order to 
ensure compatibility, bufferyards shall be reviewed further during the 
Comprehensive Design Plan process. 

The illustrative plan conceptually shows room for bufferyards between different 
residential areas and between the commercial and residential pods. However, since the 
exact lot layout will not be determined until the time of approval of a preliminary plan and 
specific design plan for the project, a condition of this approval requires the bufferyard 
location and design to be reviewed further at the time of specific design plan. 
Additionally, another condition of this approval requires that at the time of specific design 
plan, a landscape bufferyard that meets the requirements of a Type D Buff eryard per 
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Section 4.7 of the Landscape Manual be provided between any commerciaVindustrial 
development and residential use pods. These bufferyards shall be specifically designed to 
screen and buffer undesirable views and activities. 

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to 
meet the needs of the future populations. 

On-site recreational facilities for the 1,069 dwelling units proposed to be provided by the 
applicant include: 

A community building and recreation center including: 

• 25 meter pool 
• Wading pool 
• Bathhouse/pool facilities with community meeting space; 

One preschool-age playground (2,500 square feet); 

One school-age playground (5,000 square feet); 

• Three multi-age playgrounds (7,500 square feet); 

One 100-foot by 200-foot open play area; 

• Approximately 5,600 linear feet of a 10-foot-wide hiker/biker trail with a 
four-foot-wide cleared earth/turf equestrian sidepath. 

Additionally, the applicant shall *pay a fee in lieu of providing [construct] major off-site 
recreational facilities at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park, *as discussed further. 
[including one softball field, one soccer field, a 65 space parking lot, and access from 
Missouri Avenue.] 

The combination of the proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and 
*contributions for off-site public recreational facilities will satisfy the indoor and outdoor 
recreational needs of the residents of the Villages of Timothy Branch community, with the 
minimum size of the community building conditioned below to be 3,000 square feet. 

Thus, the applicant has provided an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package 
adequate to meet the needs of future population of the development. 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 
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a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and dedication of onsite a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

In satisfaction of this condition, *in 2010. the Prince George's County Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) recommended to the Planning Board. in the approval of CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 
conditions for the construction of major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine Area 
Community Park including: a softball field. a soccer field. a 65-space parking lot. and a vehicular access 
road from Missouri Avenue. Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 established the timing for preparation 
of a tree conservation plan. construction drawings. and construction of the recreational facilities in the 
Brandywine Area Community Park. 

*However. in 2013, it was determined that the Brandywine Area Community Park was the most 
suitable site for construction of the regional Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex 
(SAARC). The land previously designated for construction of the two ball fields and the 65-space 
parking lot that was to be built by the developer of Villages of Timothy Branch is needed for the 
construction of SAARC. and is no longer available for the facilities that the applicant is 
conditioned to construct. 

*The planning and development of the construction documents for this multi-generational regional 
community center are well underway. This 77 .000-sguare-foot recreational complex. as envisioned 
in the Formula 2040 Functional Master Plan for Parks, Recreation and Open Space is a multi
generational facility that will provide an array of programs to serve the recreation and leisure needs 
and interests of the entire family and not just one age group. SAARC will include an indoor 
aquatic space, a double gymnasium, a walking track, a fitness center, and a flexible programmable 
space. The pedestrian and vehicular access to the park will be provided from Cattail Way and 
Missouri Avenue. This park development project is funded through the Prince George's County 
Capital hnprovement Program (CIP). It is anticipated that the recreational complex will be under 
construction in 2015 and will be completed in 2017. The future residents of the Villages of 
Timothy Branch will be able to walk to this recreational complex through the master-planned trail 
to be located along Cattail Way. 

*DPR met with the developer of the Villages of Timothy Branch and discussed the challenges 
associated with the Brandywine Area Community Park site. DPR and the developer agreed that an 
appropriate alternative to construction of the required off-site recreational facilities would be a 
monetary contribution in lieu of construction. DPR. in cooperation with the developer, prepared a 
cost estimate for the required design and construction of the recreational facilities. Based on the 
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cost estimate, DPR and the developer established a monetary value of the contribution-in-lieu of 
construction of the required off-site facilities. 

*By memo dated February 11, 2015 the Planning Director requested a waiver of the Planning 
Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 19, 2015 the 
Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the reconsideration of 
Conditions 20-27 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major recreational facilities 
in the Brandywine Area Community Park, and approved a fee-in-lieu payment to satisfy the off
site requirements of Condition 8(b) (A-9987), with no change to the proposed on-site private 
recreational facilities. [the applicant will provide off site public recreational facilities at the 
Brandyv,rine Area Community Parle designed in accordance with the standards outlined in the 
Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. More particularly, as conditioned below, prior to the 
issuance of 50 percent of the residential building permits, the applicant shall construct the 
following recreational and stormv,zater management facilities at the Brandywine Area Community 
Par!€ 

a softball field; 
a soccer field; 
a 65 space parking lot; 
access road from Missouri Avenue; and 
any related necessary stonnwater management facilities. 

Toward this end, prior to the issuance of 20 percent of residential building permits, the applicant 
shall have the construction drav,rings and specifications for the construction of the recreational 
facilities, and any related stonmvater management facilities approved by the Department of Parlcs 
and Recreation.] 

9. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall contain a signed 
Natural Resources Inventory (NRI). The NRI shall be used by the designers to 
prepare a site layout that limits impacts to the Regulated Areas and Evaluation 
Areas of the site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Natural Resources Inventory Plan (NRI-002-07) was approved for the overall Villages at 
Timothy Branch on August 19, 2010. Further, a condition below requires the applicant to provide 
a detailed letter of justification addressing all impacts to the primary management areas (PMA), · 
wetlands, and wetland buffers so that they may be further evaluated at the time of preliminary plan 
of subdivision. This requirement ensures that the NRI is utilized by designers to limit impacts to 
regulated areas and evaluation areas of the site to the greatest extent possible. 

10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 
shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 
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The concept of providing threshold acreage and the acreage required for clearing below the 
threshold on-site would meet the criteria of meeting the woodland conservation requirements on
site to the fullest extent possible. 

11. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall include an 
Inventory of Significant Visual Features for the viewshed of historic Brandywine 
Road. 

In order to determine if there are historic or scenic characteristics that should be identified and 
preserved, an inventory of significant visual features for the viewshed adjacent to the right-of-way 
of Brandywine Road was required and submitted with the CDP in accordance with this 
requirement. Only a small section (from its intersection with Short Cut Road and running in a 
southeasterly direction for approximately 300 feet) of the subject CDP fronts on MD 381, 
Brandywine Road. The inventory states that, although the roadway still follows its historic 
alignment as it passes through the property, the improvements which have occurred or are 
proposed for the roadway are a contraindication to the provision of a scenic buffer adjacent to the 
right-of-way due to existing conditions. 

When a roadway is designated as historic, it is because it is located in its historic alignment and 
there is an expectation that historic features will be found along its length, although not on every 
property. Roadways are a linear element, and the intention of the scenic buffer is to preserve or 
enhance the extent of the roadway and enhance the travel experience if scenic qualities or historic 
features have not been preserved. 

The historic roadway has been evaluated in four sections. This discussion will focus on the portion 
called "Segment One" which extends from Short Cut Road east to the western edge of the 
office/retail/employment development pod west ofMattawoman Drive, as this is the portion of the 
historic alignment that borders the subject CDP. 

Segment 1: Starting from the westernmost point on the property, the first 350 linear feet of the 
viewshed is proposed to be retained in existing woodland with a depth of greater than 450 feet, 
which also incorporates the recorded 30-foot-wide landscape buffer as existing woodlands. This is 
complemented on the north side of Brandywine Road by a lengthy buffer of existing woodlands 
proposed on Lot 22 of the Stephen's Crossing project, currently under review for Detailed Site 
Plan DSP-09011. 

Conditions of this approval address the preservation of the historic viewshed relevant to the 
subject portion of the Brandywine Road frontage. 
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12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 
projects, to coordinate its development activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the 
correspondence with these project representatives. One year after final approval of 
the Basic Plan Amendment approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record 
(with a copy to the Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and 
to be taken to develop the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these 
other projects. 

The applicant provided copies of communications with representatives of the Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing projects, but indicated that no responses have 
been received in order to produce steps to develop the subject property consistently and 
hannoniously with these other projects. 

Consideration 

If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty acre 
on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreational amenities 
so that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 

The applicant shall provide both private recreational facilities and a financial contribution for 
major off-site recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park. Therefore, the 
provision of recreational facilities on a 20-acre, on-site dedicated park is not necessary. 

8. The Prince George's County Zoning Ordinance: The project is subject to Sections 27-501 
through 27-509, Purposes, Uses and Regulations in the Residential Medium (R-M) Zone of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

The project is also subject to the requirements of Sections 27-179 through 27-198, Comprehensive 
Design Plans and Section 27-521, Required Findings for the approval of Comprehensive Design 
Plans. 

Lastly, the project is subject to the requirements of Section 27-230, Required Findings for 
Variances and Section 27-239.03, Variances in conjunction with Other Approvals. 

Sections 27-501 through 27-509-The subject project conforms to the requirements of Sections 
27-501 through 27-509, except with respect to the maximum allowable percentages of townhouses 
and multifamily dwellings in the development, the subject of companion variance application, 
CDP-0902, discussed in detail below. 
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Sections 27-179 through 27-198-The subject project conforms to the requirements of Sections 
27-179 through 27-198. See Finding 11 for a detailed discussion regarding the required findings 
for the subject comprehensive design plan. 

Variance-This application includes a variance request from the requirements of Section 
27-515(b )(7) which states, in pertinent part: 

Except as provided in Section 27-480(g), for Specific Design Plans for which an application 
is filed after December 30, 1996, the following restrictions shall apply. Townhouses may 
comprise not more than the following percentages of the total number of dwelling units 
included in the Comprehensive Design Plan ... in the R-M, thirty percent 
(30% ) .. . Multifamily dwelling units may comprise not more than the following percentages 
of the total number of dwelling units in the Comprehensive Design Plan; .. R-M, ten percent 
(10%). These multifamily restrictions do not apply to Transit District Overlay Zones ... No 
Basic Plan or Comprehensive Design Plan Amendment is required provided the building 
design and architecture requirements, as previously approved, are not modified. 

In a revised letter presented at the October 7, 2010 Planning Board hearing, the applicant laid a 
foundation for his argument supporting the request as follows: 

"Five residential development sections cover the R-M-zoned portion of the property and 
they are shown on the Residential Unit Counts Exhibit, dated August 16, 2010. A mix of 
residential dwelling unit types are proposed in each of the five sections with the higher 
densities proposed in the RM-4 and RM-5 section near the south end of the development. 
Sections RM-1 and RM-2 are located east ofMattawoman Drive; Sections RM-3, RM-4, 
and R-M-5 are located west ofMattawoman Drive. The CDP proposes a total of 1,069 
residential units on approximately 243 developable acres ofland in the R-M Zone at a 
density of 4.4 units per acre, which falls within the range of 3.6 to 5.7 dwelling units per 
acre approved in the basic plan. The following dwelling unit types are proposed in the R
M Zone: one-family detached dwelling units, townhouse units, one-family semidetached 
(duplex) units, multifamily (condominium) units, and two-family attached (two-over-two) 
units. Townhouses in the R-M Zone make up 50 percent of the total dwelling units or up 
to 533 townhomes in that zone, which exceeds the allowable 30 percent maximum so that 
a variance of 20 percent from Section 27-515(b)(7), Footnote 29, is required. The 
multifamily condominium units in the R-M Zone make up 25 percent of the total dwelling 
units or up to 267 multifamily units in that zone, which exceeds the allowable 10 percent 
maximum so that a variance of 15 percent from Section 27-515(b)(7), Footnote 29, is 
required." 
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The variance requested is normally considered at the time of specific design plan. However, since 
the proposed development in this comprehensive design plan is contingent on the approval of the 
variance, it accompanies the subject comprehensive design plan as a companion case. 

Each required finding for a variance as stated in Section 27-230 of the Zoning Ordinance below in 
bold faced print, followed by the applicant's reasoning, then Planning Board findings. Please note 
that Section 27-239.03 ofthe Zoning Ordinance specifically allows (in part) that when the District 
Council or Planning Board makes a final decision in a ... site plan (case) ... the District Council or 
Planning Board (instead of the Board of Appeals) shall have the sole authority to grant variances 
from the strict application of (the Zoning Ordinance) ... in conjunction with its approval. 

Per Section 27-230 of the Zoning Ordinance, a variance may only be granted when the Board of 
Appeals (Section 27-239.03 cited above vests this power in the Planning Board) finds that: 

(1) A specific parcel of land has exceptional narrowness, shallowness, or shape, 
exceptional topographic conditions, or other extraordinary situations or conditions; 

Applicant's Justification: The applicant provided the following summarized justification in 
response to this requirement: 

"The property has exceptional shape, topography, and or other extraordinary situations or 
conditions. First and foremost, the property is encumbered by Waters of the U.S., 
including tributaries to Timothy Branch, Timothy Branch, associated non-tidal wetlands, 
and an intermittent_ stream that diagonally bisects the property. The Waters of the U.S. 
provide for exceptional topography and reduce the building envelope. Moreover, the 
property is uniquely shaped due to its location between US Route 301 to the west and 
Timothy Branch to the east. Additional encumbrances on the developable area of land 
include the existing warehouse on Parcel E, which is not included in the development 
plan, and the Master Plan road alignment for A-63, Mattawoman Drive which bisects the 
property. The net result of the transportation network and environmental features is that 
the applicant is forced to increase the percentage of total units in order to adhere, as much 
as possible, with the density and mix of uses envisioned in the Basic Plan and Subregion 5 
Master Plan." 

The applicant, in making a justification for the variance request at this conceptual stage, argues the 
extraordinary land conditions in relation to the entire land assemblage of 334 acres for CDP-0901 
and CDP-0902 combined. This is atypical as the required variance finding is for a "specific" 
parcel of land. However, the Planning Board does find that the environmental areas, 
master-planned road, and irregular lot shape are unique constraints on the subject property and 
contribute to a condition that limit the areas available for siting development. This, coupled with 
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the basic plan and Subregion 5 master plan vision for a densely developed community center on 
the subject property, justifies the consideration of the variance in relation to the whole property. 

(2) The strict application of this Subtitle will result in peculiar and unusual practical 
difficulties to, or exceptional or undue hardship upon, the owner of the property; 
and 

Applicant's Justification: The applicant provided the following summarized justification in 
response to this requirement: 

"The applicant contends that practical difficulties exist in the strict application of the 
Zoning Ordinance due to the fact that the applicant would be required to significantly 
reduce the density proposed for this mixed use village center development. This would 
contradict with the vision and goals of the Master Plan and Basic Plan. As proposed, the 
applicant is only requesting a variance of 15.8% to the number of multifamily units. To 
comply with the unit percentage limitations and provide for the density envisioned in the 
Master Plan, especially given the property's extraordinary conditions, is impossible." 

As discussed above, the limited developable land and the intensive development pattern 
envisioned for the subject site as a village center creates an extraordinary situation for this 
property. The strict application of this Subtitle will result in peculiar and unusual practical 
difficulties for the property owner because disapproval of the variance application would result in 
a significant loss of dwelling units. 

(3) The variance will not substantially impair the intent, purpose, or integrity of the 
General Plan or Master Plan. 

Applicant's Justification: The applicant provided the following summarized justification in 
response to this requirement: 

"The 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment retained 
the property in the L-A-C zone and anticipated the development proposed in the Basic 
Plan. The basis for this variance is to facilitate the kind of mixed-use village center 
envisioned by the Master Plan and Basic Plan. Moreover, the proposed development 
conforms to the principals and guidelines of the General Plan, which address the design 
and physical development of the property, the public facilities necessary to serve the 
proposed development and the impact which the development may have on the 
environment and surrounding properties. The General Plan locates the property in the 
Developing Tier of the county, which is defined as a largely suburban area located 
primarily in the central portion of the county. The property is further defined as a possible 
future "community center" in a "corridor with limited access". Visions for the Developing 
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Tier include distinct commercial centers, compact, higher-intensity, mixed uses in centers 
and corridors and community focal points in planned c01mnercial centers. The General 
Plan strongly recommends mixed-use housing and states that "mixed-use housing is 
integral to this general plan". The applicant is proposing a mix of single-family 
semidetached, townhouse, two-family attached, and multifamily condominium units. 
Thus, the variance requested herein will not substantially impair the intent, purpose, or 
integrity of the General Plan or Master Plan." 

The subject site is a large assemblage ofland. Due to the presence of the Timothy Branch stream 
valley and its environmentally-sensitivity features and a master-planned arterial road planned for 
the subject property, land left suitable for development is limited. Approving the requested 
variance to allow for increases in allowable unit types in order to increase the density and intensity 
of the property is consistent with that envisioned by the General Plan and the 2009 Approved 
Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment. 

9. The Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance: The project is subject to the 
provisions of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance because the entire site 
has a previously approve Type 1 tree conservation plan, and portions of the site have an approved 
Type 2 tree conservation plan. The Planning Board, after lengthy analysis, recommends approval 
of TCP 1-151-90-01, with conditions. Therefore, the subject application is in conformance with the 
requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance. 

10. Further Planning Board Findings and Comments from Other Entities: The subject 
application was referred to the concerned agencies and divisions. The comments are summarized 
as follows: 

Historic Preservation-The proposed residential development in the R-M Zone will have no 
effect on identified historic sites, resources, or districts. 

Archeological Review-Archeological-related concerns related to the subject project include the 
following: 

a. A Phase I archeological survey was completed on the subject property prior to submission 
of this comprehensive design plan. The Phase I archeological survey of the Timothy 
Branch property consisted of surface survey of all plowed fields and the excavation of 
1,762 shovel test pits (STPs ). The survey located one previously recorded Historic Site, 
18PR454, and one previously recorded Prehistoric Site, 18PR97 4. Five new archeological 
sites were delineated and include a late 19th or early 20th century Domestic Site, 
18PR991; a Prehistoric Site, 18PR992, likely dating to the Archaic period (7,500 to 1,000 
BC); a mid-19th century Domestic Site, 18PR993; a Colonial Period Domestic 
Occupation, 18PR994; and a mid- to late-20th century Domestic Ruin, 18PR995. Sites 
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18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 were noted to potentially contain significant 
information. 

b. The Planning Board concurs with the recommendation of this report that sites 18PR992, 
18PR993, and 18PR994 could potentially contain significant information on the history of 
Prince George's County. Although a portion of site 18PR454 has been impacted by gravel 
extraction and grading for sediment control features, the western part of the site may retain 
some integrity. Phase II investigations have been completed on sites 18PR454, l 8PR992, 
18PR993, and 18PR994. 

c. If state or federal monies, or federal permits are required for this project, Section 106 
review may require archeological survey for state or federal agencies. Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the 
effects of their undertakings on historic properties, to include archeological sites. A 
condition of this approval requires that the applicant shall provide proof that they have 
forwarded all necessary materials to the Maryland Historical Trust for their review of 
potential effects on historical resources on the subject property prior to approval of a 
preliminary plan. 

Archeological-related concerns have either already been met or will be addressed through the 
preliminary plan of subdivision process as Subtitle 24 provides the basis for archeological 
preservation. 

Community Planning-The application conforms to the recommendations of the 2009 Approved 
Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for residential land use in the 
Developing Tier and to recommendations for residential land use in a community-level center in 
Brandywine, although its residential density falls at the low end of the recommended range. The 
applicant has been required to show the center core and edge boundaries on the CDP and indicate 
the development densities that are proposed in the center edge and center core areas to confirm 
conformance with plan policies for residential land use in this center. The applicant should 
consider developing within the designated center area, i.e. Section 5 in the southwestern comer of 
the subdivision, and the southern part of Section 4 just to its north at the end of their building 
program, and continually re-evaluate the feasibility of concentrating a greater amount of the 

. allowed development density in these areas. The plan shows multifamily development in this area. 
Additionally, the proposed transit alignment stop to be located along US 301/MD 5 in the eastern 
portion of the subject site and the proposed transit station, just south of the subject site's southern 
boundary along the US 301 frontage is shown. Lastly, the potential for providing an access 
connection between the existing warehouse/distribution facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and 
Short Cut Road should be explored as an opportunity to deflect heavy truck traffic from the 
planned development and this connection shown on the plans. 
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Subdivision Review-The subject property is located on Tax Map 145 in Grid B4 and is divided 
in two portions. The northern portion of the site known as Parcels A through G of the Brandywine 
Commerce Center is zoned L-A-C and R-M, with Parcel E not a part of this application. The site is 
partially cleared and some infrastructure is constructed. The applicant proposes to establish 
residential, retail, and commercial land uses on the site. The southern portion of the site is known 
as unrecorded Parcels 4, 13, 19, and 25, and is zoned R-M. 

Further, a preliminary plan of subdivision is required for the entire site after approval of the CDP, 
but prior to the approval of the first specific design plan for the property, and that Preliminary Plan 
4-09003 is currently being reviewed for this purpose. A review criterion for the preliminary 
application will be that it conform to the requirements of the approval of the CDP. 

The Subdivision Section also offered that Preliminary Plan 4-92048 (PGCPB Resolution 
No. 92-187) was approved for the Brandywine Commercial Center (Parcels A-G) in May 1997 for 
the development of 4,012,846 square feet of industrial square footage on 372 acres, excluding the 
28 acres known as Parcel E. The remainder of the site was not platted within six years of 
July 23, 1992, the date of the adoption of PGCPB Resolution No. 92-187, the validity period 
allowed by Section 24-119( d)(7) of the Subdivision Regulations for industrial zones and 
nonresidential areas within a comprehensive design zone. No extensions were filed and so the 
preliminary plan is no longer valid for the remainder of the site. 

Noting that the District Council approved the rezoning of the site and the area covered by the basic 
plan as part of A-9987 and A-9988, approved by Zoning Ordinance 17-2008 on July 11, 2008, the 
Planning Board suggested that Conditions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 10 are most directly related to the 
review of the subject comprehensive design plan in preparation for the future approval of a 
preliminary plan for the site. Finding 7 includes a detailed discussion of compliance with the 
relevant conditions of the basic plan and zoning map amendment. 

In addition to a concern regarding conformance with the requirements of the basic plan, the 
additional Subdivision-related issues include: 

a. The CDP establishes density and land use intensity for the proposed development based 
on formulae from the Zoning Ordinance, including increases in density based on public 
amenities. In the R-M Zone, the applicant is requesting 1,069 dwelling units, including a 
mix of single-family detached, single-family attached, one-family semidetached, and two
family attached and multifamily units. The density requires 22 percent increase over the 
base density and proposes to justify this through the provision of public benefit features. 
The preliminary plan must show and demonstrate any public benefit features, such as the 
provision of open space or a pedestrian system separated from vehicular rights-of-way, in 
order to justify an increase over the base density. These calculations are authorized by the 
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Zoning Ordinance and are considered separately from the mandatory dedication of 
parkland required by the Subdivision Regulations. 

b. The CDP should represent an acceptable level of detail in the text. As the CDP will act as 
a locally applicable zoning ordinance for bulk and lot standards within the development, it 
is important that the text address the characteristics of the site and proposed development 
within each lot. Specifically, the following subdivision-related suggestions were 
considered in this approval: 

(1) Maximum block perimeters. Recent revisions to the plan have combined some 
blocks into long and irregular patterns. Residential Module 3, located north of the 
development's center, is not a preferred design. The illustrative plan shows that 
this "long ear" is surrounded by sticks of front loaded townhomes and filled with 
duplexes. The CDP should establish a maximum block perimeter. Most of the 
interior blocks are 2,000 feet around, which is at the upper limit of walkability. 
The irregular shaped blocks approach 3,000 feet in perimeter with no pedestrian 
or vehicular cut-throughs. Maximum block perimeters should be established 
around 2,000 feet. The block perimeter should be reduced by creating several 
cross streets within the irregular blocks. The housing type within and around these 
blocks should be reconsidered to permit rear loading of the townhouses and 
improved access to green areas and recreation centers. 

The design of the "long ear," as referred to above, should be revised to provide a walkable 
block pattern with sidewalks and street trees. A condition of this approval will allow the 
plan be revised to create a walkable block pattern with two private streets introduced at 
300-400-foot intervals and relocation of units to the front on each street. 

(2) Increased setbacks for different street widths. The plan shows public streets 
that are 50, 60, and 92 feet wide, private streets that are 22 and 26 feet wide, 
private driveways, private alleys, private parking compounds, and a 120-foot-wide 
arterial roadway. Lots of similar shapes and depth face all types of streets. It 
would be appropriate to increase the setback along wider streets, such as making a 
setback equal to one-half of the width of the street. This would keep the 25-foot 
setback for single-family detached homes along the secondary 50-foot-wide 
streets, but widen the setback for the duplexes facing a 60-foot-wide street. 

In review of Section 27-442( e ), Residential Zone Yard Regulations, of the Zoning 
Ordinance a residential unit's front yard depth requirement is not typically based on the 
street width upon which it fronts. However, Section 24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision 
Regulations requires that "residential lots adjacent to existing or planned roadways of 
arterial classification shall be platted with a minimum depth of one hundred and fifty 
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(150) feet." Further, Section 24-121(a)(4) also requires that "residential lots adjacent to 
existing or planned roadway of freeway of higher classifications ... shall be platted with a 
minimum depth of three hundred (300) feet." 

These regulations protect the dwelling units from the negative impacts of noise, a exhaust 
and vibrations associated with traffic both of the arterial and freeway designation, 
roadway, which typically involves very high levels of traffic volume. Mattawoman Drive 
is projected to carry 47,800 vehicles per day, as stated in the Subregion 5 Master Plan; 
Transportation Technical Bulletin. An increased setback for residential structures from 
each of the roadway classification should be required. A condition has been included in 
the approval requiring a 50-foot building restriction line, to include a landscape buffer for 
all residential buildings located along Mattawoman Drive and a 200-foot building 
restriction line for multifamily residential buildings located along US 301. Building 
restriction lines for other residential product types along US 301 should be determined at 
the time of SDP. 

(3) Architectural features permitted within required setbacks. While increased 
setbacks may improve the aesthetics of the development and lotting pattern, this 
can be undermined by grossly exaggerated sets of stairs, retaining walls, or other 
architectural features being permitted within the setback. This will be important 
for the two-family attached dwellings, where some designs for this type of 
dwelling have exterior stairs accessing the second floor. The CDP should clearly 
state which architectural features, if any, are allowed within these setbacks. 

The design and location of various architectural features can undennine the benefits of an 
increased building setback. A condition of this approval requires the amount of stairs and 
the height of retaining walls within this building restriction area be restricted at the time of 
SDP, as detennined appropriate by the Planning Board. 

( 4) Setbacks, height limits, and lot coverage standards for accessory buildings, 
decks, and fences. It is not too early to consider the end user that will be living in 
these homes. The eventual home buyer will want to improve their homes with 
sheds, pools, and other amenities. The CDP must establish setbacks for accessory 
buildings, decks, and fences. 

Establishing standards for accessory buildings, decks, and fences is appropriate at this 
time in order to ensure consistency in future specific design plan review and future 
homeowner improvements within the development. A condition of this approval alters the 
development standards chart to include typical standards for these items. 
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(5) Setbacks from proposed trails, parking compounds, and cross-block 
pathways. The master plan trail closely follows the rear property line of several 
lots along the eastern side of the development area. Though this trail has already 
been field located, recent applications that have appeared before the Planning 
Board suggest that the benefits of such trails are not fully appreciated by the 
eventual homeowners, who construct fences or other structures against or even 
impeding the trail. The same issue can arise where parking compounds are close 
to townhouses or where trails are proposed to cross in the middle of a large block. 
The CDP can establish a minimum distance of 15 to 20 feet between property 
lines and the master plan trail, as well as establish planting requirements where 
these features are close to backyards. Setbacks for accessory buildings and fences 
in these areas can be increased five or ten feet in order to remove pressure from 
the trails. Alternately, the trail itself could be revised to move it away from the 
boundary line for the single-family residences. 

The Planning Board agrees with the concern of developing an appropriate spatial 
relationship between the master-planned trail and residential units. A condition of this 
approval therefore requires a minimum 20-foot setback from any residential lot line and/or 
25 feet from all residential buildings, excluding where trails connect with the internal road 
network. 

(6) Appropriate buffers and setbacks between residential, commercial, and 
industrial uses. The CDP should establish the minimum distances required 
between incompatible uses. Within the development, residential uses are 
separated from commercial uses by public streets. However, neighboring parcels 
include several industrial uses. At points, several proposed lots are 25 feet from 
the neighboring gas station, 30 feet from Parcel E, the existing warehouse 
property, or 40 feet from the proposed industrial road along the northwest edge of 
the property. The Planning Board has considered increasing these buffers to 
50 feet as part of the CDP. 

The main area of concern regarding buffering treatment is between the proposed 
residential use and the adjacent industrial uses on Parcel E, the Meinhardt, M&M Joint 
Venture, the Schraf properties and the Brandywine 301 Industrial Park to the south and 
the commercially-zoned use McGrouder and Gannon parcel along US 301. A 
recommended condition below requires, at the time of specific design plan, that the 
requirements of Section 4. 7 of the Prince George's Landscape Manual should be used as 
a starting point to provide adequate buffering between incompatible uses at the perimeter 
of the property. Such landscape plan shall be approved by the Planning Board. 
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(7) Design standards for multifamily areas. Residential Module 5, the cluster of 
multifamily dwellings at the southern portion of the site-the illustrative plan 
shows an unfocused arrangement of multifamily units that result in an irregular 
shape to the proposed property line between the parcels. This cluster should be 
rearranged to provide a stronger community focus and improve the rationality of 
the proposed parcel boundaries. 

A condition of this approval requires that the multifamily use with Module 5 be 
redesigned at the time of SDP to include a central recreation area and require a substantial 
set back move from the arterial and freeway. 

From a subdivision perspective, these issues are important because they will be used to determine 
the appropriateness of each proposed lot and parcel. Given the constraints listed above, it is 
anticipated that the lotting pattern, street layout, and open space design may change at the time of 
preliminary plan. 

The CDP should delineate the required lot depth associated with roadways of arterial classification 
and higher. Mattawoman Drive and Matapeake Business Drive are identified as arterial roadways. 
Crain Highway (US 301) is a Freeway. While the CDP is not specific about the type of dwelling 
that will front on Mattawoman Drive or Matapeake Business Drive, the illustrative plan and 
conversations with the applicant show two-family attached dwellings fronting the entire length of 
the road. Townhomes and single-family detached dwellings back up to the homeowners 
association (HOA) property immediately adjacent to US 301. Individual lots in both circumstances 
will have to meet minimum lot depth requirements. Section 24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision 
Regulations states: 

Residential lots adjacent to existing or planned roadways of arterial classification 
shall be platted with a minimum depth of one hundred and fifty (150) feet. 
Residential lots adjacent to an existing or planned roadway of freeway or higher 
classification, or an existing or planned transit right-of-way, shall be platted with a 
depth of three hundred (300) feet. Adequate protection and screening from traffic 
nuisances shall be provided by earthen berms, plant materials, fencing, and/or the 
establishment of a building restriction line, when appropriate. 

Per Section 2 7 -107. 01 (a)( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance, "adjacent" is defined as those lots that are 
"nearby but not necessarily abutting, adjoining, or contiguous" an arterial or freeway. This would 
include those lots which are separated from an arterial or higher road by only HOA land. Further, 
Subdivision Regulations Section 24-121 ( a )(3) prohibits access to individual lots off of a roadway 
of arterial classification or higher. Noise and vibration along these roads should also be 
considered. 
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Residential buildings fronting on Mattawoman Drive, a six-lane arterial roadway, are problematic 
due to the high volume of'traffic that will be using this thoroughfare, including possibly truck 
traffic to the existing warehouse. Unmitigated noise contours were provided on the CDP plan, 
which shows some of the effects of the roadway on the adjacent property. The 75 dBA Ldn noise 
contour is located approximately at the right-of-way line along both sides of Matta woman Drive, 
with the 70 dBA Ldn noise contour being approximately 100 feet behind that, and another 100 
feet behind that is the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour, which is generally the maximum acceptable 
noise level for residential properties. Policies contained in the General Plan call for the reduction 
of adverse noise impacts to meet State of Maryland noise standards. 

In order to allow room for landscaping, benns, or possibly fencing to provide protection and 
screening from traffic nuisances, the Planning Board has established a minimum 50-foot building 
restriction line, approximately corresponding to the midway point between 75 and the 70 dBA Ldn 
noise contour, for all residential buildings fronting on Mattawoman Drive. The addition of a 
required landscaped area within this building restriction area will allow the opportunity to provide 
visual and noise buffering for the residential units. At the time of specific design plan, protection 
of outdoor areas associated with the dwelling units will be required to demonstrate a reduction in 
noise levels to a maximum of 65 dBA. 

The applicant should identify whether streets are to be public or private at the time of preliminary 
plan. This will be important in determining which residential uses will be permitted in which 
locations. Subdivision Regulations Section 24-128(b)(7)(A) states, in part that: 

In Comprehensive Design and Mixed Use Zones ... the Planning Board may approve 
a subdivision (and all attendant plans of development) with private roads to serve 
attached single-family dwellings, two-family dwellings, and three-family dwellings, 
but not single-family detached or multifamily dwellings ... 

The private roads permitted under this section must be in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance in 
Section 27-433(e), streets iri. the R-T Zone, and Section 27-433(f), access to individual lots in the 
R-T Zone. The applicant should refer to these sections for further regulations dealing with alleys 
that provide access to the rear or side of abutting lots not intended for general traffic circulation. 
The applicant should provide rationale in the preliminary plan for the use of a public road versus a 
private road, as well as the transition between changes in street width at different points on the 
same road. 

From a subdivision perspective, the CDP should also address the potential for connecting the 
warehouse use of Parcel E with Short Cut Road. Mattawoman Drive is proposed to be a heavily 
used arterial roadway and warehousing is inappropriate on this road since the surrounding land 
area has been zoned to residential; a departure from the original industrial vision for this area. 
Parcel Eis a remnant of that history. It would be a reasonable accommodation between the 
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existing warehouse use and the future residential uses to provide an alternate connection to Parcel 
E. 

The Planning Board has considered whether the access from Mattawoman Road to Residential 
Module 1 should be revised. On the current illustrative plan, this access is shown as a single large 
road that faces directly into Parcel E and tl1e incompatible warehouse use on the property. An 
alternative would be to have two smaller entrances, approximately across the street from tl1e 
property lines of Parcel E, which would minimize the visual impact of the warehouse use on the 
residential area by allowing landscaping to buffer two uses. The Planning Board has not included a 
condition requiring the relocation of this access as part of the subject approval. 

The Subdivision Section then recommended approval of CDP-0902 with conditions: 

Trails-The Planning Board has considered the trails-related issues of the subject approval and 
have included trails-related conditions of this approval as deemed necessary. 

Parks and Recreation-The Planning Board reviewed the comprehensive design plan for 
conformance with the requirements of the relevant basic plan, the requirements and 
recommendations of the Prince George's County General Plan, the approved Master Plan and 
Sectional Map Amendment for Subregion 5, zoning regulations, and the existing conditions in the 
vicinity of the proposed development as they pertain to public parks and recreation facilities and 
found in part: 

a. Using current occupancy statistics for single-family and multifamily dwelling units leads 
staff to conclude that the proposed overall development (R-M and L-A-C zones) would 
generate an increase of 3,328 residents in the Brandywine community which would 
significantly impact demand on public recreational facilities such as parkland, football, 
soccer and baseball fields, basketball and tennis courts, playgrounds and picnic areas. 

b. The Prince George's County General Plan establishes objectives related to the provision of 
parkland in the amount such that a minimum of 15 acres ofM-NCPPC local parkland be 
provided per 1,000 population and 20 acres of regional, countywide and special 
M-NCPPC parkland per 1,000 residents. By applying the General Plan standards for the 
projected population in the new community (3,328), staff has determined that 50 acres of 
local and 66.5 acres ofregional public parkland suitable for active recreation will be 
needed to serve the proposed development. 

c. Section 24-134 of the Subdivision Regulations requires the mandatory dedication of 
30.5 acres of parkland suitable for active and passive recreation to serve the proposed 
development. The applicant proposes private recreational facilities in lieu of mandatory 
dedication of parkland. DPR staff believes that, in order to provide quality recreational 
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d. 

e. 

services to such a large new residential community, a combination of on-site private 
(playgrounds, tennis courts, basketball courts, homeowners' community centers, 
swimming pools, open play areas, picnic areas, and a bicycle and pedestrian trails network 
connecting neighborhoods) and *a financial contribution for facilities at the Brandywine 
Area Community Park [ off site public (soccer, football, and softball fields designed for 
the large planned events, picnic shekers, large playgrounds, and master planned trails 
connecting the parks and residential communities in the area) recreational facilities are 
needed. 

The subject property is located 0.75 miles south of the undeveloped, 62 acre Brandy.vine 
Area Community Park, for ·.vhich DPR staff developed a park concept pan including a 
soccer, softball and youth soccer fields, school age playground, tot lot, four picnic 
shekers, tv;o basketball courts, asphalt and nature trails, and a 130 space parking lot. DPR 
noted, hov,re¥er, that there is no Capital Improvement Program funding allocated for the 
development of the park.] 

To address conditions of the basic plan and provide recreational opportunities for the 
residents of the proposed development, the applicant proposes *a financial contribution of 
$700.000 toward the construction of major off-site recreational facilities at nearby 
Brandywine Area Community Park *[including one softball field, one soccer field, and a 
65 space parking lot, ·.vith the first phase of park construction having access from Missouri 
Avenue]. Additionally, the applicant proposes to include the following on-site private 
recreational facilities in the development: two recreation centers with swimming pools, 
tennis courts, two gazebos, a stream valley trail, a tot lot, a school-age playground, three 
multi-age playgrounds, and one open play area. 

The combination of the proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and *a financial 
contribution for off-site public recreational facilities would satisfy the recreational needs of the 
residents of the Villages of Timothy Branch planned community with the relevant conditions 
herein. 

Public Facilities-In accordance with Section 27-521 of the Zoning Ordinance, the staging of 
development will not be an unreasonable burden on public facilities, fire and rescue facilities and 
public schools will receive a school facilities charge of $13,921 per dwelling unit at the time of 
building pennit. 

Environmental Planning-The Planning Board reviewed the revised comprehensive design plan 
and Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan TCPl-151-90-01 for the R-M-zoned section of the Villages of 

* Timothy Branch, stamped as received by the Environmental Planning Section on August 19, 2010. 
The Planning Board herein approves Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 and Type 1 Tree 
Conservation Plan TCPl-151-90-01, subject to relevant environmentally-related conditions. 
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Background 
The site has been reviewed extensively in the past. The pertinent cases begin with Preliminary 
Plan 4-92048 (Brandywine Commerce Center), with associated Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan 
TCPl-151-90, for a 372.24-acre tract which was approved subject to PGCPB Resolution No. 92-
187. The preliminary plan for this site indicated that development would occur in six phases. 

, Subsequently, a Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan, TCP2-68-93, was approved for Phases I and II on 
the northern end of the property for the purposes of constructing storm water management ponds 
and nontidal wetland mitigation areas. A TCP2 was also approved for Phases III through VI (the 
southern portion of the property) for the purpose of installing a culvert in the Timothy Branch 
stream valley, which was required for the extension of the master-planned Mattawoman Drive. 
This culvert was never installed and Phases III through VI were never platted. The preliminary 
plan subsequently expired. 

In 1997, Detailed Site Plan DSP-97012 and Specific Design Plan SDP-9703 were approved for a 
28.45-acre site in the Brandywine Commerce Center which straddled the I-3 and E;I-A Zones for 
the development of a Circuit City Warehouse, and a separate TCP2 (TCP2-42-97), was approved 
for the area of TCP2-68-93 located on the northwest side of Matta woman Drive in confonnance 
with TCP 1-151-90. A lot line adjustment was subsequently platted for Parcel E, and Parcel E was 
developed in accordance with the approved plans. No other development has moved forward on 
the site since that time. 

Site Description 
The subject property is 262 acres in size, is zoned R-M and is located in the southeast quadrant of 
the intersection of Crain Highway (US 301) and Brandywine Road (MD 381). Current air photos 
indicate that two-thirds of the site is wooded. This site contains streams, 100-year floodplain, and 
wetlands associated with the Timothy Branch stream valley in the Mattawoman Creek watershed, 
in the Potomac River basin. According to information obtained from the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources, Natural Heritage Program, there are no rare, threatened, or endangered species 
found to occur on or in the vicinity of this property. A portion of Short Cut Road, west of 
Matta woman Drive, is classified as an industrial road in the Master Plan of Transportation 
(MPOT), and is also adjacent to the R-M-zoned portion of this site. The section of Crain Highway 
(US 301) which borders the site to the west is a master-planned freeway, and an existing source of 
traffic-generated noise. Mattawoman Road, which is internal to the site, is classified as an arterial, 
which is generally regulated for noise impacts when associated with residential development. 
According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in the 
Beltsville, Bibb, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, Leonardtown, and Sassafras series. Marlboro clay does not 
occur in this area. The site is in the Developing Tier according to the General Plan. According to 
the Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan, the stream valley along the eastern boundary 
is a regulated area and the majority of the property is an evaluation area, with small areas of 
network gap. 
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Conformance with the General Plan 
The Environmental Infrastructure Chapter of the General Plan contains policies and strategies 
applicable to preservation, enhancement, and restoration of the natural environment and its 
ecological functions as the basic component of a sustainable development pattern. The following 
policies and strategies are applicable to the current approval. 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, and enhance the designated green infrastructure elements. 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features 
and restore lost ecological functions. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and replant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern. 

Strategy V. Meet the requirements of the Woodland Conservation Ordinance on-site to the 
fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed. If off-site mitigation is required, it 
shall be provided within the Mattawoman watershed. 

Policy 5: Reduce overall sky glow, minimize the spill-over of light from one property to the 
next, and reduce glare from light fixtures. 

Policy 7: Minimize impacts of noise on residential uses during the land development process. 

The above listed policies, as well as the specific strategy related to the Mattawoman Creek 
watershed, are discussed below as part of the discussion regarding conformance with the Green 
Infrastructure Plan and subregion master plans. 

Conformance with the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan 
The site contains regulated areas, evaluation areas, and network gaps identified in the June 2005 
Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan, which are consolidated along the stream 
corridor located along the eastern border of this site. The approved application shows the 
preservation of the regulated areas and areas adjacent to all regulated areas in general conformance 
with the Green Infrastructure Plan. 

The Mattawoman Creek stream valley was designated as a special conservation area in the Green 
Infrastructure Plan because its associated stream basin is among the most productive fmfish 
spawning and nursery streams in the entire Chesapeake Bay region. The quality of the water 
entering the stream system in the watershed is of particular concern, and when evaluation areas 
occur within the watershed, woodlands present should be preserved adjacent to streams to widen 
the corridors adjacent to regulated areas and protect water quality. 
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The following policies are applicable to the subject application and conditions of this approval 
ensure that they will be followed: 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, enhance or restore the green infrastructure network and its 
ecological functions while supporting the desired development pattern of the 2002 General 
Plan. 

The subject property contains regulated areas, evaluation areas, and network gaps areas as 
identified in the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan located within the Mattawoman Creek 
watershed, which is a primary corridor and a special conservation area. As noted above, the 
approved application shows the preservation of the regulated areas and areas adjacent to all 
regulated areas in general confonnance with the Green Infrastructure Plan. 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features and restore lost 
ecological functions. 

Preservation of water quality in this area will be provided through the protection of the expanded 
stream buffers and the application of best stormwater management practices. Environmental site 
design techniques shall be applied throughout this site, to the fullest extent practicable, because 
this site will be subject to the new stormwater management regulations. The stormwater 
management concept approval letter states that six wet ponds are proposed to be used to meet the 
stormwater management requirements. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and replant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern of the 2002 General Plan. 

This policy is superseded by the General Plan policy and strategy to meet the requirements of the 
woodland conservation on-site to the fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed, or 
if off-site mitigation is required, to provide it within the Mattawoman watershed. 

Conformance with the Subregion 5 Master Plan 
The subject property is located within the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map 
Amendment (2009). The protection of the regulated environmental features proposed on the CDP 
and associated TCPl is in general conformance with the guidance provided by the master plan. 

The CDP and TCPl required revisions to show the ultimate public rights-of-way associated with 
the subject property (both state and county) in conformance with the transportation improvements 
approved with the Subregion 5 master plan, the Master Plan of Transportation, and the US 301 
Upgrade Option. The Transportation Planning Section will review the revised CDP for 
conformance with the ultimate public rights-of-way associated with the subject property. 
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Environmental Review 

a. An approved revised Natural Resources Inventory (NRI-002-07) for the overall Villages at 
Timothy Branch was approved on August 19, 2010. An existing conditions and 
environmental plan were previously submitted with the application the subject of this 
approval. 

The revised NRl correctly includes the previous platted buffers and easements as shown 
on the final plat. These include, on the west side ofMattawoman Road: a 30-foot-wide 
landscape buffer along Short Cut Road, Brandywine Road, and Mattawoman Road 
required by the previous 1-3 zoning of the property; a wetland area easement and wetland 
buffer adjacent to Brandywine Road; a 100-year floodplain easement; and a 25-foot-wide 
non-disturbance buffer which runs along the southwest boundary of the site, including 
Parcel E. On the east side ofMattawoman Drive, only a 100-year floodplain easement 
along with various utility easements are shown. 

On July 13, 2010, the County Council approved new legislation that requires minimum 
stream buffers in the Developing Tier to be 75 feet in width on each side of the existing 
streams. The revised NRl is in conformance with these regulations, which became 
effective September 1, 2010. Because an NRl is now a required submission for a CDP, a 
revised existing conditions plan became unnecessary. 

The CDP has been revised to reflect the environmental features shown on the revised NRI, 
with the exception of the platted landscape easement on the south side of Brandywine 
Road, west ofMattawoman Drive, because the CDP does not propose to retain a 
landscape buffer easement in this area. No further information is required with regard to 
theNRI. 

b. This site contains streams, wetlands and wetland buffers, and 100-year floodplain within a 
delineated expanded buffer, which are protected under the current record plat, and are 
proposed to be protected in the R-M-zoned portion of the site under the previous 
requirements of Subtitle 24. 

The new legislation requires, under Section 27-521(a)(l 1) of the Zoning Ordinance, that 
the Planning Board finds that the plan" ... demonstrates the preservation and/or restoration 
of the regulated environmental features in a natural state to the fullest extent possible." In 
order for the Planning Board to make a decision regarding this required finding, a letter of 
justification must be submitted that describes the existing regulated environmental features 
on the site, whether or not the features are to be preserved and/or restored, and how the 
design has avoided the proposed impacts and/or minimized them. Anticipated impacts for 
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wet pond outfalls should be included in the justification. The methods to determine 
"fullest extent possible" are provided in Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual 
and include avoidance, minimization, and, where necessary, mitigation. The manual also 
describes what types of impacts are considered necessary and the types that can be 
avoided. 

If the cumulative impacts on the site total 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or 
one-half acre of wetlands and wetland buffers, then mitigation will be required and 
evaluated at the time of preliminary plan review. The letter of justification indicates that 
the currently proposed impacts exceed 200 linear feet of stream bed or one-half acre of 
wetlands and wetland buffers. 

Conditions of this approval required prior to signature approval of this CDP and at the 
time of preliminary plan of subdivision will ensure that the issues raised in this 
environmental review are satisfactorily dealt witl1. 

c. This site is subject to the provisions of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Ordinance because the entire site has a previously approved Type 1 tree conservation plan, 
and portions of the site have an approved Type 2 tree conservation plan. 

A Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan (TCPl-151-90) was approved for the overall site 
application when the pre-1993 woodland conservation threshold standards of a straight 10 
percent requirement of tl1e net tract area for industrial zones, with no replacement required 
for clearing, were in place. 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) passed by the General Assembly in 1991 
established minimum woodland conservation threshold requirements for local authorities 
that were greater than those previously established by county legislation. As a result, the 
woodland conservation threshold for industrially-zoned properties in the county was raised 
to 15 percent of the net tract area. The Forest Conservation Act also required 
"replacement" in the calculation of the woodland conservation requirements for the site; 
this was intended to provide a disincentive for the clearing of trees excessively in the 
development process. In 1993, county regulations were revised to include these 
prov1s10ns. 

The Brandywine Commerce Center (TCPl-151-90) was grandfathered under the 
requirements of the pre-1993 ordinance, and as a result, the woodland conservation 
requirement for the overall property was 31. 5 3 acres, based on a net tract area of 
315.31 acres. Type 2 Tree Conservation Plans TCP2-68-93, TCP2-84-93, and 
TCP2-42-97 were subsequently approved under the pre-1993 requirements, in 
conformance with the previously approved TCP 1. 
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With the recent rezoning of the property, except for Parcel E which remained in the E-I-A 
and I-3 Zones, the development pattern proposed is significantly different than the 
previous approval. This property is no longer grandfathered under the requirements, and 
will now need to meet the requirements of the current Woodland Conservation Ordinance. 
The R-M Zone has a 20 percent woodland conservation threshold. 

Woodland conservation for Parcel E, to the extent required, has been accounted for on the 
revised plans submitted. The area of the previously approved TCP2 (TCP2-042-97) was 
included in the original TCPl approval and the woodland conservation requirement was 
calculated and fulfilled in accordance with the pre-1993 Ordinance. Notes on that TCP2 
state that: 

"The tree preservation requirements for this project were fully accounted for as 
part of the approved Brandywine Commerce Center, Phase 1 & Phase II Type 2 
TCP2-68-93. Any clearing of the previously established preservation areas will be 
reforested in accordance with these plans." 

Additional notes on the TCP2 indicate that the woodland conservation requirement for 
Parcel E was determined to be 2.55 acres, and that 0.58 acre was provided in on-site 
preservation and 0.24 acre was provided through on-site reforestation. Therefore, the 
1. 73 acres of woodland conservation was required for Parcel E on the remainder of the 
Brandywine Commerce Center property. The revised TCPl demonstrates the fulfillment 
of this requirement on the remainder of the property. The woodland conservation 
worksheet on the revised TCPl indicates 1.73 acres of woodland conservation provided to 
fulfill the outstanding requirement for Parcel E (TCP2-42-97). 

d. The TCPl covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres of upland woodlands 
and 28.64 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCPl encompasses the land area that is 
included in both the subject application (262 acres) and CDP-0901 for The Villages of 
Timothy Branch (72.26 acres). 

The revised TCPl submitted with CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 lacks the conceptual grading 
and building footprints necessary for review. The TCPl plan reviewed for the initial 
comments was the TCPl submitted with the preliminary plan which provides these 
necessary features. 

The revised TCPl submitted with the CDP proposes clearing 144.30 acres of upland 
woodlands, 1.06 acres of wooded floodplain, and 0.13 acre of off-site impacts. The 
woodland conservation threshold or this property is 53.77 acres. Based upon the proposed 
clearing, the woodland conservation requirement for the development proposed is 
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108.07 acres. With the addition of the 1.73 acres of off-site woodland conservation 
provided for Parcel E (TCP2-42-97), the total woodland conservation requirement to be 
provided is 109.80 acres. 

The plan proposes to meet the requirement with 28.76 acres of on-site preservation, 45.74 
acres of afforestation/reforestation, and 33.57 acres of off-site mitigation in fulfilhnent of 
the woodland conservation requirements for the site, but does not include how 1.73 acres 
of off-site woodland conservation is provided on this property. The inclusion in both the 
top and bottom portion of the worksheet cancels each other out. 

Much of the site is located within a designated evaluation area of the Countywide Green 
fufrastructure Plan and within the watershed of Matta woman Creek. Woodland 
c~mservation should be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. Preservation of 
existing woodlands is the highest priority, but additional afforestation on-site in priority 
areas, to widen stream buffers and protect sensitive environmental features, is also 
recommended. fu addition, the strategies contained in the General Plan indicate that, if 
off-site woodland conservation is provided in fulfilhnent of the woodland conservation 
requirement, that it be fulfilled within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

The woodland conservation threshold for the subject property is 53.77 acres. The revised 
TCPl proposes to provide 74.50 acres of woodland conservation on-site; this is less than 
the woodland conservation threshold for the site plus the 2: 1 replacement requirement for 
on-site clearing below the threshold (53.77 acres plus 23.17 acres equals 76.94 acres). The 
concept of providing the threshold acreage and the acreage required for clearing below the 
threshold on-site would meet the criteria of meeting the woodland conservation 
requirements on-site to the fullest extent possible. 

Conditions of this approval will ensure that the requirements of the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance will be met. 

e. The TCPl requires technical revisions to meet the requirements of the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance, approved by the'County Council on 
July 13, 2010 and effective September 1, 2010. 

Section 25-122(b)(l)(I) and (J) of the County Code set the minimum sizes for woodland 
preservation and afforestation areas. The minimum width for woodland preservation and 
afforestation areas is 50 feet and the minimum contiguous area is 10,000 square feet. The 
minimum dimensions for landscaped areas are 35 feet wide and 5,000 square feet in area. 
Landscaped areas must also contain at least 50 percent trees. It appears that there are areas 
shown on the TCPl that do not meet these minimum standards. The plans must be revised 
to meet these minimum standards and all of the design criteria contained in Section 25-
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122. A complete analysis of the proposed preservation and afforestation areas must be 
conducted by the qualified professional prior to certification so that the plans can be found 
to meet the minimum standards of Subtitle 25. 

Section 25-122 is silent regarding the required distance between townhouse or multifamily 
buildings and woodland conservation areas. Section 25-122(b )( 1 )( 0) requires woodland 
conservation areas to be shown no closer than 20 feet from the sides of all commercial 
buildings. Unless a justification is provided regarding an alternative placement of utilities 
and access points to the rears of townhouse lots, a 10-foot-wide access zone must be 
maintained around all sides and rears of "sticks" of townhouses, or duplexes. This clear 
access zone should be free of woodland conservation areas or noise mitigation measures 
that would block access. This cannot be evaluated without building footprints. 

Woodland conservation cannot be proposed within the ultimate rights-of-way of public 
roads or within public utility easements (PUE). Refer to Section 25-122(b)(l)(N) for the 
restrictions on placing woodland conservation within ultimate rights-of-way and 
easements. 

The specimen tree table has been revised in accordance with the condition analysis 
procedure contained in the Environmental Technical Manual, and the proposed disposition 
of the specimen trees has been included in the specimen tree table. The table lacks the 
required note regarding tl1e method of location of the specimen trees (field located or 
surveyed). On a TCPl, the trees are only required to be field located; however, at time of 
TCP2 review, the trees must be survey located. 

The TCPl shows master-planned trails as identified in the legend co-located with 
woodland conservation areas. Revise the TCPl to eliminate the use of areas within the 
trail as woodland conservation. The locations of trails will be further evaluated in greater 
detail in later development phases. 

The approval blocks on each sheet should be revised to include the new TCP 
nomenclature, TCPl-051-90. The revised TCPl submitted with the CDP now reflects the 
required standard symbols, but does not include all pertinent standard notes provided in 
the Environmental Technical Manual, specifically Notes 7 through 10. Standard sheet 
layout will not be required with the current TCPl plan, but must be satisfied with all 
TCP2 submittals. 

If the design criteria and other requirements of Subtitle 25 have not been shown on the 
plans to be met in their entirety, or if a specimen tree is to be removed, a variance must be 
requested for each section of the subtitle that is not being met. One variance application 
form may be used for all variances to Subtitle 25 being requested. A letter of justification 
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must accompany the variance request that addresses the required findings of Section 25-
119( d)(l) of the County Code for each variance type being requested. 

With regard to specimen trees, it appears that Specimen Tree No. 3 is proposed to be 
removed. A variance request is required for the removal of this tree. Due to its location, in the 
middle of a proposed development area and its stated condition as poor, it is acknowledged 
that the Environmental Planning Section will support a variance for the removal of this tree, 
but that the variance application can be deferred until application for the associated SDP and 
TCP2. 

Conditions of this approval will ensure that the TCPl is revised as indicated. 

f. The TCPl shows many afforestation/reforestation areas proposed within the limits of 
stormwater management easements. The requirements for landscaping of stormwater 
management ponds are far less stringent than woodland conservation stocking 
requirements. In addition, planting within the limits of the storm water management 
easement is subject to approval of the Department of Public Works and Transportation. 
The TCP2 appear to have been revised to eliminate known areas of conflict such as on and 
near the embankment of stormwater management ponds. 

A condition of this approval will ensure that prior to signature approval of any TCP2 
which proposes to credit as woodland conservation planting occurring with a stormwater 
management easement, an approved site development stormwater management plan shall 
be submitted to the Planning Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed 
have been approved by the DPW &T with regard to the location, size, and plant stocking 
proposed. No afforestation or preservation area can be shown within 15 feet of the toe of 
the embankment, or as determined by DPW &T or the Soil Conservation District. 

g. Subtitle 25, Division 3, the Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance, requires a minimum 
percentage of tree canopy on properties that require a tree conservation plan or letter of 
exemption. Properties zoned R-M are required to provide a minimum of 15 percent of the 
gross tract area in tree canopy. 

The subject application will be able to meet the tree canopy coverage (TCC) requirement 
by using the woodland conservation area (woodlands within the 100-yec).f floodplain may 
be counted toward meeting the tree canopy coverage requirement). 

A TCC schedule shall be placed on the TCP 1, and all future TCP2s indicating how the 
tree canopy coverage for the subject application is being fulfilled. 

A condition of this approval will ensure these requirements are met. 
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h. According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in 
the Beltsville, Bibb, Chillum, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, and Leonardtown series. Beltsville 
soils are highly erodible, have perched water tables and impeded drainage. Bibb soils are 
highly erodible and hydric. Chillum soils are highly erodible. Croom and Sassafras soils 
pose few difficulties for development. Elkton and Iuka soils are highly erodible and 
hydric. Leonardtown soils are highly erodible, have perched water table, poor drainage, 
and typically have wetlands. High groundwater is problematic for both foundations and 
basements. This infonnation is provided for the applicant's benefit, and may affect the 
architectural design of structures, grading requirements, and stormwater management 
elements of the site. DPW &T may require a soils report in conformance with County 
Council Bill CB-94-2004 during the permit review process. 

1. Policies contained in the General Plan call for the reduction of adverse noise impacts to 
meet State of Maryland noise standards. 

Transportation-related noise impacts associated with US 301 and the internal arterial 
roadway may require mitigation to meet State of Maryland noise standards for residential 
uses. Residential uses or outdoor activity areas that are proposed within the 65 dBA Ldn 
noise contour or higher will require mitigation. 

Crain Highway (US 301) is an existing source of traffic-generated noise and a 
master-planned freeway. Because the R-M-zoned portion of the site is located directly 
adjacent to Crain Highway, transportation-related noise impacts are anticipated whenever 
residential uses are proposed within the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour. It should be noted that 
Subdivision Regulations require that residential development adjacent to a freeway 
provide a minimum lot depth of 300 feet, which will provide some mitigation from noise 
impacts. 

Therefore, residential structures shall be subject to a building restriction line to help 
mitigate noise impacts . 

. Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial roadway that may have noise impacts on 
the subject application. Residential development located along both sides ofMattawoman 
Drive must be evaluated in relation to noise impacts. It should be noted that Subdivision 
Regulations require that residential development adjacent to an arterial provide a 
minimum lot depth of 150 feet, which will provide some mitigation from noise impacts. 

Therefore, residential structures shall be subject to a 50-foot-wide building restriction line 
to help mitigate noise impacts. 
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A Phase I noise study was prepared and submitted for the subject property (The Villages 
of Timothy Branch Phase I Noise Analysis, prepared by Phoenix Noise and Vibration, 
LLC, dated April 13, 2010) to evaluate transportation-related noise impacts to proposed 
residential areas in the R-M Zone along the northern and southern sides ofMattawoman 
Drive. 

The conclusion of the noise study (p. 14) indicates, in part, that "Residential building 
structures and outdoor activity areas throughout The Villages of Timothy Branch are 
exposed to transportation noise levels ranging up to 76 dBA Ldn ... Further analysis is 
required to determine the exact mitigation designs necessary, which may include 
modifications to proposed building structures, site planning and noise barriers." 

The TCPl and CDP have been revised to show the location of all unmitigated noise 
contours 65 dBA Ldn or greater adjacent to roads classified as arterials or higher, and to 
show conceptually how noise mitigation will be provided. 

J. The delineated noise contours show a high level of impacts (70-7 5 dB A Ldn) to the 
residential structures proposed adjacent to Mattawoman Drive. The next level of 
townhouses, located further from Mattawoman Drive between the 70 and 65 unmitigated 
dBA Ldn noise contour, will benefit from the noise blocking affect of the closer rows of 
residential structures. The noise study indicates the following: 

"For (noise) impacts between 68 and 76 dBA Ldn, brick exterior facades, resilient 
channel and/or multiple layers of drywall on interior walls, and windows and 
doors with relatively high STC ratings (up to 40 STC depending on the amount of 
windows/doors per room) may be required." 

Because of the proximate location of the proposed townhouses to the arterial roadway, 
with no options for mitigation through site planning, a Phase II noise study was required 
with the CDP to identify what noise mitigation design and construction measures would 
be required to allow the placement of residential structures in this noise impacted area. 
Residential structures within the 65 dBA Ldn or higher noise contours will need to 
address methods to reduce interior noise levels to 45 dBA Ldn or less. Outdoor activity 
areas should not be placed within any contour of 65 dB A Ldn noise or greater. If they are 
to be placed within these areas, mitigation will be required. It was suggested during the 
initial review of the CDP that an alternate layout of uses at the time of CDP may be 
necessary to move residential uses out of the area of high noise levels. 

A preliminary Phase II noise analysis was submitted with the current application (Phoenix 
Sound and Vibration, LLC; July 13, 2010). The preliminary Phase II noise analysis was 
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conducted to determine the effects of site plan modifications proposed in relation to 
mitigated noise levels throughout the site. 

In the R-M Zone, residential structures facing onto the frontage of the arterial roadway are 
proposed on both sides of Mattawoman Drive, except for a small section of single-family 
detached homes with rear yards oriented to the arterial roadway. All of these proposed 
residential uses are proposed within the 65 dBA Ldn or higher noise contour. 

Acceptable noise levels for outdoor activity areas are considered to be 65 dBA Ldn or less. 
For the residential structures facing onto Mattawoman Drive, the structure may provides 
sufficient noise mitigation for the rear yard, the exceptions being where sticks of 
townhouses or two-family attached dwelling units are placed perpendicular to 
Mattawoman Drive. In this case, their rear activity areas are not shielded and additional 
mitigation measures, such as walls, may be required to provide shielding for outdoor 
activity areas. 

Also of concern is the ten-foot-high berm proposed to mitigate noise impacts for the rear 
yards of single-family detached houses located between Road Kand Road M. The 
introduction of a berm in this location is incongruous with the streetscape presented along 
the length of Matta woman Drive. It is strongly recommended that either the house type in 
this area be revised to provide a consistent frontage along Mattawoman Drive or the 
dwelling units located in this short segment of the road face towards the street removing 
the need for a benn in this location. 

Along the US 301 right-of-way, the Phase I noise study proposes the construction of a 25-
foot-high benn to mitigate noise impacts for dwellings within the 65 dBA Ldn noise 
contour or greater. These include townhomes, multifamily units, and detached 
single-family dwellings. At the northern end of the berm, adjacent to Lot 118, a noise 
barrier is proposed to extend mitigation beyond the end of the graded berm. 

While this berm is effective as a noise mitigation measure, there are many concerns related 
to the proposal and the design. During the review of the preliminary plan, issues related to 
the proposed layout of the lots and structures in relation to the noise barrier should be 
addressed. During the review of specific design plans, issues regarding the aesthetics and 
materials of the barriers proposed should be addressed. 

As part of the specific design plan for the residential units in the R-M Zone, a final 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II noise study should 
address how noise impacts to the residential units located in the R-M Zone will be 
mitigated to provide interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels 
of 65 dBA Ldn or less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. 
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The approval of architecture at the time of SDP should also demonstrate how the proposed 
structures are in confonnance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the final 
Phase II noise report for interior residential uses. 

Conditions of this approval shall ensure further necessary review of noise issues with 
respect to the project. 

k. Policy 5 in the Environmental Infrastructure chapter of the General Plan calls for the 
reduction of overall sky glow by minimizing the spill-over of light from one property to 
the next and a reduction of glare from light fixtures. This is of particular concern on a 
mixed-use site such as the subject application, because the residential uses could be 

-directly impacted by lighting from the other uses. Lighting is also of particular concern in 
this location because it is adjacent to enviromnentally-sensitive areas. 

The proposed lighting should use full cut-off optics to ensure that off-site light intrusion 
into residential and environmentally-sensitive areas is minimized, and so that sky glow 
does not increase as a result of this development. 

A condition of this approval shall ensure that light pollution from the subject project be 
minimized. 

Zoning Review-The comprehensive design plan is consistent with the approved basic plan. 

The Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPW&T)-In a memorandum dated 
November 25, 2009, DPW&T offered the following with respect to DPW&T-maintained 
roadways: 

a. Proposed Mattawoman Drive, an arterial roadway (A-63), as shown on the area master 
plan, lies within the proposed subdivision. Right-of-way dedication and roadway 
improvements for proposed A-63 along the frontage of the property, designed in 
accordance with DPW &T specifications and standards, are required. 

b. The proposed arterial roadway, (A-55, as shown on the area master plan) lies within the 
proposed subdivision. Right-of-way dedication and roadway improvements for proposed 
A-55 along the frontage of the property, in accordance with DPW &T's specifications and 
standards, are required. 

c. This development is also located along the southern side of Short Cut Road, a proposed 
industrial and commercial roadway (I-503), as shown on the area master plan, extended 
within the proposed subdivision. Right-of-way dedication and roadway improvements for 
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Short Cut Road (I-503) along the frontage of the property, in accordance with DPW &T's 
requirements, are required. 

d. This subdivision will generate considerable traffic and it will require upgrading the 
infrastructure within the vicinity. Therefore, a fee-in-lieu contribution in the amount of 
$1,500 per lot should be imposed to improve the county roadways and bridges. The fee-in
lieu should be paid to the county for road improvements and will be required prior to the 
release of their building permits. 

e. All improvements within the public rights-of-way, as dedicated for public use to the 
county, are to be designed in accordance with the County Road Ordinance, DPW &T 
specifications and standards, and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

f. Full-width, two-inch mill and overlay for all existing county roads, as determined by 
DPW&T, is required for Short Cut Road, Mattawoman Drive, and Matapeake Business 
Drive. 

g. Compliance with DPW &T Utility Policy is required. Proper temporary and final patching 
and related mill and overlay in accordance with the established DPW &T's Policy and 
Specification for Utility Installation and Maintenance Permits are required. 

h. Culs-de-sac are required to allow, as a minimum, the turning movement for a standard 
WB-40 vehicle and a standard length fire truck. When considering the turning movement, 
it is assumed parking is provided on the outside edge or radius of the cul-de-sac. 

1. Sidewalks are required along the roadway frontages in accordance with Sections 23-105 
and 23-13 5 of the County Road Ordinance. 

j. Any proposed and/or existing master plan roadways (I-503, F-10, and A-63) and trails that 
lie within the property limits must be addressed through coordination between The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC) and DPW&T, 
and may involve rights-of-way reservation, dedication, and/or construction in accordance 
with DPW &T specifications and standards. All road realignment and vacation must be 
coordinated with DPW &T. 

k. Adequate sight distance in accordance with The American Association of State Highway 
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards for all proposed access points within the 
site must be provided. All roadway sections and curves should be designed in accordance 
with DPW &T standards and specifications. Roundabouts along an arterial road are not 
acceptable unless warranted. All culverts are to be designed to handle the 100-year 
frequency storm runoff. 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   80 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l0(A) 
File No. CDP-0902 
Page 52 

1. All stonn drainage systems and facilities are to be designed in accordance with DPW &T 
specifications and standards. 

m. Conformance with DPW &T's street tree and lighting specifications and standards is 
required. 

n. The plan is consistent with approved DPW &T Stonnwater Management Concept Plan No. 
11355-2009, dated May 29, 2009. 

o. A soil investigation report, which includes subsurface exploration and geotechnical 
engineering evaluation for public streets and proposed buildings, is required. 

DPW &T requirements will be implemented through their separate permitting process. 

State Highway Administration (SHA)-In a letter dated June 8, 2010, SHA stated that their 
State Highway Location Reference Guide indicates that MD 5/US 301 and MD 381 (Brandywine 
Road) are state-owned and maintained roads. Further, they stated that the posted speed limit on 
MD 5/US 301 is 55 MPH and the annual average daily trip (AADT) volume at this location is 
31,960 vehicles per day. The posted speed limit on MD 381 is 30 MPH and the AADT volume at 
this location is 10,241 vehicles per day. SHA offered the following comments particularly about 
the subject project: 

a. Access points are proposed from the county master-planned roadways. Any work within 
the SHA right-of-way will require an access permit, subject to SHA review and approval. 

b. Review and approval by SHA Highway Hydraulic Division will be required in order to 
issue an access permit because the plan proposes on-site stormwater management facilities 
that appear to tie-in or outfall within the SHA right-of-way. 

c. SHA will require dedication ofright-of-way per the master plans of Prince George's 
County. 

Additionally, the US 301 Access Management Team of the SHA Office of Planning and 
Preliminary Engineering offered the following: 

The SHA Waldorf Area Transportation hnprovements Project Team has evaluated numerous 
alignment options in the area of the proposed project. 

The proposed development is impacted by the US 301 Eastern Waldorf Bypass alternative, known 
as "Timothy Branch Option 4." Though SHA provided marked-up plans of the bypass, they stated 
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that, due to current fiscal limitations, SHA' s ability to preserve the alignment through protective 
pi:operty purchases is limited. Therefore, SHA urged the developer to pursue a reservation of the 
impacted area with Prince George's County to provide time for a selected alternative to be chosen. 
If this development proceeds as shown, it will severely impact SHA' s ability to complete NEPA 
(The National Environmental Policy Act) studies to improve capacity within the US 301 corridor. 
Therefore, their project team recommended that no permanent structures be built in the area of the 
proposed Eastern Bypass alignment. However, the construction ofMetapeake Business Park Drive 
Extension, across the proposed US 301 eastern bypass alignment right-of-way as understood by 
SHA, would be ~cceptable within the SHA specified 70-foot right-of-way. 

Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department-fu a memorandum dated November 25, 2009, 
the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department offered information on required access for fire 
apparatuses, private road design, and the location and perfonnance of fire hydrants. 

The Prince George's County Board of Education-In a transmittal received 
November 1 7, 2009, the Prince George's County Board of Education indicated that they would not 
be commenting on the subject project. 

11. Prior to approving a comprehensive design plan, the Planning Board must make the required 
findings found in Section 27-521(a) of the Zoning Ordinance: 

(1) The plan is in conformance with the Basic Plan approved by application per 
Section 27-195; or when the property was placed in a Comprehensive Design Zone 
through a Sectional Map Amendment per Section 27-223, was approved after 
October 1, 2006, and for which a comprehensive land use planning study was 
conducted by Technical Staff prior to initiation, is in conformance with the design 
guidelines or standards intended to implement the development concept 
recommended by the Master Plan, Sector Plan, or Sectional Map Amendment 
Zoning Change; 

The plan is found to be in conformance with approved Basic Plan A-9987. 

(2) The proposed plan would result in a development with a better environment than 
could be achieved under other regulations; 

The subject application would result in a development with a better environment than could be 
achieved under other regulations because of plan improvements such as the open space elements 
that provide useable open space not associated with other regulated lands such as steep slopes, 
100-year floodplain, wetland, stormwater management, parking lots, and the land that is accessible 
to the future residents. Further, the plan proposes a master-planned hiker-biker-equestrian trail 
which will follow the Timothy Branch Stream Valley, as it runs through the entire length of the 
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development. Neighborhood pedestrian paths are proposed throughout the development to connect 
the stream valley trail to the public sidewalk system. 

(3) Approval is warranted by the way in which the Comprehensive Design Plan includes 
design elements, facilities, and amenities, and satisfies the needs of the residents, 
employees, or guests of the project; 

The subject project includes design elements and provides recreational facilities and amenities for 
the project's residents including the provision of open space, special attention to protecting 
environmental features, attention to views and an enhanced multimodal pedestrian system 
throughout the subdivision, and a generous private recreational facilities package within each pod 
of development including either a recreational facility or center providing a central focal point for 
each of the five residential communities. 

(4) The proposed development will be compatible with existing land use, zoning, and 
facilities in the immediate surroundings; 

The subject project is compatible with the residential existing land use and zoning across the 
Timothy Branch stream valley to the east of the subject project. At the junctures where the subject 
residential project is directly adjacent to, or directly across Mattawoman Drive from commercially 
or industrially-used or -zoned land is more problematic. Several conditions of this approval 
provide design changes to the subject comprehensive design plan that will make the interface 
between commercial/industrial and residential, in this case, less adverse. These measures include: 

• Providing an access from Short Cut Road directly to Parcel E, so that trucks and other 
vehicles could be routed in that northerly direction rather than directly onto Mattawoman 
Drive, then either northeasterly or southwesterly through the subject development. 

• Provide additional berming, landscaping, and setback wherever residential land use is 
located directly adjacent to commercially or industrially-used or -zoned land. Section 4.7 
of the Prince George's County Landscape Manual may be used as a guide, but its 
requirements should be increased if warranted at the time of specific design plan as this is 
a comprehensive design zone where design is supposed to result in a development with a 
better environment than could be achieved under other regulations. 

(5) Land uses and facilities covered by the Comprehensive Design Plan will be 
compatible with each other in relation to: 

(A) Amounts of building coverage and open space; 
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The building coverage and open space is more or less consistent through the area covered 
by the comprehensive design plan. Regarding building coverage, a condition of this 
approval sets maximum lot coverage for two-family attached, single-family attached, and 
multifamily unit types, which will ensure that appropriate open space is provided for each 
of these land use types. Additionally, the multifamily residential pod shall be redesigned to 
move residential structures out of the noise ( 65-7 5) contours if possible and provide for 
recreational areas in a designed open space central to the building cluster. This will allow 
a large group of residents, who may not have private outdoor open space, to have access to 
outdoor areas least affected by the negative impacts of the adjacent arterial, Mattawoman 
Drive, and the freeway, US 301. For both of these reasons, it may be said that the land use 
and facilities covered by the comprehensive design plan will be compatible with each 
other in relation to amounts of building coverage and open space. 

(B) Building setbacks from streets and abutting land uses; and 

The following standards shall apply to the development: 

RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

One-family Two-family Single-family Single-family 
detached attached semidetached8

' 
9 attached3

' 
8

' 
9 Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq.ft. NIA 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R. 0. W 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage - corner lot 70 NIA 40 feet 30 feet NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage(%) 30 354 35 354 504 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

Minimum building setback from 
Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBD 10 200 feet1° 

Minimum front setback5 25 NIA 20 feet 3,6 7 

Minimum side setback5 10 NIA 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setback5 20 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to street5 25 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building 
40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet hPioht11 

Maximum percentage of total units NIA NIA NIA 502 252 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 NIA NIA NIA NIA 
1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
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2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows 
a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the R-M Zone. 

3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a 
minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

4 This percentage is for building coverage ( and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 
square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project 
into rear yards only. 

7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for 
Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides 
sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. · 

8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting 
setback requirements. 

9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

'
0 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family 

semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall be 
determined at the time of SDP review. 

11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning Board at 
the time of SDP. 

The setback along Mattawoman Drive should be a uniform 50-foot building restriction 
line to separate the residential use from the right-of-way. The front yard setback for all 
residential dwelling types should be a unifonn 50 feet. A uniform streetscape setback will 
further enhance the appearance of the community and reduce the incompatibility between 
the residential land use and the proximity of an arterial. 

(C) Circulation access points; 

Land uses and facilities included in the plans are compatible with each other in relation to 
circulation access points with the following changes being made to the design: 

a. A vehicular outlet to Shortcut Road is provided across the subject property from 
the industrial use on Parcel E. 

A condition of this approval requires inclusion of this potential future connection prior to 
signature approval. 
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(6) Each staged unit of the development (as well as the total development) can exist as a 
unit capable of sustaining an environment of continuing quality and stability; 

The subject property is proposed to be built in a continuous phase of development with the 
construction of the commercial and employment components commencing once there is a base of 
residential uses, specifically 226 total units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, as described by the 
applicant. 

Appropriate timing for the *payment of a fee-in-lieu of the construction of the off-site recreational 
facilities have been established in the subject approval. Specifically, *prior to approval of building 
pennits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the residential dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-
0902, the applicant shall make a monetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 
dollars to The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). 
M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the Consumer Price Index (CPD for 
inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used for the construction of recreational 
facilities in Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC), as detennined by the Prince 
George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to complement the facilities being 
provided at the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. *[the applicant shall provide, 
to DPR for review and approval, construction drawings and specifications for the Phase 1 
recreational facilities and related stonmvater facilities in Brandyv,ine Area Community Park prior 
. to the issuance of 20 percent of the residential building and multifamil)· unit permits and construct 
the Phase 1 recreational facilities prior to the issuance of 50 percent of the residential building and 
multifamily unit permits for the entire Timothy Branch praject, including CDP 0901 and 
CDP 0902:] 

Regarding the on-site recreational facilities, the applicant proposed that the facilities will be 
permitted along with the building permits for the adjacent residential development within the same 
block. This wording does not provide a specific directive of timing; therefore, the Planning Board 
adopted the following phasing which relates to the phasing of the residential units within 
CDP-0902. 
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CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 
FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage- RMI 
Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 200th overall* residential 

residential unit permit unit permit 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by 450th overall residential unit 
7,500 sq. ft. multiage- RM3 residential unit permit within 

RM3 
pennit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area - RM 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by 600th overall residential unit 
residential unit permit within 

4 
RM4 

permit 

Min. 4,200 square-foot Community Prior to the issuance of 500th 
Complete by 750th overall residential unit 

building and 25 meter swimming overall* residential unit 
pool-RM2 permit 

pennit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot - RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 500th Complete by 750th overall residential unit 
overall residential unit permit permit 

5,000 sq. ft. per teen - RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 500th Complete by 750th overall residential unit 
overall residential unit pennit permit 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by 1,000th overall residential 
7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RMS residential unit pennit with 

RMS 
unit permit 

Timothy Branch 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Stream Valley Trail1 

(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other 
residential unit permit for the Complete with adjacent pod development 

recreational trail 
adjacent pod 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as more details concerning 
grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational facilities may be adjusted by written 
permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain circumstances, such as the need to modify construction 
sequence due to exact location of sediment ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed 
to be released prior to construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

(7) The staging of development will not be an unreasonable burden on available public 
facilities; 

The staging of development will not be an unreasonable burden on available public facilities. This 
statement is based on a careful review of police facilities, fire and rescue services, schools in the 
area, and the applicable water and sewer category with respect to the proposed design program for 
the development. 
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(8) Where a Comprehensive Design Plan proposal includes an adaptive use of a Historic 
Site, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The proposed adaptive use will not adversely affect distinguishing exterior 
architectural features or important historic landscape features in the 
established environmental setting; 

(B) Parking lot layout, materials, and landscaping are designed to preserve the 
integrity and character of the Historic Site; 

(C) The design, materials, height, proportion, and scale of a proposed 
enlargement or extension of a Historic Site, or of a new structure within the 
environmental setting, are in keeping with the character of the Historic Site; 

The proposed plan does not propose an adaptive re-use of a historic site; 

(9) The Plan incorporates the applicable design guidelines set forth in Section 27-274 of 
Part 3, Division 9, of this Subtitle, and except as provided in Section 27-521(a)(ll), 
where townhouses are proposed in the Plan, with the exception of the V-L and V-M 
Zones, the requirements set forth in Section 27-433(d); 

The plan incorporates the applicable design guidelines for site plans (Section 27-274) and those 
for the construction oftownhoU:ses (Section 27- 521(a)(l 1)) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

(10) The Plan is in conformance with an approved Tree Conservation Plan; 

TCPl-151-90-01 is approved with conditions together with the subject CDP, and conditions of 
this approval bring it into conformance with an approved tree conservation plan. 

(11) Notwithstanding Section 27-52l(a)(9), property placed in a Comprehensive Design 
Zone pursuant to Section 27-226(1)(4), shall follow the guidelines set forth in Section 
27-480(g)(l) and (2); and 

The subject property was not placed in a comprehensive design zone pursuant to Section 27-
226(£)( 4) of the Zoning Ordinance. 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   88 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l0(A) 
File No. CDP-0902 
Page 60 

(12) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the requirements stated in 
the definition of the use and satisfies the requirements for the use in Section 
27-508(a)(1) and Section 27-508(a)(2) of this Code. 

The Villages at Timothy Branch project is not part of a Regional Urban Community. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Subtitle 27 of the Prince George's 
County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission adopted the findings contained herein and APPROVED the Type 1 Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCP 1-151-90-01 ), and APPROVED Variance Application No. VD-0902, and further 
APPROVED the Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, The Villages at Timothy Branch for the above 
described land, subject to the following conditions: 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9987 shall remain in full force and effect. 

2. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone (CDP-0902) 
comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 1,775 trips in the PM. If the 
densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are modified for any reason, trips may be re
allocated between these two zones (CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such that the overall trip cap 
of 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

3. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate right-of
way of Mattawoman Drive shall be provided on the Specific Design Plan (SDP) unless it is 
determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the dwellings 
from the roadway. 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate right-of-way 
of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SDP) for multifamily buildings unless it 
is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buff er the dwellings from the 
roadway. The minimum width of building restriction lines for other residential product types along 
US 301 shall be determined at the time of SDP and the Phase II Noise Study shall be considered in 
the determination of establishing the building restriction lines. 

5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

a. Show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: "Possible Future 
Transit alignment (subject to further future enviromnental review)." 

b. Indicate a potential access connection between the existing warehouse/distribution facility 
on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut Road as an alternative for heavy truck traffic. 
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c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as follows: 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the standards may be 
pennitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the time of specific design plan if 
circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

One-family Two-family Single-family Single-family 
detached attached semidetached8

• 
9 attached3

• 
8

' 
9 Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq.ft. NIA 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage - comer lot 70 NIA 40 feet 30 feet NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 30 354 35 354 504 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

Minimum building setback from 
Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD'0 TBD'0 TBD'0 200 feet10 

Minimum front setback5 25 NIA 20 feet 3, 6 7 

Minimum side setback5 10 NIA 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setback5 20 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to street5 25 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building 
40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet hPioht11 

Maximum percentage of total units NIA NIA NIA 502 252 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 NIA NIA NIA NIA 
1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows 
a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the R-M Zone. 

3 Applies to both front a'nd rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a 
minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

4 This percentage is for building coverage ( and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

6 Minimum yard. area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 
square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project 
into rear yards only. 
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7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for 
Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides 
sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting 
setback requirements. 

9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall be 
determined at the time of SDP review. 

11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning Board at 
the time ofSDP. 

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS-R-M ZONE 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 
Minimum setback from front street line 

Minimum setback from side lot line 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 
Comer lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

25 
60 feet 
2 feet 
2 feet 

(along which an abutting lot fronts) 10 feet 
Comer lot - Minimum setback from side street line 
(along which an abutting iot does not front) 7 feet 
Maximum building height above grade 15 feet 
Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than the main 
building. 

d. A note shall be added to the plans and the comprehensive design plan document shall be 
revised to include a note stating that the requirements of Section 4. 7 of the Prince 
George's County Landscape Manual shall be used as a starting point or minimum for the 
provision of an adequate separation between incompatible uses, at the perimeter of the 
site. The requirement may be increased as necessary so as to ensure compatibility between 
incompatible uses at the time of approval of the specific design plan. 

e. The following Architectural Design Parameters shall apply and be revised in the CDP text: 

(1) A minimum of 60 percent of all townhouse units shall have a full front fa9ade 
(excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) and all highly-visible endwalls, 
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which shall be identified at the time of SDP, shall be brick, stone or stucco, or 
other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(2) Townhouses and single-family semidetached dwellings facing a public street and• 
the side elevation of the same unit facing a public street (comer lots) shall be 
faced up to 60 percent with high-quality materials such as brick, stone or stucco 
( excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

(3) All residential buildings with front elevations facing Mattawoman Drive shall 
have a full front fa9ade of brick, stone or stucco (excluding gables, wmdows, 
doors, and trim), or other masonry materials of equivalent quality as long as the 
buildings are within 100 feet of the Mattawoman Drive right-of-way. 

(4) Front elevations of townhouses and two-family attached units facing Mattawoman 
Drive shall have dormers or gables to reduce the single plane of roof. 

(5) Front elevations of townhouse and two-family attached units facing Mattawoman 
Drive shall be offset by a minimum of two feet. 

( 6) Architecture for multifamily buildings shall be faced with at least 60 percent 
brick, stone, stucco or equivalent, or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. Elevations of multifamily buildings facing Matta woman Drive and those 
that are determined at SDP to have highly visible comer facades shall be faced 
with a minimum of 80 percent brick, stone or stucco ( excluding gables, bay 
windows, trim, and doors), or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(7) A minimum of 60 percent of one-family detached dwellings shall have a full front 
fa9ade ( excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) of brick, stone, or stucco, 
or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

(8) Side and rear walls of all residential buildings shall be articulated with windows, 
recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. All residential endwalls shall 
have a minimum of two architectural features, except end walls in highly visible 
locations, which shall be identified at the time of SDP, shall have additional 
architectural features creating a well-balanced composition. 

(9) Trash enclosures made of high-quality building materials shall be used to screen 
trash dumpsters. 
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6. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan, the TCPl shall be revised as 
follows: 

a. Show the provision of the total of the woodland conservation threshold for the site plus the 
portion of the replacement required for clearing below the threshold, as woodland 
conservation on-site, and add a note indicating that this standard shall be maintained on all 
future tree conservation plans. 

b. Provide a ten-foot-wide clear access zone on the sides and to the rear yards of all 
townhouses and multifamily units. This clear zone should be free of woodland 
conservation areas or noise mitigation measures that would block access. 

c. Provide the minimum required widths and areas for preservation and afforestation areas. 

d. Meet the requirements of the Environmental Technical Manual with regard to standard 
notes. 

e. Revise the specimen tree table to· add a note stating the method of specimen tree location 
(field or survey located). 

f. Eliminate woodland conservation from proposed ultimate rights-of-way and easements. 

g. Eliminate woodland conservation credits from the areas within the trail and the associated 
clear areas on each side. 

h. Revise the approval blocks on all sheets to reflect correct plan numbering nomenclature. 

1. Revise the woodland conservation worksheet to reflect all of the revisions included above. 

J. Have the revised TCPl signed and dated by the qualified professional who prepared it. 

7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for stonnwater management 
that details how the new stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the provision 
of enviromnental site design techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, will be required unless 
other storm water management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by DPW &T. 

8. The TCP2 for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site through preservation or afforestation 
to the fullest extent possible, consistent with the desired pattern of development and densities 
indicated in the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within the 
Mattawoman watershed. 
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9. Prior to certificate approval of the CDP, the TCPl shall be revised to conform to the ultimate 
right-of-ways for the CDP as determined by the Transportation Planning Section based on the 
Subregion 5 Master Plan. All conditions associated with the rights-of-way assume the ultimate 
rights-of-way as approved on the CDP. 

10. At the time of preliminary plan review, an evaluation of all impacts to the primary management 
area shall be made. A revised Letter of Justification shall provided for impacts remaining at time 
of preliminary plan review, at which time further revisions necessary to minimize impacts shall be 
determined. 

11. If, revisions to the CDP plan increase the cumulative PMA impacts on the site for a total of 200 or 
more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their buffers, additional required 
mitigation shall be identified at time of preliminary plan review. 

12. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing of any 
required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

13. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and approved with the 
appropriate SDP app,lication and associated TCP2. 

14. Prior to approval of TCP2 which proposes to credit as woodland conservation planting occurring 
with a stonnwater management easement, an approved Site De\'.elopment Stormwater 
Management Plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department which indicates that the planting 
areas proposed have been approved by the Department of Public Works and Transportation with 
regard to the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or preservation area can 
be shown within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, or as determined by the Department of 
Public Works and Transportation or the Soil Conservation District. 

15. Prior to certification approval of the CDP, provide a tree canopy coverage (TCC) requirement 
schedule on the TCP 1 indicating how the TCC requirement has been fulfilled. 

r 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall include a tree canopy coverage (TCC) schedule 
indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject application. 

17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a Phase II noise 
study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall address how noise impacts to 
the residential units will be mitigated to provide interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and 
exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site 
design. The approval of architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed 
structures are in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 
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18. Applications for building pennits for residential uses within the 65 dBA Ldn noise contour shall 
contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a professional engineer with 
competency in acoustical analysis using the certification template. The certification shall state that 
the interior noise levels have been reduced through the proposed building materials to 45 dBA Ldn 
or less. 

19. All SDPs for the subject property shall demonstrate the use of full cut-off optics to ensure that off
site light intrusion into residential and environmentally-sensitive areas is minimized. At time of 
SDP, details of all lighting fixtures shall be submitted for review along with certification that the 
proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics and a photometric plan showing proposed light levels. The 
following note shall be placed on all future SDPs: 

"All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce glare and 
light spill-over." 

*[20. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, his successors, and/or assignees shall provide off site 
public recreational facilities at the Brandywme Area Community Park in accordance with the 
standards outlined in the Perk and Recreation Facilities Gbtidclil~es.] 

*[U]20. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the residential 
dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall make a monetary 
contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to The Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount 
of the contribution using the Consumer Price Index (CPD for inflation at the time of 
payment. The funds shall be used for the construction of recreational facilities in 
Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC), as determined by the Prince George's 
County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to complement the facilities being 
provided at the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

[Prior to the issuance of 50 percent of the residential building permits within CDP 0901 
and CDP 0902, the applicant shall construct Phase 1 recreational facilities at the 
Brandyv,rme Area Community Park as conceptually shown on EKhibit B, v,rliich includes a 
softball and soccer field, a 65 space parking lot, and an access road from Missouri 
Avenue. 

*[22. Prior to the issuance of 20 percent of the residential buildmg permits within CDP 0901 and 
CDP 0902, mcluding single family and multifamily units, the applicant shall provide to the 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), for review and approval, construction drawings and 
specifications for the construction of the Phase 1 recreational facilities and related stornr,vater 
management facilities for the Brandywine Area Community Park. 
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*[23. The applicant shall be responsible for any costs associated with the environmental, archeological 
and/or geotechnical studies, and permit fees associated 1,vith the design· and construction of the 
Phase 1 recreational facilities in the Brandyv,rine Area Community Park. 

*[24. TI1e applicant shall construct any stormwater management facilities on parkland needed for 
Phase 1 recreational faeilities in the Brandyv,rine Area Community Park. 

*[25. The applicant shall be responsible for ·.voodland eonservation requirements for the construction of 
Phase 1 recreational faeilities in the Brandy.vine Area Community Park and it shall be provided 
on site and/or off site on parkland ov/lled by MNCPPC. 

*[26. The applieant shall submit three original executed publie recreational faeilities agreements (RFA) 
for the eonstruetion of Phase 1 recreational faeilities in the Brandyv,rine A.rea Community Park to 
the Department of Parks and Reereation for their approv=al three •.veeks prior to the submission of a 
final plat. Upon approval by the Department of Parks and Recreation, the RFA. shall be recorded 
among the land records of Prinee George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

*[27. Submission to DPR ofa perfonnance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable financial guarantees 
for the construction of Phase 1 recreational faeilities in the Brandywine Area Community Park, in 
an amount to be detennined by DPR, shall be required at least ti.vo weeks prior to applying for 
building permits.] 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide 
adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with the standards outlined in 
the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design Section of the 
Development Review Division (DRD), M-NCPPC for adequacy, conformance to the Park 
and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and appropriateness of location during the specific 
design plan review. 

The applicant shall submit three original executed private recreational facilities 
agreements (RF A) for the private recreational facilities on-site to DRD for their approval 
three weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon approval by DRD, the RF A shall be 
recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational facilities within the 
CDP text and plan: 

*Denotes Amendment 
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CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 
FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RMI 
Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 200th overall* residential 

residential unit permit unit permit 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by 450th overall residential unit 
7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RM3 residential unit permit within 

permit 
RM3 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area - RM 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by 600th overall residential unit 
4 

residential unit permit within 
pennit 

RM4 
Min. 4,200 square-foot Community Prior to the issuance of 500th 

Complete by 750th overall residential unit 
building and 25 meter swimming overall* residential unit 

pennit 
pool-RM2 permit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot - RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 500th Complete by 750th overall residential unit 
overall residential unit permit permit 

5,000 sq. ft. per teen - RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 500th Complete by 750th overall residential unit 
overall residential unit permit permit 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Complete by l ,000th overall residential 
7,500 sq. ft. multiage-RMS residential unit permit with 

unit permit 
RMS 

Timothy Branch 
Prior to the issuance of any 

Stream Valley Trail1 

residential unit permit for the Complete with adjacent pod development 
(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other 

adjacent pod 
recreational trail 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as more details concerning 
grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational facilities may be adjusted by written 
permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain circumstances, such as the need to modify construction 
sequence due to exact location of sediment ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed 
to be released prior to construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

Submission to DRD of a perfonnance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable financial 
guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities, in an amount to be 
determined by DRD, shall be required at least two weeks prior to applying for building 
pennits, unless stated otherwise in Condition 31. 

The developer and his heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall satisfy the Planning 
Board that there are adequate provisions to assure retention and future maintenance 
of the proposed private recreational facilities. 

*Denotes Amendment 
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*[M]27. 

*[3+]30. 

*[J-8111-

*[J9.]32. 

*[4G]33. 

*[4!-]34. 

Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage between 
Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW &T 
standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail within an urban right-of-way (DPW &T 
Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch 
trail, ifrequired, via an alternate configuration (DPW&T Standard 100.06) to 
accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of the primary 
street located between the commercial and residential development, with directional 
signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be 
provided on the west side of Matta woman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, 
materials, signs, and other details shall be shown on the applicable specific design 
plan. Both the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public 
right-of-way. 

At the time of SDP, the plans shall identify the location of median refuge islands 
along the entire length of Mattawoman Drive per DPW &T standards and with 
AASHTO guidance. The exact locations and details and specifications will be 
determined at the time of SDP. 

Provide four-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads 
( excluding alleys). 

Indicate on the specific design plan the width of all of the on-road and off-road 
bikeways, sidewalks, and trails. 

At the time of specific design plan review, provide cross section details of the 
proposed sidewalks, on-road bike lanes, shared-use roads, and trails per SHA and 
DPW &T standards where applicable. 

Trails shall be shown no less than 20 feet from all private residential lot lines and/or 25 
feet from all residential dwellings, excluding where trails connect with the internal road 
network, unless environmental constraints/impacts exist that make this impractical. The 
final trail location shall be reviewed at the time of SDP. 

Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch trail) along the 
subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the District 
Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

Any trail connectors on homeowners' association land to the Timothy Branch trail, if 
required, shall be six feet wide and asphalt. 

*Denotes Amendment 
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*[42]35. 

*[44]37. 

Provide details of the way finding and trail signage in accordance with AASHTO 
guidance at the time of specific design plan review including the location of 
signage. This signage can be tailored to the development and provide way finding to 
the commercial areas or nearby destinations. At a minimum, way-finding signage 
should indicate the direction of the Brandywine Area Community Park to the north 
of the subject site and the Rose Creek Connector trail to the south of the site. 

Show bicycle parking spaces on the specific design plan at the recreational facilities 
and in the community buildings. These spaces should be located near the front 
entrances to the buildings and have access to bikeway and trail facilities. 

At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following rights
of-way: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to 
south through the subject property. 

b. Prior to certificate approval, revise the CDP to remove the "Alternative 
Alignment of I-503" and show only that area of the subject property needed 
to accommodate a future industrial road connection as a separate parcel or 
outlot. 

The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall provide the 
following transportation improvements as proffered in the July 2009 traffic impact study. 

a. A third northbound through land along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south of 
MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the 
construction of a northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Matta woman Drive 
shall be constructed by the applicant ifrequired by SHA. 

b. A northbound left-tum land along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to SHA 
approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along 
with the addition of a westbound left-tum lane along MD 3 81 at 
Mattawoman Drive. 

*Denotes Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   99 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l0(A) 
File No. CDP-0902 
Page 71 

*[46]39. 

d. The extension of Matta woman Drive south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall contribute 
toward and participate in the construction of certain additional off-site transportation 
improvements as identified hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and 
constructed through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, the 
Montgomery Wards Brandywine ,Distribution Center, the Brandywine Commerce 
Center, the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business 
Park, the Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other property 
owners in the area designated as Employment Area "C" in the Subregion V Master 
Plan, as well as any properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection 
of US 301 and MD 5 in Prince George's County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any 
other properties for which participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. 
For development on the subject property, the applicant's sole funding responsibility 
toward the construction of these off-site transportation improvements shall be the 
payment of the following: 

For commercial buildings, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot of 
space X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at 
time of payment)/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost 
Index for first quarter, 1993 ). 

For each single-family detached unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 x (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at time of payment)/ 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 
1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, two over two unit, a fee calculated as $1,187 x 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at time of payment) 
/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 
1993). 

For each multi-family unit, a fee calculated as $886 x (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost Index at time of payment)/ (Engineering News
Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be due, on a 
pro rata basis, at the time of issuance of building permits. Prior to issuance of any 
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building permit(s), the applicant shall provide written evidence to M-NCPPC that 
the required payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth below. 
Construction of these improvements shall occur in the numerical sequence in which 
they appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if and only if sufficient funds 
for engineering, full design, and construction have been deposited into the road club 
escrow account by road club members or said funds have been provided by public 
agencies. The off-'site transportation improvements shall include: 

a. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at 
Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and extending northerly to the 
US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). The construction shall be in 
accordance with presently approved SHA plans. 

b. Install a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, provided 
said signal is deemed warranted by DPW &T. 

c. Make minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 
interchange ramps. 

d. Widen US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the 
T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point 
approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

-

e. Reconstruct the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Install a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided said signal 
is deemed warranted by DPW &T and SHA. 

g. Provide a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses US 301 
northeast of T.B. 

h. Reconstruct the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 

1. Construction of an interchange in the area of US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

J. Construction of an interchange in the area of MD 5 and A-63 north of T.B. 
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*[4-1]40. 

*[4&]41. 

*[49]42. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off site) between 
the US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Rd. intersection and MD 5 
north of T.B. 

1. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road beginning 
at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending southerly to 
Mattawoman Creek. 

m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point 
approximately 2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with A-63. 

The R-M portion of the CDP shall be modified to indicate that the portion of A-63 
between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern property line shall be 
labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

At the time of SDP review, the applicant may redesign Residential Module 3 to 
reduce the block perimeter and to increase the pedestrian and vehicular circulation. 
The housing types within and around these blocks should be reconsidered to 
facilitate rear loading townhouses. 

At the time of SDP review, the applicant may redesign Residential Module 5 to 
reconfigure the multifamily units to provide a central recreation or open space. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board's action must be filed with 
the District Council of Prince George' s County within thirty (30) days following the final notice of the 
Planning Board' s decision. 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on the 
motion of Commissioner Squire, seconded by Commissioner Cavitt, with Commissioners Squire, Cavitt, 
Vaughns and Parker voting in favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Clark absent at its regular 
meeting held on Thursday, October 7, 2010, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 28u, day of October 2010. 

*This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the reconsideration action taken 
by the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission on the motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Bailey, with 
Commissioners Washington, Bailey, Geraldo and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with 
Commissioner Shoaff absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday, March 19, 2015, in Upper Marlboro, 
Maryland. The adoption of this amended resolution based on the reconsideration action taken does not 
extend the validity period. 

* Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 19th day of March 2015. 

PCB:JJ:WC:arj 
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Patricia Colihan Barney 
Executive Director 

~ °'()Y\!U) 
By Jessica Jones 

Acting Planning Board Administrator 

Date 3/2.3/15 
> > 
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PGCPB No. 2020-64 File No. CDP-0902-01 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

WHEREAS, the Prince George’s County Planning Board is charged with the approval of 
Comprehensive Design Plans pursuant to Part 8, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince 
George’s County Code; and 
 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence presented at a public hearing on April 23, 2020, 
regarding Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902-01 for The Villages at Timothy Branch, the Planning 
Board finds: 
 
1. Request: The application requests amendments to certain residential development standards and 

recreational facilities of the previously approved comprehensive design plan (CDP). 
 
2. Development Data Summary: 

 PREVIOUSLY 
APPROVED 

APPROVED 

Zone(s) R-M/M-I-O R-M/M-I-O 
Use(s) Residential Residential 
Gross Acreage 262 261.75 
Acreage in the 100-year floodplain 38 38 
Adjusted gross acreage (minus 50% floodplain) 

 
243 242.75 

Number of Dwelling Units 1,069 1,069 
 

OTHER DEVELOPMENT DATA—Dwelling Units by Housing Types 
 

MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
• c 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
www.pgplanning.org 
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 PREVIOUSLY APPROVED APPROVED 

Dwelling Types Approximate % 
of Total Units 

Number of 
Units 

Approximate % 
of Total Units 

Number of 
Units 

R-M Zone     

Single-family 
Detached 9.45 101 17.7 189 

Townhouses 34.42* 368 47.4* 507 
One-Family Semi-
Attached Duplex 7.48 80 5.4 58 

Two-Family 
Attached (Two-
Over-Twos) 

29.18 312 6.7 72 

Multifamily 19.45** 208 22.7** 243 

Total Units in the 
R-M Zone 

99.98 or 
approximately 

100% 
1,069 

99.9 or 
approximately 

100% 
1,069 

Notes: *Not to exceed 50 percent 
**Not to exceed 25 percent 

 
3. Location: The subject property is located on the east side of US 301 (Robert Crain Highway), 

southeast of its intersection with MD 381 (Brandywine Road), in Planning Area 85A, Council 
District 9.  

 
4. Surrounding Uses: This portion of the Villages at Timothy Branch development is zoned 

Residential Medium Development (R-M) and is bounded to the north by an existing warehouse in 
the Planned Industrial/Employment Park (I-3) and Employment and Institutional Area (E-I-A) 
Zones, the Local Activity Center (L-A-C) zoned portion of the Timothy Branch development and 
Brandywine and Shortcut Roads. The Timothy Branch stream valley bounds the subject site to 
the east. US 301 and a single, developed property zoned Commercial Miscellaneous and vacant 
land in the I-3 Zone bounds the western portion of the site. To the south, vacant land and light 
industrial uses in the Mixed Use-Transportation Oriented and Commercial Shopping Center 
Zones borders the subject site. 

 
5. Previous Approvals: The 1978 Brandywine-Mattawoman Section Map Amendment rezoned the 

property from the Rural-Residential Zone to the I-3 and E-I-A Zones. The 1993 Subregion V 
Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment retained the property in the E-I-A and I-3 
zoning categories. There were no conditions associated with these previous zoning approvals. 
Zoning Map Amendment A-9987-C, approved by the Prince George’s County District Council on 
June 6, 2008, rezoned the property from the I-3 and E-I-A Zones to the R-M Zone. 
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On October 7, 2010, the Prince George’s County Planning Board approved CDP-0902 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110) for the R-M-zoned portion of the Timothy Branch development. 
The District Council affirmed this decision on November 4, 2013. The Planning Board approved 
a reconsideration of Conditions 20-27 on March 19, 2015 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110(A)), to 
adjust findings and conditions related to the provision of off-site recreational facilities. Variances 
were also approved with the CDP to allow for a maximum of 50 percent of dwelling units to be 
townhouses and a maximum of 25 percent of dwelling units to be multifamily.   
 
On October 28, 2010, the Planning Board approved Preliminary Plan of Subdivision PPS 4-09003 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A/1)), which provided for the creation of 580 lots, 68 parcels to 
support the development of up to 1,200 dwelling units. It was later reconsidered twice.  
 
On October 23, 2014, the Planning Board approved Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116) for rough grading and development of basic infrastructure, as 
well as dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive, in the R-M and L-A-C zoned areas of 
the Timothy Branch development.   
 
On September 14, 2017, the Planning Board approved Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 17-119) for the first phase of development of Timothy Branch. A total of 
323 dwelling units were approved for development within residential pods RM-1 and RM-2. 
The first amendment to this SDP was approved by the Planning Board on July 12, 2018 and 
provided for an increase in maximum lot coverage and for the approval of architectural 
modifications. The second revision, SDP-1701-02 added architecture for two new home models. 

 
6. Design Features: The approximately 262-acres of land comprising this CDP includes 

Mattawoman Drive extended, a six-lane arterial classification roadway, which will provide a 
diagonal southwestern to northeastern spine through the development with five residential pods 
grouped on either side. These pods are referred to as RM-1 through RM-5. Sections RM-1 and 
RM-2 are located east of Mattawoman Drive. Sections RM-3, RM-4, and RM-5 are located on the 
west side of Mattawoman Drive. Multifamily units are in the most southwesterly portion of the 
development (RM-5). The residential dwelling types in the central pods (RM-1, RM-2, RM-3 and 
RM-4) of the development, on either side of Mattawoman Drive, include single-family detached, 
single-family semidetached (duplex), single-family attached (townhouses), and two-family 
attached (two-over-twos). Stormwater management is planned to be handled by six ponds, four 
proposed ponds located on the most eastern section of the R-M zoned area, and one existing pond 
created in conjunction with the previously anticipated industrial park. One pond is located on the 
western side of existing Mattawoman Drive. 
 
All of these features were included in the CDP as originally approved and remain unchanged. 
Amendments provided in CDP-0902-01 are summarized as follows: relocation of a playground 
and change in phasing schedule for recreational facilities; revisions to residential development 
standards and adjustment to quantities of proposed residential unit types. 
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On-site private recreation facilities provided in the original approval of CDP-0902 include: 
 
a. A community building and recreation center including: 
 

(1) A 25-meter pool 
(2) A wading pool 
(3) Bathhouse/pool facilities with community meeting space; 

 
b. One preschool-age playground (2,500 square feet); 
 
c. One school-age playground (5,000 square feet); 
 
d. Three multi-age playgrounds (7,500 square feet); 
 
e. One 100-foot by 200-foot open play area; 
 
f. Approximately 5,600 linear feet of an eight-foot-wide hiker/biker trail with a 

four-foot-wide cleared earth/turf equestrian sidepath. 
 
This amendment requests to relocate one 7,500-square-foot multi-age playground from its 
approved location in residential development pod RM-5 to RM-4. The applicant has proposed to 
provide separate private recreation facilities for the multifamily development in RM-5. These 
facilities would be provided in addition to those listed above. The Planning Board finds this 
amendment is reasonable if recreation facilities are provided within RM-5 for the use of those 
residents.  
 
This amendment requests to revise the quantities of residential unit types to be provided, while 
maintaining adherence to the total number and percentage limitations of the mix of units 
previously approved. The Planning Board approves this requested amendment as it does not alter 
previous findings of conformance regarding the total quantity and percentage limitations for 
residential units.  

 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA 
 
7. Zoning Map Amendment A-9987: Zoning Map Amendment A-9987-C was approved by the 

District Council on June 6, 2008. One condition is relevant to this CDP amendment, as follows: 
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Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 
A-9987: 
 

Total area: Approximately 262 acres 
Land in the 100-acre floodplain: 19 acres 
Adjusted gross area: 243 acres 
Density permitted under the R-M 

 
3.6–5.7 dwelling units per 

 Permitted Dwelling Unit Range: 874.8-1,385.1 dwelling units 
 
Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 
One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 
and multifamily and recreational facilities. 
 
The approved CDP proposed 1,069 residential units, or approximately 4.4 units per acre. This 
proposed density is within ranges approved in the basic plan and includes the uses prescribed by 
the Basic Plan. The amendments requested by the applicant do not change this finding. All 
relevant findings and recommendations provided by the approved CDP relative to A-9987-C, 
remain unchanged. 

 
8. Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance: As one of the comprehensive design zones, the 

R-M Zone allows the applicant to establish its own design standards and to earn additional 
density if certain criteria have been met in the development review process, subject to Planning 
Board approval. The subject application has been reviewed for compliance with the requirements 
in the R-M and Military Installation Overlay (M-I-O) Zones of the Zoning Ordinance 
 
a. Military Installation Overlay Zone: A portion of the subject site is located within the 

Noise Impact Zone (60-74 dBA noise contour) of the M-I-O Zone. At the time of SDP, 
a Phase II noise study is required for areas within the noise contour, and plans will be 
evaluated for conformance with Section 27-548.55 Requirements for Noise. 

 
b. Sections 27-507 through 27-509: The Planning Board determined the subject project 

was found to conform to the requirements of Sections 27-501 through 27-509, except 
with respect to the maximum allowable percentages of townhouses and multifamily 
dwellings, for which a variance was previously approved with CDP-0902. 

 
c. Sections 27-179 through 27-198: The subject project was previously found in 

conformance with the requirements of Sections 27-179 through 27-198. The requested 
amendment does not alter these findings. 

 
d. Section 27-521(a) of the Zoning Ordinance includes the following required findings for 

approval of a CDP: 
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(1) The plan is in conformance with the Basic Plan approved by application per 
Section 27-195; or when the property was placed in a Comprehensive Design 
Zone through a Sectional Map Amendment per Section 27-223, was 
approved after October 1, 2006, and for which a comprehensive land use 
planning study was conducted by Technical Staff prior to initiation, is in 
conformance with the design guidelines or standards intended to implement 
the development concept recommended by the Master Plan, Sector Plan, or 
Sectional Map Amendment Zoning Change; 
 
The subject CDP is in conformance with Basic Plan A-9987-C, as discussed in 
Finding 7 above. 

 
(2) The proposed plan would result in a development with a better environment 

than could be achieved under other regulations; 
 
The comprehensive design zones provide much greater flexibility in design. 
Compared with regulations in conventional zones, this development will achieve 
more green open spaces and amenities that contribute to a better built 
environment. 

 
(3) Approval is warranted by the way in which the Comprehensive Design Plan 

includes design elements, facilities, and amenities, and satisfies the needs of 
the residents, employees, or guests of the project; 
 
The subject project includes design elements and provides recreational facilities 
and amenities for the project’s residents including the provision of open space, 
special attention to protecting environmental features, attention to views and an 
enhanced multimodal pedestrian system throughout the subdivision, and a 
generous private recreational facilities package within each pod of development, 
which remain unchanged with the subject amendment. 

 
(4) The proposed development will be compatible with existing land use, zoning, 

and facilities in the immediate surroundings; 
 
The subject amendment does not change the finding of compatibility with 
existing land use made with the original CDP approval. 

 
(5) Land uses and facilities covered by the Comprehensive Design Plan will be 

compatible with each other in relation to: 
 
(A) Amounts of building coverage and open space; 
(B) Building setbacks from streets and abutting land uses; and 
(C) Circulation access points; 
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While the subject amendment proposes changes to the residential development 
standards, it does not change the building setbacks from streets. It does change 
the building coverage on each lot, but overall, it does not propose an increase in 
building coverage of the whole site, as the number of units does not change. 
No changes are proposed to the circulation access points. 

 
(6) Each staged unit of the development (as well as the total development) can 

exist as a unit capable of sustaining an environment of continuing quality 
and stability; 
 
While the subject amendment proposes changes to the phasing of the recreational 
facilities, the proposed timing is still sufficient in creating an environment of 
continuing quality and stability. 

 
(7) The staging of development will not be an unreasonable burden on available 

public facilities; 
 
The proposed amendments to residential development standards and recreational 
facilities will not impact the previous findings relative to public facilities. 

 
(8) Where a Comprehensive Design Plan proposal includes an adaptive use of a 

Historic Site, the Planning Board shall find that: 
 
(A) The proposed adaptive use will not adversely affect distinguishing 

exterior architectural features or important historic landscape 
features in the established environmental setting; 

(B) Parking lot layout, materials, and landscaping are designed to 
preserve the integrity and character of the Historic Site; 

(C) The design, materials, height, proportion, and scale of a proposed 
enlargement or extension of a Historic Site, or of a new structure 
within the environmental setting, are in keeping with the character 
of the Historic Site; 

 
The CDP does not involve any adaptive uses. This requirement is not applicable 
to this application. 

 
(9) The Plan incorporates the applicable design guidelines set forth in 

Section 27-274 of Part 3, Division 9, of this Subtitle, and except as provided 
in Section 27-521(a)(11), where townhouses are proposed in the Plan, with 
the exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the requirements set forth in 
Section 27-433(d); 
 
The plan is consistent with this requirement by incorporating the applicable site 
design guidelines in the development standards for the residential dwellings, as 
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previously approved in CDP-0902. No changes are proposed for the townhouse 
development standards. 

 
(10) The Plan is in conformance with an approved Type 1 Tree Conservation 

Plan; 
 
The development was found to be in conformance with Type 1 Tree 
Conservation Plan TCPI-151-90-02 at the time of approval of CDP-0902. This 
amendment has no impact on the previous findings regarding the tree 
conservation plan. 

 
(11) The Plan demonstrates the preservation and/or restoration of the regulated 

environmental features in a natural state to the fullest extent possible in 
accordance with the requirement of Subtitle 24-130-(b)(5). 
 
Based on the level of design information shown on the CDP, and the statement of 
justification that does not request any additional environmental impacts, the 
amended CDP demonstrates the preservation and/or restoration of the regulated 
environmental features in a natural state to the fullest extent possible in 
accordance with the requirements of Subtitle 24-130-(b)(5). 

 
(12) Notwithstanding Section 27-521(a)(9), property placed in a Comprehensive 

Design Zone pursuant to Section 27-226(f)(4), shall follow the guidelines set 
forth in Section 27-480(g)(1) and (2); and 
 
Section 27-226(f)(4) of the Zoning Ordinance is the District Council procedure 
for approving a comprehensive design zone application as part of a sectional map 
amendment. This provision is not applicable to the subject application because 
the property was rezoned to the comprehensive design zone through a basic plan 
application, not through a sectional map amendment. 

 
(13) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the requirements 

stated in the definition of the use and satisfies the requirements for the use in 
Section 27-508(a)(1) and Section 27-508(a)(2) of this Code. 
 
This provision is not applicable to the subject application because The Villages at 
Timothy Branch is not a regional urban community. 

 
9. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902: This application is limited to the amendments 

described in Finding 6. All previous findings and conditions, except for those modified in this 
application, remain valid and govern the development of the R-M-zoned section of The Villages 
at Timothy Branch. The requested amendments alter the previous CDP conditions of approval as 
follows: 
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5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 
 

c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as 
follows: 
 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the 
standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the time 
of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

 
 RESIDENTIAL USES—R-M Zone1 

  

One-family 
detached 

Two-family 
attached 

Single-family 
semidetached 

8, 9 

Single-
family 

attached3, 
8, 9 

Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 
 

6,000 sq.ft. N/A 3,600 sq. ft. 
1,800 
sq.ft. N/A 

Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 N/A 36 feet 20 feet N/A 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L.  60 N/A 36 feet 20 feet N/A 
Minimum frontage – corner lot 70 N/A 40 feet 30 feet N/A 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 30 354 35 354 504 
Minimum building setback from 

Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 
Minimum building setback from 

Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 200 feet10 
Minimum front setback5  25 N/A 20 feet 3, 6 7 

Minimum side setback5 10 N/A 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setback5 20 N/A 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to street5 25 N/A 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building 
height11 40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

Maximum percentage of total units N/A N/A N/A 502 252 
Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit 

percentage, which allows a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the 
R-M Zone. 

 
3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes 

shall have a minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the 
driveway. 
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4 This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract 

area 
 
5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 
 
6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be 

reduced to 500 square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project 
into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

 
7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, 

except for Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a 
lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

 
8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard 

without meeting setback requirements. 
 
9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than 

four feet high. 
 
10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, 

single-family semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain 
Highway (US 301) shall be determined at the time of SDP review. 

 
11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the 

Planning Board at the time of SDP. 
 
This CDP amendment requests to introduce one new development standard requiring a 
minimum distance between buildings for one-family detached and single-family 
semidetached dwellings; add two additional footnotes to the development standards table 
and; amend the following residential design standards, with all other previously approved 
standards remaining applicable: 
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Previously Approved 

for One-family detached 
APPROVED 

for One-family detached 
Minimum Net Lot 
Area 6,000 square feet 5,200 square feet 

Minimum frontage 
at street R.O.W. 60 feet 44 feet 

Minimum frontage 
at Front B.R.L. 60 feet 50 feet 

Maximum lot 
coverage (%) 

30 percent for One-family detached; 
35 for single-family semidetached 60 percent for both 

Minimum side 
setback 

10 feet for One-family detached and 
single-family semidetached 5 feet for both 

Minimum distance 
between buildings 
(new) 

None 12 feet for One-family detached 
and single-family semidetached 

Minimum side 
setback to street 25 feet 20 feet 

Minimum frontage 
on cul-de-sac 40 feet 30 feet 

 
The CDP amendment also proposes to revise Footnote 3 to require rear-load garage 
townhomes to have a minimum 20-foot front yard setback, instead of the previously 
approved 25 feet, in order to reduce the length of the driveway. In addition, two new 
footnotes were added on the certified CDP-0902 in accordance with other conditions of 
approval as follows: 
 
12 At the time of SDP, these distances may be modified if it is determined by the 
Planning Board, that adequate measures are provided to protect all residential buildings 
from the traffic nuisances of Mattawoman Drive.  
 
13  A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 
right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the SDP for multifamily buildings unless it 
is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the dwellings 
from the roadway. The minimum width of building restriction lines for others residential 
product types along US 301 shall be considered in the determination of establishing the 
building restriction lines.  
 
The applicant requests these amendments to better conform to market demand and ensure 
consistency with the SDP approvals. These revised standards are designed to provide 
deeper back yards with reduced lot widths for single-family products, which results in a 
reduced minimum net lot area. The proposed standards are consistent with other recently 
approved R-M zoned properties, such as Parkside, Beechtree, and Bevard East. The 
Planning Board finds the requested amendments approvable.  
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*[31]24. Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational facilities 
within the CDP text and plan: 

 
CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM1 Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit 

Complete by 200th overall* residential 
unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM3 
Prior to the issuance of any 

residential unit permit 
within RM3 

Complete by 450th overall residential 
unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area – 
RM 4 

Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit 

within RM4 

Complete by 600th overall residential 
unit permit 

Min. 4,200 square-foot 
Community building and 25 
meter swimming pool – RM2 

Prior to the issuance of 
500th overall* residential 

unit permit 

Complete by 750th overall residential 
unit permit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot – RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 

500th overall residential 
unit permit 

Complete by 750th overall residential 
unit permit 

5,000 sq. ft. per teen – RM2 
Prior to the issuance of 

500th overall residential 
unit permit 

Complete by 750th overall residential 
unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM5 
Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit with 

RM5 

Complete by 1,000th overall residential 
unit permit 

Timothy Branch 
Stream Valley Trail1 

(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other 
recreational trail 

Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit for 

the adjacent pod 

Complete with adjacent pod 
development 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as more 
details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational facilities 
may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain circumstances, 
such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment ponds or utilities, or 
other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior to construction of any 
given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate number of permits shall be 
withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all the dwelling units. 
 
* “Overall” means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
 1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

 
The CDP amendment requests to update the established timing and order to complete 
construction of the above referenced recreation facilities. Since the CDP was originally 
approved, the planned phasing for the overall development of Timothy Branch evolved. 
The requested revision is intended to bring the schedule for providing individual 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   115 of 378



PGCPB No. 2020-64 
File No. CDP-0902-01 
Page 13 

recreation facilities in-line with the development of each residential pod and proposes the 
following amendments (added text underlined, deleted text strikethrough): 

 
FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM3 
RM4 

Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit 

within RM3 RM4 

Complete by 450th 700th overall 
residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area – 
RM 4 

Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit 

within RM4 

Complete by 600th 650th overall 
residential unit permit 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage – RM5 
RM3 

Prior to the issuance of any 
residential unit permit with 

RM5 RM3 

Complete by 1,000th 775th overall 
residential unit permit 

 
The applicant states that the above changes relocate several facilities and the timing for 
finish of construction. The multi-age playground was moved out of RM5 as the 
multifamily development will provide its own amenity package. In addition, RM4 will be 
developed before RM3 due to its proximity to Mattawoman Drive. The Planning Board 
finds the amendments approvable as the number and type of proposed facilities does not 
change. 

 
10. Prince George’s County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance and the 

Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance: The amendments proposed have no impact on previous 
findings regarding the site’s conformance with the requirements of both the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance and the Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance. 

 
11. Further Planning Board Findings and Comments from Other Entities: The subject 

application was referred to the concerned agencies and divisions, which was limited due to the 
scope of the amendment. The referral comments are included herein by reference, and major 
findings are summarized, as follows: 
 
a. Community Planning—The Planning Board reviewed a memorandum dated 

March 23, 2020 (Greene to Bossi) incorporated herein by reference, which noted that the 
application conforms to the standards intended to implement the development concept 
recommended by the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map 
Amendment. 

 
b. Transportation Planning—The Planning Board reviewed a memorandum dated 

March 30, 2020 (Masog to Bossi) incorporated herein by reference, which noted that no 
significant changes to access or circulation are proposed and that a new traffic study was 
not required. The change in residential unit mix provided slightly exceeds the trip cap 
limits established by the original CDP. However, Condition 2 of CDP-0902 allowed for 
the reallocation of trips between the subject R-M-zoned portion of Timothy Branch 
(CDP-0902) and the L-A-C-zoned portion (CDP-0901). The applicant presented data to 
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show the intended future trip intensity for the L-A-C area will be significantly lower than 
provided for in previous approvals. As development densities are modified, trips may be 
reallocated between these sections of the development provided the overall trip cap of 
1,269 AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

 
c. Environmental Planning—The Planning Board reviewed a memorandum dated 

April 1, 2020 (Finch to Bossi) incorporated herein by reference, which indicated that 
based on the level of design information currently shown on the CDP, the application 
is in conformance the previously approved Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan, 
TCP1-151-90-02. 

 
d. Trails—The Planning Board reviewed a memorandum dated March 23, 2020 (Smith to 

Bossi) incorporated herein by reference, which noted that prior approvals for the subject 
site include conditions related to pedestrian and bicycle transportation facilities. This 
CDP amendment does not alter the conditions relevant to the alignment, design, or other 
provisions required for trail, bicycle and other transit facilities.  

 
e. Subdivision—The Planning Board finds that the proposed amendments provided in 

CDP-0902-01 do not alter the previous findings and conditions relevant to the PPS. 
 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Subtitle 27 of the Prince George’s 
County Code, the Prince George’s County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission adopted the findings contained herein and APPROVED Comprehensive Design 
CDP-0902-01 for the above described land, subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. Prior to certificate approval of this comprehensive design plan (CDP), the applicant shall provide 

a note on the CDP stating: 
 
“Private recreation facilities are to be provided in the multifamily RM-5 development, in 
addition to the eight facilities included in this CDP approval.” 

 
2. All previous conditions of approval of Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 remain applicable, 

except as specifically modified herein. 
 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board’s action must be filed with 
the District Council of Prince George’s County within thirty (30) days following the final notice of the 
Planning Board’s decision.  
 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 
George’s County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on 
the motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with Commissioners 
Washington, Geraldo, Bailey, Doerner and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting 
held on Thursday, April 23, 2020 in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 
 

Adopted by the Prince George’s County Planning Board this 14th day of May, 2020. 
 
 
 

Elizabeth M. Hewlett 
Chairman 
 
 
 

By Jessica Jones 
Planning Board Administrator 

 
EMH:JJ:AB:nz 
 
APPROVED AS TO LEGAL SUFFICIENCY 
 
     David S. Warner /s/        
     M-NCPPC Legal Department 
 
Date: April 27, 2020 
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17 r7 14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
r- r- Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 *IC TTY: (301) 952-4366 

www.mncppc.org/pgco 

March 24, 2015 

Timothy Brandywine Investments One & Two, LLC 
2124 Priest Bridge Road,-Suite 18 
Crofton, MD 21114 

Dear Applicant: 

Re: Notification of Planning Board Action on 
Preliminary Plan 4-09003 
Villages of Timothy Branch 

This is to advise you that on March 19, 2015 the above-referenced Preliminary Plan was acted upon by the 
Prince George's County Planning Board in accordance with the attached Resolution. 

Pursuant to Article 28, Section 7- l 16(g) of the Maryland Annotated Code, an appeal of the Planning 
Board's action must be filed with Circuit Court for Prince George's County, Maryland within thirty (30) calendar 
days after the date of the final notice March 24, 2015. 

Very truly yours, 
Alan Hirsch, Chief 
Develo 

c: Persons of Record 

PGCPB No. 10-117(Al) 
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PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) File No. 4-09003 

AMENDED RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC-and Timothy Brandywine Investments 
Two, LLC are the owner of a 334.26-acre parcel of land known as.Tax Map 145 in Grid B4, said property 
being in the 11 th Election District of Prince George's County, Maryland, and being zoned L-A-C (Local 
Activity Center) and R-M (Residential Medium Development); and 

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2010, Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC and Timothy 
Brandywine Investments Two, LLC filed an application for approval of a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 
for 580 lots and 68 parcels; and 

WHEREAS, the application for approval of the aforesaid Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, also 
known as Preliminary Plan 4-09003 for Villages of Timothy Branch was presented to the Prince George's 
County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Co1mnission by the staff of 
the C01mnission on October 28, 2010, for its review and action in accordance with Article 28, Section 
7-116, Annotated Code of Maryland and the Regulations for the Subdivision of Land, Subtitle 24, Prince 
George's County Code; and 

WHEREAS, tl1e staff of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning C01mnission 
rec01mnended APPROVAL of the application with conditions; and 

WHEREAS, on October 28, 2010, the Prince George's County Planning Board heard testimony 
and received evidence submitted for the record on the aforesaid application. 

*WHEREAS, by letter dated December 9, 2011, the applicant requested a reconsideration of 
Finding 14 and Condition 41 relating to police response time reporting; and 

*WHEREAS, on January 5, 2012, the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration 
based on the on the limited scope of the analysis of the police time reporting; and · 

*WHEREAS, on April 5, 2012, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the reconsideration. 

tWHEREAS, by letter dated February 11, 2015, the Planning Director of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Co1mnission requested a reconsideration of Conditions 13-20 and findings 
related to off-site recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Co1mnunity Park; and 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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tWHEREAS, on March 19, 2015, the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration 
based on other good cause in furtherance of substantial public interest; and 

tWHEREAS. on March 19, 2015, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the 
reconsideration. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to the provisions of Subtitle 24, Prince 
George's County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board APPROVED the Type 1 Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCPl-151-90-02), and further APPROVED Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, 
Villages of Timothy Branch, including a Variation from Section 24-121(a)(3) and Section 24-12l(a)( 4) for 
580 lots and 68 parcels with the following conditions: 

1. Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision, the following technical 
corrections shall be made: 

a. Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 and the accompanying text shall 
be certified; 

b. Incorporate the changes required by the approved CDPs and accompanying text into the 
preliminary plan, including the residential portion of the L-A-C Zone and the RM-3 and 
RM-5 sections of the R-M Zone. 

c. Clarify parcel lines to show a 150-foot lot depth for all residential parcels abutting 
Mattawoman Drive; and, 

d. Show that all accesses and rights-of-way confonn to the standards of Section 24-128 of 
the Subdivision Regulations. 

e. Remove all proposed structures. 

f. Provide a list of existing parcels. 

g. Correct the number of lots and parcels proposed. 

h. Provide reference to the variations approved. 

2. Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan: 

a. The TCPl shall be revised as follows: 

t Denotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and striketlrrough indicate deleted language 
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(1) Provide on-site a total of the woodland conservation threshold plus the additional 
acreage required for clearing below the woodland conservation threshold, and add 
a note indicating that this standard shall be maintained on all future tree 
conservation plans. 

(2) To conform to the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the preliminary plan and 
eliminate woodland conservation from proposed ultimate rights-of-way and 
easements. 

(3) Provide a ten-foot-wide clear access zone on the sides and to the rear yards of all 
townhouses and multifamily units. This clear zone should be free of woodland 
conservation areas or noise mitigation measures that would block access. 

( 4) Provide the minimum required widths and areas for preservation and afforestation 
areas. If landscaped areas are proposed, they must be appropriately shaded and 
labeled including a note that the areas shall contain at least 50 percent trees and 
that the detailed plant schedules will be provided with the SDP. 

(5) Add the following note to the standard TCPl notes: 

"Prior to grading pennit approval, conservation easements shall be 
recorded in the land records for all proposed woodland conservation areas 
both on-site and off-site. Copies of the recorded easements shall be 
submitted to the Enviromnental Planning Section, M-NCPPC, for 
inclusion in the tree conservation plan file." 

(6) Meet the requirements of the Environmental Technical Manual with regard to 
standard notes. 

(7) Add a note to the specimen tree table stating the method of specimen tree location 
(field or survey located). 

(8) Eliminate woodland conservation credits from the areas within the trail and the 
associated clear areas on each side. 

(9) To show no afforestation or preservation areas within 15 feet of the toe of the 
embankment, or as determined by the Department of Public Works and 
Transportation or the Soil Conservation District reviewers. 

(10) To reflect correct plan numbering nomenclature on the approval blocks of all 
sheets. 

t Denotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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(11) To reflect all of the revisions included above on the woodland conservation 
worksheet. 

(12) Have the revised TCP signed and dated by the qualified professional who 
prepared it. 

b. The preliminary plan and the TCPl shall be revised to show a minimum of a 40-foot-wide 
scenic easement and landscaped buffer, outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any 
public utility easements, along the southern frontage of historic Brandywine Road. A 
reduction in width of the scenic easeme]J.t may be permitted at the time of SDP if 
additional design elements are implemented. 

c. The proposed noise benn shall be shifted to the east in order to eliminate proposed PMA 
hnpact 5. 

d. Provide a tree canopy coverage (TCC) schedule on the TCP 1 indicating how the TCC 
requirement has been fulfilled. 

e. The preliminary plan and TCPl shall be revised to show a lotting pattern and benn design 
that show the berm footprint completely on-site and provide a 100-foot-wide berm 
footprint throughout its length in Residential Module 2. 

f. The locations of noise contours and required lot depths shall be verified on the preliminary 
plan and TCP 1 to ensure they remain in confonnance with the provisions of the 
Subdivision Regulations and.the approved variation. 

3. Prior to approval of the SDP, the the preliminary plan and TCPl shall relocate all townhouse lots 
adjacent to US 301/MD 5 outside of the 75 dBA Ldn umnitigated noise contour. This may result 
in the loss of lots if they cannot be appropriately relocated. 

4. The approval of the final plat shall not occur until after the approval of the associated specific 
design plan that approves all of the proposed development, the associated building envelopes, and 
the areas to be preserved and/or planted. 

5. At the time of each final plat: 

a. A conservation easement shall be described by bearings and distances, and shall include 
the entirety of the regulated environmental features on the site except for any areas of 
impacts approved by the Planning Board as shown on the approved Type 2 tree 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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conservation plan. The plat shall be reviewed by the Environmental Planning Section prior 
to approval. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Conservation easements described on this plat are areas where the installation of 
structures and roads and the removal of vegetation are prohibited without prior 
written consent from the M-NCPPC Planning Director or designee and the 
approval of a revised tree conservation plan. The removal of hazardous trees, 
limbs, branches, or trunks is allowed." 

b. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Prior to grading permit approval, conservation easements shall be recorded in the 
land records for all proposed woodland conservation areas both on-site and off
site. Copies of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Planning Section, M-NCPPC, for inclusion in the tree conservation plan file." 

c. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Development is subject to restrictions shown on the approved Typel Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCPl-150-90/02), qr as modified by future revisions, and 
precludes any disturbance or installation of any structure within specific areas. 
Failure to comply will mean a violation of an approved Tree Conservation Plan 
and will make the owner subject to mitigation under the Woodland and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Ordinance. This property is subject to the notification 
provisions of CB-60-2005. Copies of all approved Type TCPl Tree Conservation 
Plans for the subject property are available in the offices of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, Prince George's County, Planning 
Department." 

d. Woodland conservation requirements that cannot be fulfilled on-site for the subject 
application shall be provided off-site within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. The 
following note shall be placed on the final plat of subdivision: 

"All off-site woodland conservation requirements for the overall project shall be 
fulfilled within the Matta woman Creek watershed." 

6. Prior to approval of the first SDP, a proposed stream and/or wetland mitigation plan shall be 
required if the total stream impacts on the final TCP 1 associated with the preliminary plan total 
200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their buffers. If this occurs, 
the first SDP submission package shall include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in 
conformance with Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to 
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identify possible mitigation sites shall be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database 
shall be researched by the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites shall be identified first 
within the impacted stream system, and then if mitigation cannot be found in this system, 
mitigation shall be focused in the following areas, in the stated order of priority: within the 
drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, or river basin within Prince George's County. 

7. At the time of the first SDP submittal, the submission package shall include a proposed site 
development for storrnwater management that details how the new storrnwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site design techniques, to the 
fullest extent practicable, unless other stonnwater management design approvals and/or waivers 
are granted by DPW &T. 

8. Prior to signature approval of any Type 2 tree conservation plan which proposes to credit, as 
woodland conservation, planting occurring with a storrnwater management easement, an approved 
site development stonnwater management plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department 
which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved by DPW &T with regard to 
the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. 

9. A Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review with each SDP for residential uses. The Phase 
II noise study shall address how noise has been mitigated to 65 dBA Ldn exterior and 45dBA Ldn 
interior for residential units throughout the site. 

10. The appropriate SDP shall show noise mitigation measures for the single-family detached lots 
impacted by noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or greater along Mattawoman Drive. Mitigation for 
outdoor activity areas, as defined by the SDP, may include fencing or walls necessary to reduce the 
noise levels in the outdoor activity areas to 65 dBA Ldn or less. 

11. Applications for building permits for lots and structures identified on the SDP requiring noise 
mitigation measures shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a 
professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis using the certification template. The 
certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced through the proposed 
building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less for residential units. 

12. The SDP for development that abuts historic Brandywine Road shall be referred by M-NCPPC to 
SHA for evaluation of context sensitive solutions (CSS). 

13. tPrior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the residential dwelling 
units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall make a monetary contribution in the 
amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC). M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the 
Consumer Price Index (CPD for inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used for the 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

construction ofrecreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC), as 
detennined by the Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to 
complement the facilities being provided in the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

[Prior to the approval of building permits for 20 percent of the residential Ehvelling units within 
Preliminary Plan 4 09003, the applicant shall provide to the Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) an approved TCP2 for the construction of Phase 1 recreational facilities at the Brandywine 
Area Community Park (Parcel i\, Plat PM 228 @ 79). If off site \Voodland conservation on 
parkland is proposed to fulfill the woodland conservation requirements for the Brand)wine Area 
Community Park, the applicant shall be responsible for preparing a TCP2 or a revision to an 
existing TCP2 demonstrating ho'N the requirement will be fulfilled. If off site woodland 
conservation on parkland is required, then a woodland conservation transfer certificate shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any grading permits for the 
Brandy.vine Area Community Park. 

Prior to the approval of any permits which impact 1.vetlands, wetland buffers, streams, or Waters of 
the U.S., the applicant shall provide M NCPPC copies of all federal and state 'Netland permits, 
evidence that approval conditions have been complied vlith, and the associated mitigation plans. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide off site public 
recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park (Parcel A, Plat PM 228 @ 79) in 
accordance with the standards outlined in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

Prior to approval of building permits for 50 percent of the residential dv,relling units within 
Preliminary Plan 4 09003, the applicant shall construct Phase 1 recreational facilities at the 
Brandywine Area Community Park (Parcel A, Plat PM 228 @ 79) as conceptually shown on 
Exhibit B, which ineludes the following: 

softball field 
soccer field 
65 space parking lot 
access road from Missouri Avenue 

Prior to approval of building pennits for 20 percent of the residential dwelling units, including 
single family and mukifamily units, the applicant shall submit to DPR, for re:viev,r and approval, 
construction drawings and specifications for the construction of the Phase 1 recreational facilities 
and related stormv,rater management facilities in the Brand)wine Area Community Park (Parcel A, 
Plat PM 228 @ 79) 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successor, and/or assignees shall: 
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19. 

20. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Be responsible for any costs associated with the environmental, arnheological and/or 
geotechnical studies, and permit fees associated with the design and construction of the 
Phase 1 recreational facilities in the Brandjwine Area Community Park. 

Construct any stormwater management facilities on parkland needed for Phase 1 
recreational facilities in the Brand.)0.vine Area Community Park. 

Provide tree mitigation required for the construction of Phase 1 recreational facilities in 
the BrandyNine Area Community Park on site andlor off site on parkland ovmed by 
MNCPPC. 

Prior to approval of a final plat, the applicant shall submit three original executed public 
recreational facilities agreements (RFA) for the construction of Phase 1 recreational facilities in the 
Brandyv.·ine Area Community Park to DPR for their approval. Upon approval by DPR, the RF,"L 
shall be recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland, 
and reflected on the final plat. 

Prior to the approval of building pennits for 30 percent of the residential chvelling units, including 
single family and multifamily units, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and1or 
assignees shall submit to DPR a perfonnance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable flftancial 
guarantees for the construction of Phase 1 recreational facilities in the Brandy,Nine Area 
Community Park in an amount to be detennined by DPR for the improvements associated with the 
Brandywine A.rea Community Park.] 

t[U]14. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide 
adequate, private on-site recreational facilities in accordance with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. The private recreational facilities shall be 
reviewed by M-NCPPC for adequacy and proper siting at the time of specific design plan. 

t[:UJ_l_Q. 

t[±4]11. 

The applicant shall submit three original executed private RF As for the private on-site 
recreational facilities to the Development Review Division (M-NCPPC) for approval three 
weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon approval by DRD, the RFA shall be 
recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

The applicant shall submit to DRD a performance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities in an amount to be 
determined by DRD, in accordance with the timing established in each SDP. 

In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation and 
the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, the applicant and 
the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide the following: 
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a. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of 
Brandywine Road, unless modified by SHA. 

b. Pedestrian routes between commercial buildings and from parking areas to 
commercial buildings will be evaluated in more detailed at the time of SDP. 

c. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of 
the east side ofMattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive 
extension), unless modified by DPW &T. 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site's frontage of the entire west side 
ofMattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive extension), 
unless modified by DPW &T. 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along Mattawoman Drive at 
the time of SDP, unless modified by DPW &T. 

f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads excluding 
alleys, unless modified by DPW &T. 

g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for all bikeways, 
sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be provided at the 
time of SDP, consistent with current DPW &T and DPR standards and guidelines. 

i. The eight-foot-wide master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley at 
the location agreed to by the applicant, DRD, and the trails coordinator. This trail 
will utilize existing subdivision roads where necessary to avoid environmental 
impacts and running immediately behind residential lots. 

J. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and active recreational 
facilities at the time of SDP. The number and location of bicycle parking spaces 
shall be determined at that time. 

k. Sidewalk and sidepath construction shall be provided concurrently with road 
construction. Construction of the Timothy Branch trail shall be in phase with the 
development of adjacent residential development. 
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t[~]ll.. 

t[±e].1_2. 

1. The need for additional facilities and amenities for pedestrians at transit stops will 
be evaluated at the time of SDP. 

At the time of final plat approval, the applicant shall dedicate the following rights-of-way 
as reflected on the approved preliminary plan of subdivision: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 
through the subject property. 

b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the site's 
frontage. 

The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following improvements at 
the time of the initial specific design plan involving development within the subject 
property, and also shall submit any needed warrant studies related to condition c at this 
time. A status report for these improvements shall be submitted with each specific design 
plan within the property, with the transportation staff recommendation to be based upona 
comparison of the status with the phasing plan. The staging of conditions a, b, and d shall 
be related to the timing of collection of Road Club fees (pursuant to Condition 27). 
Condition c would be implemented when the signal is deemed to be warranted and 
required by SHA. 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south of 
MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination ofleft turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the 
construction of a northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive 
shall be constructed by the applicant if required by SHA. 

b. A northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to SHA 
approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with the 
addition of a westbound left-tum lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive. 

d. The extension of Mattawoman Drive south of the subject property to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall contribute toward 
and participate in the construction of certain additional off-site transportation 
improvements as identified hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and 
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constructed through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, the 
Montgomery Ward Brandywine Distribution Center, the Brandywine Commerce Center, 
the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business Park, the 
Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other property owners in the area 
designated as Employment Area "C" in the Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any 
properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in 
Prince George's County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any other properties for which 
participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. For development on the subject 
property, the applicant's sole funding responsibility toward construction of these off-site 
transportation improvements shall be payment of the following: 

For each non-residential unit, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot of space X 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment)/ 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each single-family unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 X (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment)/ (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, or two-family attached (two-over-two) unit, a fee calculated 
as $1,187 X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of 
payment)/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 
1993). 

For each multifamily unit, a fee calculated as $886 X (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost index at time of payment)/ (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be due, on a pro rata 
basis, at the time of the issuance of building permits. Prior to the issuance of any building 
pennit(s), the applicant shall provide written evidence to M-NCPPC that the required 
payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth below. 
Construction of these improvements shall occur in the numerical sequence in which they 
appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if and only if sufficient funds for 
engineering, full design, and construction have been deposited into the road club escrow 
account by road club members or said funds have been provided by public agencies. The 
off-site transportation improvements shall include: 
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a. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at 
Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and extending northerly to the US 
301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). The construction shall be in accordance with 
presently approved SHA plans. 

b. Installing a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, provided said 
signal is deemed warranted by DPW &T. 

c. Making minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 interchange 
ramps. 

d. Widening US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

e. Reconstructing the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Installing a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided said signal is 
deemed warranted by DPW &T and SHA. 

g. Providing a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses US 301 northeast 
ofT.B. 

h. Reconstructing the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 

1. Construction of an interchange in the area of US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

J. Construction of an interchange in the area of MD 5 and A-63, north of T.B. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off-site) between the 
US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Road intersection and MD 5 north of 
T.B. 

1. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road beginning at 
the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending southerly to Mattawoman 
Creek. 

m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with A-63. 
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t[:2-%)21. 

t[:2-9)21. 

t[M]23. 

Total development of the overall site shall be limited to uses that would generate no more 
than 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM peak-hour vehicle trips. Any development generating an 
impact greater than that identified herein above shall require a new preliminary plan of 
subdivision with a new determination of the adequacy of transportation facilities. 

Prior to signature approval, the preliminary plan shall be modified as follows: 

a. The portion of A-63 between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern 
property line shall be labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot 
right-of-way. 

b. Remove the "Alternative Alignment for Master Plan I-503" notation and show 
only that area of the subject property needed to accommodate a future industrial 
road connection as a separate outlot. 

c. Add a note stating: "A 40-foot-wide strip parallel and adjacent to US 301/MD 5 
has been identified as a Possible Future Transit Alignment subject to further 
future environmental review." 

All appropriate specific design plans shall limit access to A-63 as follows: 

a. Any public or private streets shown on the approved preliminary plan. 

b. A maximum of two driveways within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site to serve 
the c01mnercial development. 

c. A maximum of two driveways within the R-M-zoned portion of the site to serve 
Residential Module 5. 

The final plat shall note a denial of access along the site's frontage of US 301/MD 5. 

Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's 
heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a final report detailing the Phase II 
investigations and ensure that all artifacts are curated in accordance with the Guidelines 
for Archeological Review. 

Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's 
heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any interpretive signage to be 
erected and public outreach measures (based on the findings of the Phase I and Phase II 
archeological investigations). The location and wording of the signage and the public 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   133 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 14 

outreach measures shall be subject to approval by the Historic Preservation Co1mnission 
and the M-NCPPC staff archeologist. The SDP shall include the timing for the installation 
of the signage and the implementation of public outreach measures. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall coordinate all 
Section 106 review with the Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC), federal agencies, 
and the Maryland Historical Trust. The National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of the development on historic 
resources, to include archeological sites. 

All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and effect. 

Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan, the preliminary plan shall conform to 
all applicable Zoning Ordinance requirements and CDP conditions, including the 
following: 

a. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line shall be shown on the plan for all 
residential buildings along Mattawoman Drive. 

b. The multifamily units within the L-A-C Zone shall be labeled for active adult use 
only. 

c. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall list the proposed mixed-use development on this 
property as including a maximum of 100,000 square feet of retail commercial 
uses, a minimum of 205,000 square feet of office, service c01mnercial, 
institutional and educational uses, and a minimum of 131 residential units. 

d. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall be revised to show the community building and 
swimming pool relocated to either the southern end of the residential use area, 
adjacent to the existing stormwater management (SWM) pond, or central to the 
pod of development. 

e. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall be revised to reflect that the residential 
development is limited to no more than three different residential unit types, 
which may include two-family attached (two-over-two), single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached (townhouse), or multifamily units. 

f. The plan shall show a minimum 40-foot wide scenic easement and landscape 
buffer outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any public utility easements along 
the southern frontage of Brandywine Road. 
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g. The plan shall show a 30-foot landscape buffer, inclusive of any public utility 
easement, between the right-of-way ofMattawoman Drive and any commercial 
development. 

h. The plan shall show the residential development designed to minimize the use of 
public streets ending in a cul-de-sac. 

1. The plan shall be revised to reflect the development standards approved in 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 for all residential and commercial uses in the L-A-C 
and R-M Zones. 

J. The plan shall be revised to reflect a minimum lot area for townhouses of 1,800 
square feet. 

k. The plan shall be revised to reflect no more than six townhouses per building 
group, except where otherwise reviewed and approved. 

1. The plan shall be revised to reflect a minimum width of 20 feet for all 
townhouses. 

m. In the LAC Zone, the plan shall be revised to reflect a redesign of the residential 
pod to include the relocation of the multifamily units, townhouse units, two-over
two units, and the recreational facility. 

n. In the LAC residential module, the plan shall be revised to show the private loop 
road as a public right-of-way, as necessary, to provide sufficient street frontage to 
serve the multifamily parcel. 

o. A minimum 200-foot-wide building restriction line shall be shown on the plans 
along US 301 on parcels where multifamily units are proposed. 

p. Show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: "Possible 
Future Transit Alignment." 

q. Indicate a potential access connection between the existing warehouse/distribution 
facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut Road as an alternative for 
heavy truck traffic. 

r. The plan shall be changed prior to signature approval to reflect a 120 foot right
of-way along the entirety ofMattawoman Drive. 
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t[~]Jl. 

s. In Residential Module 5, the plan shall be revised to delete the multifamily layout 
shown on the plans to allow for design, to be detennined at the time of review and 
approval of the relevant SDP. 

t. In Residential Module 3, the plan shall be revised to reflect a redesign of the 
residential pod within Parcels C and D to include additional connectivity and the 
fonnation of pedestrian friendly blocks and a recreational facility. 

For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an inventory of the 
existing quantities of uses (if any) in the development, expressed in cumulative square 
footage or number of the varying types of residential units and information as to the exact 
square footage/number of units and types proposed, so that conformance with the overall 
approved land uses can be evaluated. Each future plan of development shall also contain 
infonnation demonstrating confonnance to the density increment analysis completed in 
association with CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings proposed in 
this subdivision, unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department determines that 
an alternative method of fire suppression is appropriate. 

Prior to the approval of building pennits, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, 
successors, and/or assignees shall convey to the homeowners association (HOA) open 
space land as identified on the approved specific design plan. Land to be conveyed shall 
be subject the following: 

a. A copy of the unrecorded, special warranty deed for the property to be conveyed 
shall be submitted to the Subdivision Section of the Development Review 
Division (DRD), Upper Marlboro, along with the final plat. 

b. All waste matter of any kind shall be removed from the property, prior to 
conveyance, and all disturbed areas shall have a full stand of grass or other 
vegetation upon completion of any phase, section, or the entire project. 

c. The conveyed land shall not suffer the disposition of construction materials, soil 
filling, discarded plant materials, refuse, or similar waste matter. 

d. Any disturbance of land to be conveyed to HOA shall be in accordance with an 
approved SDP or shall require the written consent ofDRD. This shall include, but 
not be limited to, the location of sediment control measures, tree removal, 
temporary or permanent stormwater management facilities, utility placement, and 
storm drain outfalls. If such proposals are approved, a written agreement and 
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financial guarantee shall be required to warrant restoration, repair, or 
improvements required by the approval process. 

e. Stonn drain outfalls shall be designed to avoid adverse impacts on land to be 
conveyed to a HOA. The location and design of drainage outfalls that adversely 
impact property to be conveyed shall be reviewed and approved by DRD prior to 
the issuance of grading or building permits. 

f. Temporary or permanent use of land to be conveyed to a HOA for stonnwater 
management shall be approved by DRD. 

g. The Planning Board or its designee shall be satisfied that there are adequate 
provisions to assure retention and future maintenance of the property to be 
conveyed. 

t[4G]32. Prior to the approval of any SDP for the Villages of Timothy Branch development, the 
applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall work with Historic 
Preservation staff to develop names for the subdivision streets that reflect the history of the 
property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and its associated families. 

*[ 41. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the development, a public safety mitigation fee shall 
be paid in the amount of $5,082,000 ($4,235 x 1,200 chvelling units). Notwithstanding the number 
of dwelling units and the total fee payments noted in this condition, the final number of chvelling 
units shall be as approved by the Planning Board and the total fee payment shall be detennined by 
mukiplying the total dwelling unit number by the per unit factor noted above. The per unit factor 
of $4,235 is subject to adjustment on an annual basis in accordance with the percentage change in 
the consumer price index for all urban consumers. The actual fee to be paid will depend upon the 
year the grading permit is issued. 

As an akernative to the sole payment of the mitigation fee required above, the applicant at the time 
of the first grading permit for the de:r1elopment may submit a valid Mitigation Plan established 
pursuant to the provisions of CR 78 2005.] 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the findings and reasons for the decision of the Prince 
George's County Planning Board are as follows: 

1. The subdivision, as modified, meets the legal requirements of Subtitles 24 and 27 of the Prince 
George's County Code and of Article 28, Annotated Code of Maryland. 

2. Overview-The subject property is located on Tax Map 145 in Grid B4 and is divided into two 
portions. The northern portion of the site is known as Parcels A through G of the Brandywine 
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Commerce Center, zoned L-A-C (Local Activity Center) and R-M (Residential Medium 
Development). Parcel Eis not a part of this application. The subject property is partially cleared 
and some infrastructure is constructed. The southern portion of the site is known as unrecorded 
Parcels 4, 13, 19, and 25, zoned R-M. This portion of the site is undeveloped. The subject property 
consists of 72.26 acres ofland in the L-A-C Zone and 262 acres·ofland zoned R-M, for a total of 
334.26 acres. The applicant proposes to construct 1,200 dwelling units of mixed residential types 
and 305,000 square feet of commercial and office development. 

3. Setting-The property is located.on the east side of US 301 at its intersection with MD 5. The 
northern portion of the property is zoned L-A-C and the southern portion is zoned R-M. The site 
completely surrounds Parcel E, zoned E-I-A, which is currently used for an H.H. Gregg 
warehouse. Also, the property surrounds the Southern Maryland Oil gas station on the east side of 
US 301/ MD 5, which is zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial). Properties across Brandywine 
Road are zoned M-X-T (Mixed Use-Transportation Oriented). They are currently vacant, with the 
developments of Stephen's Crossing and Brandywine Business Park proposed. Properties 
bounding the northwest edge of the property and across Short Cut road are zoned I-1 (Light 
Industrial). These are used for automobile sales and salvage. Across US 301/MD 5, land is zoned 
M-X-T and is currently undeveloped. To the south of the site is the Brandywine Crossing shopping 
center, which is zoned C-S-C (Commercial Shopping Center), I~l and I-2 (Heavy Industrial). 
Property to the east is zoned R-R (Rural Residential) and developed with single-family detached 
residences. 

4. Development Data Summary-The following infonnation relates to the subject preliminary plan 
application and the proposed development. 

Zone 

Use(s) 

Acreage 
Lots 
Outlots 
Parcels 
Dwelling Units: 

One-family Detached 
One-family Semidetached 
Townhouse 
Two-family Attached 
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EXISTING 
R-M (262.acres) 

L-A-C (72.26 acres) 

Undeveloped 

334.26 
0 
0 
10 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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APPROVED 
R-M(262. acres) 

L-A-C (72.26 acres) 
Mixed Residential, 

Commercial Retail and Office 
334.26 

580 
1 

68 
1,200 
101 
100 
379 
352 
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Multifamily 

Retail/Commercial 

Public Safety Mitigation Fee 

0 

0 

No 

268 

305,000 sq. ft. 

Yes 

Pursuant to Section 24-119(d)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations, this case was heard before the 
Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) on May 28, 2010. The requested 
variation to Section 24-121(a)(4) was accepted on July 30, 2010, as discussed further in this 
report, and was also heard on August 6, 2010 at SDRC as required by Section 24-113(b). The case 
was continued from the Planning Board meeting on October 21, 2010. 

5. Environmental-The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed the revised preliminary plan 
and Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan (TCP 1-151-90-02) for the Villages of Timothy Bra:nch, 
stamped as received by the Environmental Planning Section on August 19, 2010, and other 
supplemental information. The following comments are provided based on the additional 
information submitted and the approval of CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

Revised plans for CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 were submitted on July 21, 2010 for the subject 
property and approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010, subject to conditions. The 
Environmental Planning Section recommends approval of Preliminary Plan 4-09003 and Type 1 
Tree Conservation Plan TCP 1-151-90-02 subject to conditions. 

Background 
The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed this site extensively in the past. The pertinent 
cases begin with Preliminary Plan 4-92048 (Brandywine Commerce Center) with associated 
Type I Tree Conservation Plan TCPI/151/90 for a 372.24-acre tract which was approved subject to 
PGCPB Resolution No. 92-187. The preliminary plan for this site indicated that development 
would occur in six phases. Subsequently, a Type II Tree Conservation Plan, TCPW68/93, was 
approved for Phases I and II on the northern end of the property for the purposes of constructing 
stormwater management ponds and nontidal wetland mitigation areas. A Type II tree conservation 
plan (TCPII) was also approved for Phases ill through VI (the southern portion of the property) for 
the purpose of installing a culvert in the Timothy Branch stream valley, which was required for the 
extension of master-planned Mattawoman Drive. This culvert was never installed, and Phases ill 
through VI were never platted. The preliminary plan subsequently expired. 

In 1997, Detailed Site Plan SP-97012 and Specific Design Plan SDP-9703 were approved for a 
28.45-acre site in the Brandywine Commerce Center which straddled the 1-3 (Planned 
Industrial/Employment Park) and E-1-A Zones for the development of a Circuit City Warehouse, 
and a separate Type II Tree Conservation Plan, TCPW42/97, was approved for the area of 
TCPW68/93 located on the northwest side ofMattawoman Drive in conformance with 
TCPl/151/90. A lot line adjustment was subsequently platted for Parcel E, which was developed in 
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accordance with the approved plans. No other development has moved forward on the site since 
that time. 

Two Zoning Map Amendments, A-9987-C and A-9988-C, were requested in 2007 affecting 
334.26 acres of the original Brandywine Commerce Center site (Parcel E containing 28.53 acres 
was excluded from these applications). Zoning Map Amendment A-9987-C proposed the rezoning 
of approximately 72 acres at the northern end of the site from the I-3 Zone (a conventional zone) 
and E-I-A Zone (Employment and Institutional Area, a comprehensive design zone) to the L-A-C 
Zone (Local-Activity-Center, a comprehensive design zone). 

Zoning Map Amendment A-9988-C proposed the rezoning of approximately 262 acres of the site 
from the I-3 and E-I-A Zones to the R-M Zone (Residential Medium Development, a 
comprehensive design zone). 

The two zoning map amendments were approved by the District Council subject to conditions 
contained in Zoning Ordinance No. 17-2008 on June 16, 2008. 

The Environmental Planning Section reviewed the separate Comprehensive Design Plans 
(CDP-0901 and CDP-0902) along with the joint Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan 
(TCPl-151-90-01) for the R-M and L-A-C-zoned sections of the Villages of Timothy Branch, as 
approved. 

The current application is a preliminary plan for the development of 334.26 acres in the R-M and 
L-A-C Zones. 

Site Description 
The subject property is 72.26 acres in the L-A-C Zone and 262.00 acres in the R-M Zone located 
in the southeast quadrant of the intersection of Crain Highway (US 301) and Brandywine Road 
(MD 3 81) Road. Current air photos indicate that two-thirds of the site is wooded. This site 
contains streams, 100-year floodplain, and wetlands associated with the Timothy Branch stream 
valley in the Mattawoman Creek watershed and the Potomac River basin. According to 
information obtained from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Natural Heritage 
Program, there are no rare, threatened, or endangered species found to occur on or in the vicinity 
of this property. Brandywine Road (MD 381), which borders the site on the north, is a designated 
historic road. The portion of Brandywine Road west of Matta woman Drive is classified as an 
industrial road in the Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT) as is Short 
Cut Road, which is also adjacent to this site. The section of Crain Highway (US 301), which 
borders the site to the west, is a master-planned freeway and an existing source of traffic-generated 
noise. Mattawoman Drive and A-63, which are internal to the site, are both classified as arterials 
which are generally regulated for noise impacts when associated with residential development. 
_According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in the 
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Beltsville, Bibb, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, Leonardtown, and Sassafras series. Marlboro clay does not 
occur in this area. The site is in the Developing Tier according to the Prince George's County 
General Plan. According to the Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan, the stream 
valley along the eastern boundary is a regulated area and the majority of the property is an 
evaluation area, with small areas of network gap. 

· Conformance with the General Plan 
The Environmental Infrastructure chapter of the General Plan contains policies and strategies 

applicable to preservation, enhancement, and restoration of the natural environment and its 
ecological functions as the basic component of a sustainable development pattern. The following 
policies and strategies are applicable to the current review. 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, and enhance the designated green infrastructure elements. 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features and restore lost 
ecological functions. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and replant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern. 

Strategy V. Meet the requirements of the Woodland Conservation Ordinance on-site 
to the fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed. If off-site mitigation 
is required, it shall be provided within the Mattawoman watershed. 

Policy 5: Reduce overall sky glow, minimize the spill-over of light from one property to the 
next, and reduce glare from light fixtures. 

Policy 7: Minimize impacts of noise on residential uses during the land development process. 

The above listed policies, as well as the specific strategy related to the Mattawoman Creek 
watershed, are discussed below as part of the findings of conformance with the Green 
Infrastructure Plan, subregion master plans, and the overall review of the proposal. 

Conformance with the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan 
The site contains regulated areas, evaluation areas, and network gaps identified in the Countywide 
Green Infrastructure Plan, which are consolidated along the stream corridor located along the 
eastern border of this site. The submitted application shows the preservation of the regulated areas 
and areas adjacent to the regulated areas, in general conformance with the Green Infrastructure . 
Plan. Reviews during future development phases will provide more detailed evaluations of 
conformance with the Green Infrastructure Plan. 
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The Mattawoman Creek stream valley was designated as a special conservation area in the Green 
Infrastructure Plan because its associated stream basin is among the most productive finfish 
spawning and nursery streams in the entire Chesapeake Bay region. The quality of the water 
entering the stream system in the watershed is of particular concern, and when evaluation areas 
occur within the watershed, woodlands present should be preserved adjacent to streams to widen 
the corridors adjacent to regulated areas and protect water quality, as discussed further. 

The following policies are applicable to the review of the subject application: 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, enhance or restore the green infrastructure network and its 
ecological functions while supporting the desired development pattern of the 2002 General 
Plan. 

The subject property contains regulated areas, evaluation areas, and network gap areas as 
identified in the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan located within the Mattawoman Creek 
watershed, which is a primary corridor and a special conservation area. 

As noted above, it appears that the submitted application shows the preservation of regulated areas 
and areas adjacent to the regulated areas, in general conformance with the Green Infrastructure 
Plan. Reviews during future development phases will provide more detailed evaluations of 
conformance with the Green Infrastructure Plan. 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features and restore lost 
ecological functions. 

Preservation of water quality in this area will be provided through the protection of the expanded 
stream buffers and the application of best stormwater management practices. It is recommended 
that environmental site design techniques be applied throughout this site, to the fullest extent 
practicable, because this site may be subject to the new stormwater management regulations. The 
stormwater management concept approval letter states that six wet ponds are proposed to be used 
to meet the stonnwater management requirements. 

All future specific design plan submission packages should include a site development plan for 
stormwater management that details how the new stormwater management requirements will be 
met regarding the provision of environmental site design techniques to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and replant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern of the 2002 General Plan. 
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This policy is superseded by the General Plan policy and strategy to meet the requirements of the 
woodland conservation on-site to the fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed, or 
if off-site mitigation is required, to provide it within the Mattawoman watershed. 

The TCP2 for the subject property should demonstrate that the requirements of the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site through preservation or afforestation 
to the fullest extent possible, consistent with the desired pattern of development and densities 
indicated in the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it should be provided within the 
Mattawoman watershed. The use of fee-in-lieu is discouraged. 

Conformance with the Subregion 5 Master Plan 
The subject property is located within the 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional 
Map Amendment. The protection of the regulated environmental features proposed on the CDP 
and associated TCPl is in general confonnance with the guidance provided by the master plan. 

The ultimate public rights-of-way associated with the subject property (both state and county) 
confonn with the transportation improvements approved with the Subregion 5 Master Plan and the 
Master Plan of Transportation. 

The CDP and TCPl must be revised prior to certification to show the transportation improvements 
approved with the Subregion 5 Master Plan, the Master Plan of Transportation, and the US 301 
Upgrade Option as detennined by the Transportation Planning Section. The preliminary plan and 
associated TCP 1 should also reflect the transportation improvements as shown on the certified 
CDP plan. 

Conditions of Previous Zoning Approvals 

Brandywine-Mattawoman SMA: The 1978 Brandywine-Mattawoman Section Map Amendment 
rezoned the property from the R-R (Rural Residential) Zone to the I-3 and E-I-A Zones. 

Subregion V Approved Master Plan and SMA: The 1993 Approved Subregion V Master Plan 
and Sectional Map Amendment retained the property in the E-I-A and I-3 zoning categories. 

There were no conditions associated with these previous zoning approvals. 

Zoning Map Amendment A-9989-C: The subject property was rezoned to the R-M Zone by the 
District Council (Zoning Ordinance No. 17-2008) effective July 11, 2009, subject to conditions 
and one consideration. The conditions, which are environmental in nature, are shown in bold and 
are addressed below: 
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9. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall contain a signed 
Natural Resources Inventory (NRI). The NRI shall be used by the designers to 
prepare a site layout that limits impacts to the Regulated Areas and Evaluation 
Areas of the site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Natural Resources Inventory (NRI-002-07/01) for the subject property, in conformance 
with environmental legislation effective September 1, 2010, was approved on August 19, 2010. 
The preliminary plan has been revised to correctly show the regulated environmental areas of the 
site based on the revised NRI. 

10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 
shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan (TCPl-151-90/01) was submitted with the current 
application. A condition is proposed below to address this requirement. The proposed condition 
would require the threshold and the replacement requirements for clearing below the threshold to 
be provided on-site. 

Conformance with the Conditions of Approval for CDP-0901 
The following conditions, indicated in bold, were approved as part of CDP-0901 and are 
environmental in nature: 

7. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan: 

a. The TCPl shall be revised as follows: 

(1) Show the provision of the total of the woodland conservation 
threshold for the site plus the portion of the replacement required for 
clearing below the threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and 
add a note indicating that this standard shall be maintained on all 
future tree conservation plans. 

(2) Revise the TCPl to conform to the ultimate rights-of-way for the 
CDP as determined by the Transportation Planning Section based on 
the Subregion 5 master plan. All conditions associated with the 
rights-of-way assume the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the 
CDP. 

c. The CDP and the TCPl shall be revised to show a minimum of a 
40-foot-wide scenic easement and landscaped buffer, outside of the ultimate 
right-of-way and any public utility easements, along the southern frontage of 
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historic Brandywine Road. A reduction in width of the scenic easement may 
be permitted at the time of SDP if additional design elements are 
implemented. 

These revisions to the CDP and TCPl, prior to certification, must also be addressed on the 
preliminary plan of subdivision and its associated TCPl. 

Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan, the TCP 1 should be revised to show the 
provision of the total of the woodland conservation threshold for the site, plus the portion of the 
replacement required for clearing below the threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and add a 
note indicating that this standard will be maintained on all future tree conservation plans. 

The TCPl should reflect the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the preliminary plan, and the 
CDP and the TCPl should be revised to show a minimum 40-foot-wide scenic easement and 
landscape buffer outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any public utility easements, along the 
southern frontage of historic Brandywine Road. A reduction in width of the scenic easement may 
be permitted at the time of SDP if additional design elements are implemented. 

8. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, the following shall be provided: 

c. The design of the landscape bufferyard treatment proposed adjacent to the 
land use envelope for the development pods fronting on Brandywine Road 
should compliment the landscape and buffer treatments proposed on Lots 21 
and 22, Stephen's Crossing, located on the north side of Brandywine Road, 
or any other development thereon approved by the Planning Board, and 
shall be addressed with the approval of the SDP. 

n. A site development plan for stormwater management that details how the 
new stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the 
provision of environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent 
practicable, unless other stormwater management design approvals and/or 
waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

10. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a pll:ln and proposal for the type, location, and timing 
of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

12. Construction/building shells for all office buildings, fronting on Mattawoman Drive, 
proposed within the 65dBA LDN noise contour or higher, should be designed to 
reduce noise levels. 
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The above conditions are applicable to the acceptance or the approval of any SDP and shall be 
addressed as part of those applications. 

t[19. The applieant shall he responsible for tree mitigation required for the eonstrnetion 
of Phase 1 reereational faeilities in Brandywine Area Community Park, whieh shall 
he provided on site and/or off site on parldand owned hy M NCPPC. 

The above condition ·.vill be addressed during the review of the TCP for the development of the 
Brandyv,rine Area Community Park.] 

Conformance with Conditions of Approval for CDP-0902 
The following conditions, indicated in bold, were approved as part of CDP-0902 and are 
enviromnental in nature. Some of the conditions listed below are redundant of conditions required 
by CDP-0901, and only need to be addressed once under the preliminary plan, which covers both 
CDPs. 

6. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan, the TCPl shall be 
revised as follows: 

a. Show the provision of the total of the woodland conservation threshold for 
the site plus the portion of the replacement required for clearing below the 
threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and add a note indicating that 
this standard shall be maintained on all future tree conservation plans. 

b. Provide a ten-foot-wide clear access zone on the sides and to the rear yards 
of all townhouses and multifamily units. This clear zone should be free of 
woodland conservation areas or noise mitigation measures that would block 
access. 

c. Provide the minimum required widths and areas for preservation and 
afforestation areas. 

d. Meet the requirements of the Environmental Technical Manual with regard 
to standard notes. 

e. Revise the specimen tree table to add a note stating the method of specimen 
tree location (field or survey located). 

f. Eliminate woodland conservation from proposed ultimate rights-of-way and 
easements. 
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g. Eliminate woodland conservation credits from the areas within the trail and 
the associated clear areas on each side. 

h. Revise the approval blocks on all sheets to reflect correct plan numbering 
nomenclature. 

i. Revise the woodland conservation worksheet to reflect all of the revisions 
included above. 

j. Have the revised TCPl signed and dated by the qualified professional who 
prepared it. 

Because the CDP and TCPl have not received signature approval, these conditions should also be 
addressed under the preliminary plan prior to signature approval. 

7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for 
stormwater management that details how the new stormwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site design 
techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, will be required unless other stormwater 
management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

8. The TCP2 for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of the 
Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site 
through preservation or afforestation to the fullest extent possible, consistent with 
the desired pattern of development and densities indicated in the General Plan. If 
off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within the Mattawoman 
watershed. 

The above conditions shall be addressed during the review of any specific design plan and the 
associated TCP2. 

9. Prior to certificate approval of the CDP, the TCPl shall be revised to conform to the 
ultimate right-of-ways for the CDP as determined by the Transportation Planning 
Section based on the Subregion 5 Master Plan. All conditions associated with the 
rights-of-way assume the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the CDP. 

The conditions to address the ultimate rights-of-way on the preliminary plan and TCPl are 
included in the Recommendation section of this report. 

10. At the time of preliminary plan review, an evaluation of all impacts to the primary 
management area shall be made. A revised Letter of Justification shall provided for 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   147 of 378



PGCPB No. 10~117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 28 

impacts remaining at time of preliminary plan review, at which time further 
revisions necessary to minimize impacts shall be determined. 

A variation request for impacts to the primary management area (PMA) was submitted on 
August 2, 2010. However, ordinance changes effective September 1, 2010, the requirement to 
disturb the PMA requires only a statement of justification and a finding of preservation and/or 
restoration to the fullest extent possible. The letter previously received with the variation request is 
accepted as the statement of justification for the review of the PMA impacts proposed. 

The statement of justification has been evaluated in the Environmental section of this approval; 
however, the final design of PMA impacts will need to be evaluated further at the time of SDP. At 
that time, one of the required findings is that the "regulated enviromnental features of the site have 
been preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible." The final design of all PMA impacts 
will be addressed using this required finding at the time of SDP. 

11. If revisions to the CDP plan increase the cumulative PMA impacts on the site for a 
total of 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their 
buffers, additional required mitigation shall be identified at time of preliminary plan 
review. 

The extent of the proposed impacts to the regulated environmental features, after revisions were 
made to the NRI, preliminary plan, and TCPl, have not been quantified on the application in such 
a way that a determination can be made regarding whether or not mitigation is required. It appears 
that the impacts proposed exceed the thresholds that would result in the need for stream and/or 
wetland mitigation; although, due to the fact that additional revisions to the plans are needed, it is 
not possible at this time to make this determination. 

Because of the general concurrency of the review of the CDP and the preliminary plan, it was not 
possible to obtain specific information regarding mitigation sites and types. The specific 
information regarding mitigation sites and a conceptual mitigation plan for the selected sites 
should be provided with the submission of the first SDP for the project. 

Possible mitigation sites have been identified on the stream corridor assessment. If mitigation is 
required, the mitigation will include stream restoration and/or stabilization, wetland creation, and 
erosion control projects. Conformance with the above CDP condition can be found with 
appropriate conditions regarding the method for plan preparation. 

If the total stream impacts on the final TCPl associated with the preliminary plan total 200 or 
more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their buffers, the first SDP 
submission package must include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in conformance with 
Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to identify possible 
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mitigation sites will be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database will be researched by 
the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites be identified first within the impacted stream 
system, and then if mitigation cannot be found in this system, mitigation will be focused in the 
following areas, in the stated order of priority: within the drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, 
or river basin within Prince George's County. 

12. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing 
of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

This condition will be addressed prior to acceptance of any SDP. 

13. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and 
approved with the appropriate SDP application and associated TCP2. 

A variance for removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 will be evaluated with the associated SDP and 
TCP2. 

14. Prior to approval of TCP2 which proposes to credit as woodland conservation 
planting occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved Site 
Development Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved 
by the Department of Public Works and Transportation with regard to the location, 
size, and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or preservation area can be 
shown within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, or as determined by the 
Department of Public Works and Transportation or the Soil Conservation District. 

A TCP2 is reviewed in association with a SDP. Submittal of a site development stormwater 
management plan will be required with the SDP application if woodland conservation credits 
within a stonnwater management easement are proposed. 

15. Prior to certification approval of the CDP, provide a tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
requirement schedule on the TCPl indicating how the TCC requirement has been 
fulfilled. 

All development applications are now subject to the requirements of Subtitle 25, Division 3, Tree 
Canopy Coverage Ordinance, which must be demonstrated at each step in the development review 
process. The TCP 1 submitted includes a note addressing tree canopy coverage (TCC), but a 
schedule has been developed by the Environmental Planning Section, which provides a more 
consistent approach to demonstrating compliance which addressed both tree canopy coverage 
provided by woodland conservation and that provided by landscape trees. Prior to signature 
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approval of the preliminary plan, a TCC schedule should be included on the TCPl indicating how 
the TCC requirement has been fulfilled. 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall include a tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
schedule indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject 
application. 

An appropriate condition has been included in the Recommendation section of this report and will 
be addressed with any future SDP and associated TCP2. 

17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 

The above condition will be addressed with any future SDP which proposes residential units. 

18. · Applications for building permits for residential uses within the 65 dBA Ldn noise 
contour shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a 
professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis using the certification 
template. The certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced 
through the proposed building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less. 

The above condition will be addressed prior to the issuance of building permits for residential 
uses. 

19. All SDPs for the subject property shall demonstrate the use of full cut-off optics to 
ensure that off-site light intrusion into residential and environmentally-sensitive 
areas is minimized. At time of SDP, details of all lighting fixtures shall be submitted 
for review along with certification that the proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics 
and a photometric plan showing proposed light levels. The following note shall be 
placed on all future SDPs: 

"All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce 
glare and light spill-over." 

The above condition will be addressed with any future SDP. 
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t[22. Prior to the issuanee of 20 pereent of the residential buHding permits within 
CDP 09()1 and CDP 0902, ineluding single famHy and multifamily units, the 
applieant shall provide to the Department of Parks and Reereation (DPR), for 
review and approval, eonstruetion drawings and speeifieations for the eonstruetion 
of the Phase 1 reereational faeilities and related stormwater management faeilities 
for the Brandywine ,A..:rea Community Park. 

23. The applieant shall be responsible for any easts assoeiated with the environmental, 
areheologieal and/or geoteehnieal studies, and permit fees assoeiated with the design 
and eonstruetion of the Phase 1 reereational faeHities in the Brandywine Area 
eommunity Park. 

24. The applieant shall eonstruet any stormwater management faeHities on parkland 
needed for Phase 1 reereational faeilities in the Brandywine Area Community Park. 

25. The applieant shall be responsible for woodland eonservation requirements for the 
eonstruetion of Phase 1 reereational faeilities in the Brandywine Area Community 
Park and it shall be provided on site and/or off site on parkland owned by 
MNCPPC. 

The above conditions relate to the development of required recreational facilities off site at the 
Brandywine A.rea Community Park. A recommended condition requires that, prior to the issuance 
of 20 percent of the residential building permits, construction drawings and specifications for 
recreational facilities and related stormwater management facilities for Phase 1 development of the 
Brandywine Area Community Parle be submitted to the Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR). The condition above does not include the required TCP2 that is necessary \Vith the 
proposed projects. 

Prior to the issuance of building permits for 20 percent of the residential units within this 
preliminary plan, including single family and multifamily units, the applicant should provide to 
DPR an approved TCP2 for the construction of the Phase 1 recreational facilities at the 
Brandy.vine A.rea Community Park. If off site woodland conservation on parkland is proposed to 
fulfill the woodland conservation requirements for Brandyv,rine Area Community Park, the 
applicant 1.vill be responsible for preparing a TCP2 or reilising an eKisting TCP2 demonstrating 
hov1 the requirement v,rill be fulfilled. If off site vmodland conservation on parkland is required, 
then a woodland conservation transfer certificate will be submitted to the Planning Department 
prior to the issuance any grading permits for the BrandyNine Area Community Park.] 

tfu 2010, the Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) recommended 
to the Planning'Board, in the approval of the Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and 
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CDP-0902, conditions for the construction of major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby 
Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC) including: a softball field, a soccer field, a 
65-space parking lot, and a vehicular access road from Missouri Avenue. The Preliminary Plan of 
Subdivision, 4-09003, established the timing for the preparation of a tree conservation plan, 
construction drawings, and construction of the recreational facilities in the Brandywine Area 
Community Park. 

tHowever, in 2013, it was determined that the Brandywine Area Community Park was the most 
suitable site for construction of the regional Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex 
(SAARC). The land previously designated for construction of the two ball fields and the 65-space 
parking lot that was to be built by the developer of Villages of Timothy Branch is needed for the 
construction of SAARC, and is no longer available for the facilities that the applicant is 
conditioned to construct. 

tThe planning and development of the construction documents for this multi-generational regional 
community center are well underway. This 77,000-square-foot recreational complex, as envisioned 
in the Formula 2040 Functional Master Plan for Parks, Recreation and Open Space is a multi
generational facility that will provide an array of programs to serve the recreation and leisure needs 
and interests of the entire family and not just one age group. SAARC will include an indoor 
aquatic space, a double gymnasium, a walking track, a fitness center, and a flexible programmable 
space. The pedestrian and vehicular access to the park will be provided from Cattail Way and 
Missouri Avenue. This park development project is funded through the Prince George's County 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). It is anticipated that the recreational complex will be under 
construction in 2015 and will be completed in 2017. The future residents of the Villages of 
Timothy Branch will be able to walk to this recreational complex through the master planned trail 
to be located along Cattail Way. 

tDPR met with the developer of the Villages of Timothy Branch and discussed the challenges 
associated with the Brandywine Area Community Park site. DPR and the developer agreed that an 
appropriate alternative to the construction of the required recreational facilities would be a 
monetary contribution in lieu of construction. DPR, in cooperation with the developer, prepared a 
cost estimate for the required design and construction of the recreational facilities. Based on the 
cost estimate, DPR and the developer established a monetary value of the contribution-in-lieu of 
construction of the required facilities of $700,000. 

tBy memo dated February 11, 2015, the Planning Director requested a waiver of the Planning 
Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 19, 2015, the 
Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the reconsideration of 
Conditions 14-21 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major recreational facilities 
in the Brandywine Area Community Park, and approved a fee-in-lieu payment to satisfy the off-
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site requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987), with no change to the proposed on-site private 
recreational facilities. 

Conditions of Prior Preliminary Plan Approvals 
Preliminary Plan 4-92048 was approved in 1992, subject to conditions contained in PGCPB 
Resolution No. 92-187. The only portion of the subject property zoned R-M, platted under 
Preliminary Plan 4-92048, was Parcel G (NLP 180 @ 31 ). This portion of the subject property 
includes a 30-foot-wide landscape buffer adjacent to Short Cut Road, as well as 100-year 
floodplain, wetlands, wetland buffers, and non-disturbance buffers. The portion of Parcel G which 
was included in the R-M rezoning is proposed to remain undisturbed, except for a small area of 
afforestation proposed along the northern boundary with ParcerG. The preliminary plan has since 
expired. 

The proposed comprehensive design zone will require subdivision of the subject property, 
excluding Parcel E. The current application fulfills this requirement. 

Environmental Review 
As revisions are made to the plans submitted, the revision boxes on each plan sheet should be used 
to describe what revisions were made, when, and by whom. 

Review of the Natural Resources Inventory 
A revised Natural Resources Inventory (NRI-002-07/01) for the overall Villages at Timothy 
Branch was approved August 13, 2010. The revised NRl reflects the enlarged stream buffer widths 
approved by the County Council on July 13, 2010, which became effective September 1, 2010. All 
associated plans have been revised to correctly reflect the larger stream buffers and the regulated 
environmental features as delineated on the NRl. No additional information is required with regard 
to the NRI. 

Impacts to the Primary Management Area 
Nontidal wetlands, streams, and 100-year floodplain are found to occur on this property. These 
features and the associated buffers comprise the primary management area (PMA) on the subject 
property in accordance with Section 24-101(b)(22) of the Subdivision Regulations. The 
preliminary plan and NRI correctly reflect the required stream buffers. 

Section 24-130(b)(5) of the Subdivision Regulations requires that the PMA be preserved in a 
natural state to the fullest extent possible. The methods to determine fullest extent possible are 
provided in Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual and include avoidance, minimization, 
and where necessary, mitigation. The manual also describes what types of impacts are considered 
necessary and the types that should be avoided. 
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A variation request for eight PMA impacts was received on August 2, 2010, and was discussed at 
the Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) meeting on August 5, 2010. The 
variation request has been accepted as a statement of justification, although it does not address 
how impacts have been avoided and/or minimized in the design of the subject application. The 
area of impacts increased in areas where the NRI was revised in accordance with Subtitle 24. 
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The individual impacts proposed are evaluated in the table below: 

Impact Type of Impact 
Area of PMA Wetland 

Evaluation of PMA impact 
No. Impacts Impacts? 

Construction of 33,761 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

I 
stormwater management placed at the location of least impact; 
pipes and outfall under avoidance and minimization criteria have 
Mattawoman Drive been met. Impact sunnorted. 
Stormwater outfall and 7,997 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

2 
sewer line connection placed at the location of least impact; 

avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Impact sunnorted. 

Construction of 9,252 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

3 
Mattawoman Drive placed at the location of least impact; 

avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Impact sunnorted. 

Road construction of 10,035 s.f. No This impact is necessary and has been 

4 
RoadH placed at the location ofleast impact; 

avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Impact sunnorted. 

Construction of berm 15, 575 s.f. No Berm can be shifted farther onto the 

5 
adjacent to US 301/MD 5 .subject property to protect the PMA; 

avoidance criteria have not been met. 
Impact not annroved. 

Construction of master 18,894 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

6 
planned hiker-biker trail placed at the location of least impact; 
and sewer line avoidance and minimization criteria have 
connections been met. Impact supported. 
Construction of master 11,695 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

7 
planned hiker-biker trail placed at the location of least impact; 
and sewer line avoidance and minimization criteria have 
connections been met. Impact supported. 
Construction of a sewer 5,632 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

8 
connection placed at the location of least impact; 

avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Impact supported. 

Total 
112,841 or 
2.59 acres 

All of the requested impacts are approved by the Planning Board, except for Impact 5 for 
construction of the noise berm along US 301 because the criteria for avoidance and minimization 
have not been met. In this case, shifting the berm to the east will avoid the proposed impacts. 
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If the preliminary plan and TCP 1 are revised to eliminate Impact 5, the regulated environmental 
features on the subject property can be found to have been preserved and/or restored to the fullest 
extent possible based on the limits of disturbance shown on the tree conservation plan submitted 
for review. The impacts approved are for the installation of sanitary sewer lines, construction of 
master-planned roads, installation of stormwater management outfalls, and connection to a trunk 
sewer line. 

Regulated Environmental Features 
At the time of final plat, a conservation easement is required to be placed over the regulated 
environmental features to be preserved and over those areas that are being counted toward meeting 
the requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance. The approval of 
the final plat will occur after the approval of the associated specific design plan so that the areas to 
be preserved and/or planted will be clearly delineated. Approval of the final plat should not occur 
until after approval of the associated specific design plan that shows all of the proposed 
development, the associated building envelopes, and the areas to be preserved and/or planted. This 
final plat should show a conservation easement with required notes and permit information per the 
recommended conditions. 

Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance 
This site is subject to the provisions of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Ordinance (WCO) because the entire site has a previously approved Type I tree conservation plan 
and portions of the site have an approved Type II tree conservation plan. 

A Type I Tree Conservation Plan (TCPI/151/90) was approved for the overall site application 
when the pre-1993 woodland conservation threshold (WCT) standard of 10 percent of the net tract 
area for industrial zones was required with no replacement required for clearing. 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) passed by the General Assembly in 1991 
established minimum WCT requirements for local authorities that were greater than those 
previously established by county legislation. As a result, the WCT for industrially-zoned properties 
in the county was raised to 15 percent of the net tract area. The FCA also required "replacement" 
in the calculation of the woodland conservation requirements for the site; this was intended to 
provide a disincentive for the clearing of trees excessively in the development process. In 1993, 
county regulations were revised to include these provisions. 

The Brandywine Commerce Center (TCPI/151/90) was grandfathered under the requirements of 
the pre-1993 ordinance and, as a result, the woodland conservation requirement for the overall 
property was 31.53 acres based on a net tract area of 315 .31 acres. Type II Tree Conservation 
Plans TCPII/68/93, TCPII/84/93, and TCPII/42/97 were subsequently approved under the 
pre-1993 requirements, in conformance with the previously approved TCPI. 
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With the recent rezoning of the property, except for Parcel E which remained in the E-I-A Zone, 
the subject property was changed to the R-M and L-A-C Zones. Because the development pattern 
proposed is significantly different than the previous approval, this property is no longer 
grandfathered under the requirements, and will now need to meet the requirements of the current 
Woodland Conservation Ordinance. The L-A-C Zone has a 15 percent WCT. The R-M Zone has a 
20 percent WCT. 

Woodland conservation for Parcel E, to the extent required, has been accounted for on the revised 
plans submitted. The area of the previously approved TCPII (TCPII/042/97) was included in the 
original TCPI approval and the woodland conservation requirement was calculated and fulfilled in 
accordance with the pre-1993 ordinance. Notes on that TCPII state that: 

"The tree preservation requirements for this project were fully accounted for as part 
of the approved Brandywine Commerce Center, Phase I & Phase II Type II 
TCPil/68/93. Any clearing of the previously established preservation areas will be 
reforested in accordance with these plans." 

Additional notes on the TCPII indicate that the woodland conservation requirement for Parcel E 
was detennined to be 2.55 acres, and that 0.58 acre were provided in on-site preservation and 0.24 
acre were provided through on-site reforestation. Therefore, 1.73 acres of woodland conservation 
was required for Parcel E on the remainder of the Brandywine Commerce Center property. The 
revised TCPl demonstrates the fulfillment of this requirement on the remainder of the property. 

Woodland Conservation and Clearing 
The TCPl covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres of upland woodlands and 
28.64 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCPl encompasses the land area that is included in both 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 for The Villages of Timothy Branch. 

The TCPl proposes clearing 144.30 acres of upland woodlands and 1.06 acres of wooded 
floodplain. The WCT for this property is 53.77 acres. Based upon the proposed clearing, the 
woodland conservation requirement for the development proposed with the addition of the 
1. 73 acres of off-site woodland conservation provided for Parcel E (TCPII/42/97) is 109 .80 acres. 
The plan proposes to meet the requirement with 28. 7 6 acres of on-site preservation, 45. 7 4 acres of 
afforestation, and 33.57 acres of off-site mitigation in fulfillment of the woodland conservation 
requirements for the site. 

Because much of the site is located within a designated evaluation area of the Countywide Green 
Infrastructure Plan and within the watershed of Matta woman Creek, woodland conservation 
should be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. Preservation of existing woodlands is the 
highest priority, but additional afforestation on-site in priority areas to widen stream buffers and 
protect sensitive environmental features is also recommended. In addition, the strategies contained 
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in the General Plan indicate that, if off-site woodland conservation is provided in fulfillment of the 
woodland conservation requirement, it be fulfilled within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

The WCT for the subject property is 53.77 acres. The revised TCPl proposes to provide 
74.50 acres of woodland conservation on-site; this exceeds the WCT for the site plus the 2:1 
replacement requirement for on-site clearing below the threshold ( 53. 77 acres plus 23 .17 acres 
equals 76.94 acres). The concept of providing the threshold acreage and the acreage required for 
clearing below the threshold on-site would meet the criteria of meeting the woodland conservation 
requirements on-site to the fullest extent possible; however, the submitted TCP2 does not fulfill 
this standard. Revisions to the submitted TCP 1 and the provision of notes on the final plat are 
required. The woodland conservation requirements should be fulfilled on-site or within the 
Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

Technical Revisions to the TCPl 
The TCPl requires technical revisions to meet the requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Ordinance (WCO), approved by the County Council on July 13, 2010 and 
effective September 1, 2010. 

Section 25-122(b)(l)(I) and (J) of the WCO sets the minimum sizes for woodland preservation and 
afforestation areas. The minimum width for woodland preservation and afforestation areas is 
50 feet wide and the minimum contiguous area is 10,000 square feet. The minimum dimensions 
for landscaped areas are 35 feet wide and 5,000 square feet in area. Landscaped areas must also 
contain at least 50 percent trees. 

It appears that there are areas shown on the TCPl that do not meet these minimum standards. The 
plan must be revised to meet these minimum standards and all of the design criteria contained in 
Section 25-122. For example, Preservation Areas PA-1 and PA-2 are very small and impractical to 
preserve. It also appears that PA-2 is within a master-planned right-of-way and, as such, cannot be 
counted. Reforestation Area RA-2 contains several locations that do not meet the minimum width 
standards, resulting in several fragmented areas that will not meet the minimum size requirements. 
A complete analysis of the proposed preservation and afforestation areas must be conducted by a 
qualified professional prior to submission for signature approval to ensure that the plans meet the 
minimum standards of Subtitle 25. 

Section 25-122(b)(l)(O) requires woodland conservation areas to be shown no closer than 20 feet 
from the sides of all commercial buildings. Unless a justification is provided regarding an 
alternative placement of utilities and access points to the rears of townhouse lots, a 10-foot-wide 
unobstructed area must be maintained around all sides and rears of each stick of townhouses, or 
duplexes in this case. This clear access zone should be unobstructed by woodland conservation 
areas, landscaping, or noise mitigation measures. 
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It appears that woodland conservation is being proposed within the proposed rights-of-way of 
public roads. Section 25-122(b)(l)(N) contains restrictions for the placement of woodland 
conservation within rights-of-way. The plans should be revised accordingly. 

The specimen tree table must be revised in accordance with the condition analysis procedure 
contained in the Environmental Technical Manual, and the proposed disposition of the specimen 
trees must be included in the specimen tree table. The table also lacks the required note regarding 
the method oflocation of the specimen trees (field located or surveyed). On a TCPl, the trees are 
only required to be field located; however, at the time of TCP2 review, the trees must be survey 
located. 

If any of the minimum standards of Subtitle 25 cannot be met and a variance request associated 
with the CDP was not approved for a certain design feature, then the TCPl associated with this 
application must meet all of the minimum standards. 

Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance 
Subtitle 25, Division 3, Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance, requires a minimum percentage of tree, 
canopy on properties that require a tree conservation plan or letter of exemption. Properties zoned 
R-M are required to provide a minimum of 15 percent of the gross tract area in tree canopy. It 
appears that this property will be able to meet the requirement by using tl1e existing woodlands 
that are proposed to be preserved (the woodlands within the 100-year floodplain may be counted 
toward meeting the tree canopy coverage requirement). 

Soils 
According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in the 
Beltsville, Bibb, Chillum, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, and Leonardtown series. Beltsville soils are highly 
erodible, have perched water tables, and impeded drainage. Bibb soils are highly erodible and 
hydric. Chillum soils are highly erodible. Croom and Sassafras soils pose few difficulties for 
development. Elkton and Iuka soils are highly erodible and hydric. Leonardtown soils are highly 
erodible, have perched water table, poor drainage, and typically have wetlands. High groundwater 
is problematic for both foundations and basements. This information is provided for the 
applicant's benefit, and may affect the architectural design of structures, grading requirements, and 
stormwater management elements of the site. The Prince George's County Department of Public 
Works and Transportation (DPW &T) may require a soils report in conformance with County 
Council Bill CB-94-2004 during the pennit process review. 

General Plan Noise Standards 
Policies contained in the General Plan call for the reduction of adverse noise impacts to meet State 
of Maryland noise standards. 
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Crain Highway (US 301) is an existing source of traffic-generated noise, and a master-planned 
freeway. Using the Environmental Planning Section (The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning C01mnission (M-NCPPC)) noise model, the anticipated 65 dBA Ldn noise contour 
would lie 690 feet from the center line of US 301. Because the closest point of development in the 
L-A-C-zoned portion of the site is located over 1,500 feet from US 301, there is no need to 
mitigate transportation-related noise impacts within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site for 
us 301. 

Matta woman Drive is a master-planned arterial roadway that may have noise impacts on the 
subject application. Residential development located along the east side of Matta woman Drive 
must be evaluated in relation to noise impacts. The Subdivision Regulations require that residential 
development adjacent to an arterial roadway provide a minimum lot depth of 150 feet, in part to 
address noise-related concerns. 

A Phase I noise study was prepared and submitted for the subject property (The Villages of 
Timothy Branch Phase I Noise Analysis, prepared by Phoenix Noise and Vibration, LLC, dated 
April 13, 2010) to evaluate transportation-related noise impacts on proposed residential areas in 
the L-A-C Zone along the southeast side ofMattawoman Drive. 

The conclusion of the noise study (page 14) indicates, in part, that: 

"Residential building structures and outdoor activity areas throughout The Villages of 
Timothy Branch are exposed to transportation noise levels ranging up to 76 dBA 
Ldn ... Further analysis is required to determine the exact mitigation designs necessary, 
which may include modifications to proposed building structures, site planning and noise 
barriers." 

Previous comments requested that the TCPl and preliminary plan be revised to show the location 
of the unmitigated 65 dBA Ldn noise contours. The TCPl and preliminary plan have been revised 
to show the unmitigated 75, 70, and 65 dBA Ldn noise contour at ground level for the portion of 
Mattawoman Drive north of Road N. The entire length ofMattawoman Drive north of A-55 is 
classified as an arterial (A-63), so the umnitigated noise contours must be delineated for the entire 
length ofMattawoman Drive on the subject property. 

The TCPl and preliminary plan have been revised to show the location of all unmitigated noise 
contours of 65 dBA Ldn or greater adjacent to roads classified as arterials or higher. The plans also 
show conceptually how noise mitigation will be provided. 

Brandywine Road 
Brandywine Road (MD 381) runs along the northern boundary of the subject property, and was 
designated in the Subregion VI Master Plan (1993) as a historic road. Because Brandywine Road 
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is a state road, it is not subject to the Design Guidelines and Standards for Scenic and Historic 
Roads adopted by DPW &T, and is subject to road improvements as determined by the Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA). 

SHA has adopted a policy of implementing context sensitive solutions (CSS) for road 
construction, which applies to all of SRA's projects. Context sensitive solutions result from a 
collaborative, interdisciplinary approach to developing and implementing transportation projects, 
involving all stakeholders to ensure that transportation projects are in harmony with communities 
and preserve and enhance environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and historic resources while enhancing 
safety and mobility. Prince George's County has a special interest in encouraging context sensitive 
solutions when state roads are also county-designated scenic and historic roads. 

The previous master plan for Subregion V (1993) classified Brandywine Road as an industrial 
road west ofMattawoman Drive. East ofMattawoman Drive, passing over the Timothy Branch 
stream valley and towards adjacent residential zoning, Brandywine Road was proposed to remain a 
collector ( C-613 ). 

The recently approved Master Plan for Subregion 5 (2009) retains the collector classification for 
the portion of the roadway east of Mattawoman Drive, and upgrades the previous industrial 
roadway west of Matta woman Drive to collector status. As previously noted, Record Plat 
NLP 181 @ 41 delineates a 30-foot-wide landscape buffer associated with the subject application 
in the following locations: the south side of Short Cut Road, the south side of Brandywine Road, 
and the west side ofMattawoman Drive. This 30-foot-wide landscape buffer was required in order 
to confonn to the buffer requirements of the prior 1-3 zoning. 

The design and implementation of any road improvements to Brandywine Road required by this 
project must include context sensitive solutions and the review should be coordinated with SHA 
and the Transportation and Environmental Planning Sections of M-NCPPC. The preliminary plan 
shall be revised to address all CDP conditions regarding roadway buffering. 

Stormwater Management 
The Stormwater Management Concept Approval Letter and Plan (11355_-2009-00), approved on 
May 26, 2009 by DPW &T, was submitted with this application which included sixteen conditions 
of approval and five traffic safety comments. No further information about the stormwater 
management concept approval letter or plan is necessary at this time. A site development 
stonnwater management plan is required to be reviewed with the SDP for the site. This plan shall 
be submitted as part of the SDP submittal requirements and reviewed along with the SDP. 

6. Variation for Lot Depth-The applicant requests a variation from Section 24-121(a)(4) of the 
Subdivision Regulations for the purpose ofreducing the required residential lot depth adjacent to 
Mattawoman Drive, a designated arterial road, and US 301/ MD 5, a designated freeway. 
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Section 24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision Regulations establishes design guidelines for lots adjacent 
to existing or planned arterial roads and freeways. This section requires that lots adjacent to 
arterials be platted with a minimum depth of 150 feet. Lots adjacent to freeways shall be platted 
with a depth of 300 feet. This requirement provides ample space to create adequate protection 
from traffic nuisances including berms, plantings, and fencing, as well as the option of establishing 
a building restriction line where appropriate. The ordinance uses the word adjacent which is 
defined in Section 27-107.01 of the Zoning Ordinance as nearby, but not necessarily sharing a 
common point or property line ("abutting," "adjoining," or "contiguous"). 

This property is bounded on the west side by US 301/MD 5, a designated freeway. Parcel D, a 
proposed homeowners association (HOA) parcel, immediately abuts this road. The parcel ranges in 
depth from 90 feet to 110 feet. Fifteen single-family dwellings and twenty-four townhomes 
immediately abut the east side of the parcel. The single-family dwellings are approximately 
120 feet deep. The townhome lots are approximately 90 feet deep. The effective depth of the 
adjacent lots, meaning the lot depth plus the intervening Parcel D, totals between 210 and 230 feet. 
The applicant requests a lot depth variation for these single-family and townhome lots from the 
required 300 feet. Staff supports these variation requests if studies, at the time of SDP, show that 
the mitigated impact of noise from US 301/MD 5 is less than 65 dBA Ldn for outdoor activity 
areas and 45 dB A Ldn for interiors of the houses. 

Proposed Mattawoman Drive, a designated arterial road, bisects the property. Approximately ten 
residential lots for multifamily and two-over-two dwellings are proposed along Mattawoman 
Drive. In most cases, these are shown to be 150 feet deep, but several of the property lines are 
unclear. A full 150-foot lot depth is required for these parcels to provide the setbacks that are 
required in the approved CDPs. The applicant should revise the plans to show a 150-foot lot depth 
for all multifamily parcels along Mattawoman Drive. The applicant has identified 33 other 
residential lots that are adjacent to Mattawoman Drive and require variations. For most of these, a 
portion of the property is within 150 feet of the road, but is most often screened by other dwellings 
that immediately front the road. The Planning Board approves these variation requests, with some 
flexibility in the absolute number of lots impacted by this variation to allow some revisions in the 
lotting pattern at the time of SDP, subject to conditions. 

Section 24-l 13(a) of the Subdivision Regulations sets forth the required fmdings for approval of 
variation requests. Section 24-l 13(a) reads: 

Where the Planning Board finds that extraordinary hardship or practical difficulties may 
result from strict compliance with this Subtitle and/or that the purposes of this Subtitle may 
be served to a greater extent by an alternative proposal, it may approve variations from 
these Subdivision Regulations so that substantial justice may be done and the public interest 
secured, provided that such variation shall not have the effect of nullifying the intent and 
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purpose of this Subtitle; and further provided that the Planning Board shall not approve 
variations unless it shall make findings based upon evidence presented to it in each specific 
case that: 

Approval of the applicant's request does not have the effect of nullifying the intent and purpose of 
the Subdivision Regulations. fu fact, strict compliance with the requirements of Section 24-121 
could result in practical difficulties to the applicant that could result in the applicant not being able 
to develop this property. 

(1) The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or 
welfare, or injurious to other property; 

The Planning Board's approval of the two affiliated CDPs was extensive with regard to design 
considerations to address noise concerns. The preliminary plan and TCP 1 should be revised to 
reflect the noise-related revisions to the CDPs required by conditions of approval, including 
required setbacks along Mattawoman Drive. This is further addressed in the Urban Design 
findings below. 

The applicant proposes dwelling units adjacent to US 301 with noise mitigation provided by an 
earthen berm. The footprint of the proposed berm is 100 feet for most of its length and, as it goes 
around the Southern Maryland Oil property, it narrows to less than 50 feet. This may not be 
sufficient space to provide the height proposed. The berm is also proposed to be partially located 
within the ultimate right-of-way of US 301. 

A minimum lot depth of 300 feet is required along a freeway or expressway. The plan proposes 
27 townhouse units and 12 single-family dwelling units which do not meet the 300-foot lot depth 
from the ultimate right-of-way. A noise mitigation benn 25 feet in height has been proposed along 
US 301 to reduce the noise exposure from the freeway on the proposed residential dwellings. 

The single-family dwellings proposed have a minimum lot depth of 240 feet and require variations 
ranging from zero to 60 feet to meet the standard. Based on design standards proposed in the CDP 
text, a 25-foot-wide front yard is proposed for the single-family dwellings in the R-M Zone (page 
30) with a 25-foot-wide minimum rear yard. This would place the dwelling unit outside of the 75 
dBA Ldn noise contour, and a substantial amount of the outdoor activity areas would also be 
outside of the 75 dBA Ldn noise contour. 

The townhouses proposed have a minimum lot depth of 190 feet from the right-of-way and require 
variations ranging from 90 to 110 feet to meet the standard. Based on the design standards 
proposed in the CDP text, an 800-square-foot minimum yard area is required for townhouses in the 
R-M Zone (page 30). This would place the dwelling unit outside of the 75 dBA Ldn noise contour, 
with a substantial amount of the outdoor activity areas inside of the 75 dBA noise contour. The 
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noise mitigation proposed consists of a 25-foot-high berm located 100 feet or less from the rear of 
the structures. It is not clear that the applicant can provide adequate noise mitigation in this area. 

At the time of SDP, the applicant shall provide evidence that the outdoor activity areas of the 
single-family and townhouse lots along US 301/MD 5 will be outside of the 65 dBA Ldn 
mitigated noise contour. The earthen benn proposed in this area should be analyzed in light of the 
future right-of-way for US 301/MD 5. If mitigation to these levels cannot be accomplished, the 
applicant shall move all lots outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated noise contour. The loss oflots 
may result if the lots cannot be appropriately relocated at the time of SDP. 

The applicant proposes a variation to 33 lots adjacent to Mattawoman Drive (A-63). Most of the 
properties requiring variation are oriented along side streets, with a side wall facing the arterial 
roadway. Acceptable noise levels for outdoor activity areas are 65 dBA Ldn for outdoor activity 
areas and 45 dBA Ldn for indoor areas. fu these cases, additional interior and exterior noise 
mitigation measures, such as fences or walls, should be required at the time of SDP. 

Future revisions at the time of SDP may result in a change to the number of lots that are impacted 
by noise along Mattawoman Drive. The Planning Board approves a variation to lot depth along the 
length of Mattawoman Drive subject to conditions that the acceptable noise levels identified above 
are maintained. 

(2) The conditions on which the variation is based are unique to the property for which 
the variation is sought and are not applicable generally to other properties; 

The conditions on which the variations are based are unique to the property. Noise from two 
master-planned roadways designated as arterial and higher impact the site. At the same time, 
master plans and the approved zoning call for significant residential density in this area. The site is 
further constrained from the east by the Timothy Branch stream valley. There are few places on the 
site that can accommodate residential development, protect the environment, and avoid some 
impact from roadway noise. 

(3) The variation does not constitute a violation of any other applicable law, ordinance, 
or regulation; and 

The master plan mentions, but does not preclude, development within areas impacted by noise. 
The master plan includes the following recommendations concerning noise intrusion that are 
particularly relevant to this development application: 

Policy: Ensure that excessive noise-producing uses are not located near uses that are 
particularly sensitive to noise intrusion. 
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Strategies: Evaluate development and redevelopment proposals in areas subject to 
significant noise intrusions using Phase I noise studies and noise models. 

Provide for adequate setbacks for development exposed to existing and proposed 
noise generators and roadways of arterial classification or greater. 

Further review of noise issues, particularly for the interior of buildings, will take place at the time 
of SDP. It should be noted that, while interior noise can be mitigated using sound absorption 
materials in construction, outside noise cannot be as easily mitigated. Hence, granting a variation 
to the lot depths along. MD 5/US 301 should be carefully analyzed to ensure that the outside noise 
levels will not cause significant adverse impacts to future residents, particularly to children. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions 
of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is 
carried out; 

Without the approval of these variations, the subject property would not be developed in 
accordance with the vision and goals of the master plan and the approved basic plan. Development 
constraints on this site that are specific to the property, including the required construction of a 
master plan required arterial and the proximity to a freeway, create a particular hardship that 
requires relief provided by these variations. 

7. Community Planning-The land use proposed by this application is consistent with the General 
Plan Development Pattern policies for the Developing Tier and a community center. This 
application is located in the Developing Tier. The vision for the Developing Tier is to maintain a 
pattern of low- to moderate-density suburban residential communities, distinct commercial centers, 
and employment areas that are increasingly transit serviceable. A portion of the application is 
within the boundaries of a designated community level center for Brandywine, per an amendment 
to the General Plan approved as part of the 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan. The vision 
for centers.is mixed residential and nonresidential uses at moderate to high densities and 
intensities, with a strong emphasis on transit-oriented development. · 

This application conforms to the recommendations of the 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master 
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for a mix of residential and commercial land uses in the 
Developing Tier and appears to conform to recommendations for a residential component of mixed 
land use in the Brandywine Community Center, albeit at the lo~ end of the recommended density 
range. Until published, the approved master plan and SMA consists of the following documents: 
the February 2009 Preliminary Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment as revised 
or amended by an Errata Sheet dated March 31, 2009; the Planning Board Resolution of Adoption 
(PGCPB No. 09-109); and the District Council Resolution of Approval (CR-61-2009). 
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The location of the transit facility and the designation of the center core has driven the location of 
multifamily dwellings in this development, therefore, the applicant should show the center core 
and edge boundaries on the preliminary plan and indicate that the development densities proposed 
in the center edge and center core conform with plan polices for residential land use in this center. 

The following planning issues were identified in the review of the preliminary plan of subdivision: 

a. Transit Right-of-Way-The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) has completed a 
multi-year project and released a final draft report for the Southern Maryland Transit 
Corridor Preservation Study (January 2010) which recommends the preservation ofright
of-way for future transit from La Plata to the Branch A venue Metro Station. The 
recommendations in the study reinforce the county's approved land use plan along the MD 
5/US 301 corridor. At the location of the proposed Villages of Timothy Branch 
development, the preferred alternative for the transit right-of-way is along the east side of 
MD 5/US 301. This right-of-way should be noted on the preliminary plan and land needed 
to preserve the future right-of-way should be included in any development proposals for 
this area. 

The MT A final draft report states: 

Section 1.2, Purpose and Need of Corridor Preservation Study 

"Acting now to preserve a transit right-of-way in the study area is the first step 
towards reaching the goal of a future transit system along the MD 5/US 301 
corridor. Waiting to preserve a transit right-of-way could allow the inevitable 
continued growth in the region to occur in form of sprawl, risking the loss of 
available land, and the loss of continued right-of-way for transit. Additionally, 
preserving right-of-way will help enable the counties to coordinate land use with 
the transit system so they complement each other." 

Section 5 .1, Selection of Preferred Alternative 

"The Preferred Alternative would provide service to all important trip generators 
including: Saint Charles Towne Center, Waldorf, Brandywine Crossing, Southern 
Maryland Hospital Center, Woodyard Crossing, Andrews AFB, and the Branch 
A venue Metrorail station. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would provide 
service to both Charles and Prince George's counties proposed developments 
within the corridor. 
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"The Preferred Alternative has been identified as an alignment Charles and Prince 
George's County should protect through their Master Plans. Preservation will 
enable the counties to plan for transit by implementing policies supportive of 
densely developed, walkable, mixed-use centers that would attract and create 
transit trips, thus improving the cost-effectiveness of providing service on the 
alignment. Nevertheless, future project planning and development processes, such 
as the FT A's New Starts program and NEPA, will require revisiting potential 
alignments and modes." 

Section 5.2, Station Locations & Connectivity-Timothy Branch (TB) 

"The TB Station is the southern most station in Prince George's County and 
expected to be mostly a walk-up station. However, to support potential drive 
access from the west side of MD 5/US 301, a 200 space surface parking lot is 
recommended. The station is located at Brandywine Crossing, a new commercial 
development. Additionally, the Subregion V Master Plan has identified a 
community center on the east side of MD 5/US 301 within walking distance of the 
TB station. The community center would provide mixed-use buildings and 
interconnected walking and bicycle paths, which are optimal around transit 
stations." 

The plan does not show the proposed transit alignment along US 301/MD 5 on the west 
side of this application although a symbol for a proposed transit station in the vicinity of 
the application's southern property line is included. As discussed in the Transportation 
finding, the applicant is providing a benn for mitigation along US 301/MD 5. The area 
proposed for this berm constitutes ample area for future configurations of this transit 
facility. As the development of the transit connection has not reached a design stage that 
will allow dedication or reservation of property, the actual alignment cannot be shown on 
the plan. However, the proposed transit alignment should be noted along US 301 on the 
preliminary plan of subdivision. 

b. Truck Traffic and Industrial Access-The warehouse use in the abutting E-I-A Zone 
generates significant truck traffic. The sole access to this site is from Brandywine Road 
along Mattawoman Drive. Presently, large trucks cue up and sit idle or are parked along 
Mattawoman Drive. This is not appropriate in a residential area. In the alternative, ingress 
and egress to the site from Short Cut Road from the north could entirely eliminate this 
truck traffic through the Timothy Branch development. Approximately 500 feet of 
roadway would need to be constructed through the applicant's industrially-zoned property 
(Parcel G) to make this connection. To ensure the compatibility of future residential uses 
in Timothy Branch with this existing industrial use, the existing entrance off of 
Mattawoman Drive should be limited to passenger vehicles, and trucks should utilize a 
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new road from Short Cut Drive. The construction of this roadway should be timed so that 
new residential development will not be negatively impacted by truck traffic. 

Providing an access connection between the existing warehouse/distribution facility and 
Short Cut Road was included as a condition of approval of CDP-0902. The preliminary 
plan should be revised to show this proposed connection. Plans for the connection should 
be finalized prior to SDP approval to provide an alternative access to this warehouse 
operation, especially for heavy truck traffic. 

c. Residential and Industrial Land Use Compatibility-The applicant proposes to 
construct 146 townhouse dwelling units in Pod _CT. Abutting Pod G to the west are three 
industrial parcels in the I-1 Zone. The Southern Maryland Transit Corridor Preservation 
Study (January 2010) identifies a possible maintenance yard for buses or trains on one of 
the I-1-zoned parcels. Although this is only one possible location for the maintenance 
yard, the property was retained in the I-1 Zone in the 2009 Sectional Map Amendment, 
therefore, industrial development is likely. Since the approval of CDP-0902, the applicant 
has provided an exhibit redesigning this area. The redesign replaces the townhomes along 
this edge with duplexes that have larger rear yards. This also increases the distance from 
the site boundary to the rear of the property lines from 80 feet to 100 feet. This is an 
improved design generally and allows further opportunity for screening landscaping at the 
time of SDP for increased buffering in this area. 

d. Noise impacts on residential lots located within the higher noise contours that are not 
recommended for residential uses. The noise impacts are addressed in the Variation 
section t[ofthis report]. 

8. Parks and Recreation-The Commission has reviewed the comprehensive design plans and 
Preliminary Plan 4-09003 for conformance with Basic Plan A-9997-C and A-9998-C conditions, 
the requirements and recommendations of the current approved Prince George's County General 
Plan, the Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for Subregion 5, zoning 
regulations, subdivision regulations, and existing conditions in the vicinity of the proposed 
development as they pertain to public parks and recreation facilities. 

The subject property consists of 262 acres in the Residential Medium Development (R-M) Zone 
and 72.26 acres in the Local Activity Center (L-A-C) Zone. The applicant's proposal indicates that 
1,200 residential dwelling units will be provided as part of the planned development, including 
single-family and multifamily dwelling units. Using current occupancy statistics for single-family 
and multifamily dwellings, the proposed development would result in an increase of 3,328 
additional residents in the Brandywine area community. 
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The addition of 3,328 new residents to the existing Brandywine community would significantly 
impact public recreational facilities in the existing community. The Prince George's County 
General Plan establishes objectives related to the provision of public parkland. The General Plan 
states that a minimum of 15 acres ofM-NCPPC local parkland should be provided per 
1,000 county residents and 20 acres ofregional, countywide, and special M-NCPPC parkland per 
1,000 residents. By applying the General Plan standards for the projected population in the new 
community (3,328), 50 acres oflocal and 66.5 acres ofregional public parkland suitable for active 
recreation will be needed to serve the proposed development. 

Section 24-134 of the Subdivision Regulations requires the mandatory dedication of 30.5 acres of 
parkland suitable for active and passive recreation to serve the proposed development. 

Prior approvals, including the basic plans and CDPs, provide requirements for improvements to 
the nearby undeveloped Brandywine Area Community Park. To meet the mandatory dedication of 
parkland under the Subdivision Regulations, the applicant proposes private on-site recreational 
facilities in lieu of mandatory dedication of parkland. These on-site private recreational facilities 
meet the Subdivision Regulations. The tpayment of a fee-in-lieu of off-site public facilities 
adequately serve the residential needs of the development and meet the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. 

Off-site Public Facilities 
To meet zoning requirements, the applicant proposes tthe payment of a fee-in-lieu of off-site 
public recreational facilities. Condition 8 of approved Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall provide either: 

a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Park and Recreational Facilities Guidelines and dedication of on-site a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

The subject property is located 0.75 mile south of the undeveloped, 62-acre Brandywine Area 
Community Park. t(l,. park concept plan has been developed which demonstrates that the park 
property can accommodate the following recreational facilities: soccer field, softball field, youth 
soccer field, school age playground, tot lot, four picnic shelters, r.vo basketball courts, asphalt and 
nature trails, and a 130 space parking lot. Currently, there is no Capital Improvement Program 
(GIP) funding allocated for the development of this park.] 
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To address conditions of the basic plans and provide recreational opportunities for the residents of 
the proposed development, the applicant proposes the tpayment of a fee-in-lieu for the 
construction of major off-site recreational facilities at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park 
t[ineluding: one softball field, one soeeer field, and a 65 spaee parking lot. The first phase of park 
eonstruetion \Vill have aeeess from Missouri Avenue]. 

On-site Private Facilities 
To meet subdivision requirements, the applicant proposes on-site private recreational facilities. 
In addition, the applicant proposes an extensive package of on-site private recreational facilities 
including: two recreational centers with swimming pools, tennis courts, two gazebos, a stream 
valley trail, tot lot, school-age playground, three multi-age playgrounds, and one open play area. 

The development of these facilities was generally addressed in the conditions of CDP-0901 and 
CDP-0902. Those conditions state: 

An overall recreational facilities agreement (RFA) should be required to address the 
development of these facilities. With specific RFAs, appropriate triggers for 
construction and timing for the bonding of these facilities can be established to 
ensure a concurrency of the provision of the facilities as the development progresses. 

The combination of the proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and ta fee-in
lieu of $700,000 for off-site public recreational facilities will satisfy the recreational needs of the 
residents of the Villages of Timothy Branch planned community, and fulfill the requirements of 
mandatory dedication tand Condition 8(b) of A-9987. 

9. Trails-The proposal was reviewed for conformance to the provision for trails, sidewalks, and 
pedestrian circulation in the Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT) and 
the Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (area master plan). 

The development proposal is in the "community center" described on pages 49 and 50 in the area 
master plan. A variety of road cross sections exist along Brandywine Road and sidewalks are 
missing along many segments. Sidewalk and pathway construction is needed within the 
Brandywine and Aquasco communities, and Brandywine Road is a heavily-used corridor for long 
distance cyclists. All development plans in these areas should include dedication for on-road 
bicycle accommodations, sidewalks, sidepaths, trails, and off-road bicycle accommodations where 
specified by the master plans or where proposals require these facilities to meet other master plan 
goals. 

Both the area master plan and the MPOT recommend that pedestrian and bicycle facilities be 
constructed as part of new development in the Brandywine area where the subject property is 
located. The area master plan recommends that future development in Brandywine be connected 
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by pedestrian and bicycle networks to areas north of the subject site, where Brandywine Road 
provides a parallel route to MD 5 for pedestrians and bicyclists. The plan recommends that 
Brandywine Road contain a dual-route bikeway between MD 223 and the Charles County line. A 
dual-route bikeway contains both an on-road bikeway and a sidepath for multi-use purposes, 
including bikes, pedestrian, and other trail users. The area master plan recommends that sidewalks 
be constructed throughout Brandywine, and that a stream valley trail be constructed within the 
Timothy Branch stream valley to provide a section of trail network between Dyson Road and 
Mattawoman Creek. Brandywine Road is depicted on the MPOT map set as a proposed 
bikeway/sidepath. 

Additionally, the area master pian recommends that developers provide bicycle parking, lockers (if 
they are major employers), bicycle-friendly intersection improvements, and trail connections as 
part of development proposals (page 122). The plan recommends bicycle signage and safety 
improvements along designated bikeways. 

The MPOT recommends that Developing Tier centers and corridors should integrate the 
transportation system with a mix of land uses that support all modes of travel, including future use 
of moderate bus transit service, as well as bicycle and pedestrian modes qf travel for shopping, 
recreation, and commuting trips. Corridor and right-of-way preservation for future transportation 
(particularly transit) facilities and systems are major challenges in the Developing Tier, particularly 
on roads that serve Developing Tier centers (page 20). 

The District Council approved Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-C with conditions in July 2008. 
Those conditions address the provision of trails and sidewalks within this development site. 

Based a meeting with the applicant on October 14, 2010 and a staff level meeting on 
October 18, 2010, a number of modifications were made to the recommended conditions of 
approval. 

Mattawoman Drive/Matapeake Business Drive 
Condition 5 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Mattawoman Drive (A-63) is a proposed bikeway/sidepath as depicted on the map set in the 
MPOT. It is a master-planned arterial road and should contain sidewalks, and a sidepath or 
on-road bike,Fay. The zoning cases require that the applicant shall provide standard sidewalks 
along both sides of Matta woman Drive, unless modified by DPW &T. As stated in the 
Transportation finding, no further dedication of Matta woman Drive is required. 
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It is recommended that the applicant provide a sidepath along the east side of Mattawoman Drive 
and a sidewalk on the west side of the road to fulfill the MPOT recommendation. The specific 
details of the sidewalks and pedestrian refuges will be reviewed at the time of specific design plan. 

Matapeake Business Drive (A-63) is proposed to begin south of the intersection of A-63 and A-55. 
This has been moved off site in recent revisions to the plan. All recommendations for Matapeake 
Business Drive are contained in those for Mattawoman Drive. 

Nearby Roadways 
Condition 4 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject 
site's entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and 
ramps at all intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting 
strip. 

The area master plan moved A-55 off of the subject site to the south. This condition is no longer 
applicable to this development. 

Short Cut Road runs along the northwest frontage of the site. This road will eventually contain 
pedestrian and bikeway facilities within the Brandywine Community Center where the road will 
serve new uses. No new uses are proposed along this road, and the road may be affected by a 
planned highway interchange at the intersection of Crain Highway (US 301) and Branch Avenue 
(MD 5). 

Brandywine Road runs along the north frontage of the site. As addressed in the Environmental 
finding above, this road is a designated historic road. The applicant should provide an 
eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of Brandywine Road, 
unless modified by SHA. As identified in the Transportation finding, the applicant is proposing 
dedication along Brandywine Road of 40 feet from centerline. This has been deemed adequate. 
Striping of the bike lane is entirely in SHA' s control and the dedication that they require can 
accommodate either bike lanes or wide outside curb lanes, at the discretion of SHA. 

Timothy Branch Trail 
The area master plan and the MPOT recommend a trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley 
between Dyson Road and Mattawoman Creek. A significant section of this planned trail is part of 
this application. This trail should be linked to the subdivision and be aligned along the stream 
valley. 

Condition 3 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 
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3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

Condition 3 of CDP-0901 states: 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail 
along the subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within 
M-NCPPC parkland or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. 
Trail connectors should be provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent 
development envelopes. 

Condition 35 of CDP-0902 states: 

35. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch 
trail) along the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream 
valley, unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring 
the same. 

This trail location has been evaluated from a number of perspectives. As proposed by the applicant 
on the preliminary plan, the trail conforms to the conditions of Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-
C, and it appears to be adequate for the proposed use and will implement the master-planned trails 
in this area. The applicant is providing this trail along the appropriate portions of the Timothy 
Branch stream valley. 

The Planning Board has determined that trail locations are sometimes so close to single-family 
private residential lots that special notification is needed to inform future homebuyers of the frails' 
location. The present case does contain some trail locations and alignments that bring the trail 
close to residential lots. 

The applicant shall provide the eight-foot-wide master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream 
valley at the location agreed to by the applicant, DRD, and the trails coordinator. This trail will 
also utilize existing subdivision roads where necessary to avoid environmental impacts and 
running immediately behind residential lots. As this trail will be a private HOA trail, no equestrian 
component is recommended. 

The HOA can elect to provide any signage that residents request in the future. Residents of the 
community will be familiar with the area, the nearby destinations, and probably will not require 
major wayfinding. This trail will not be used by those who do not already live in the community 
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and we probably do not want to place signage that might encourage the public to use the private 
HOA trail. 

Interior Circulation 
The MPOT recommends using complete street principles in designated centers and corridors, and 
it encourages the use of medians as pedestrian refuge islands. It also recommends increasing 
crossing opportunities for pedestrians. There are niany pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
recommended for the subject property. It may be feasible to include a raised median or small 
refuge islands at some pedestrian crossing locations, making it easier and safer for pedestrians to 
cross the road. At the time of specific design plan, the proposal should contain safety measures 
such as pedestrian refuges along major road intersections where road crossings are provided for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. . 

Policy 2 of the Trails, Bikeways, and Pedestrian Mobility section of the MPOT recommends 
providing "adequate pedestrian and bicycle linkages to schools, parks, and recreation areas, 
commercial areas, and employment centers." There are four recreational facilities and two 
recreation centers shown on the subject plan. Trails provided within the development should be 
linked to the recreational facilities and centers. It is recommended that the applicant provide 
sidepaths or on-road bikeways for bicyclists, and sidepaths or sidewalks for pedestrians, on or 
along the roadways that lead to the recreational facilities and centers. 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines 
recommend that barriers be provided to protect trails from automobile use and to reduce conflicts 
between automobiles and path users. It is recommended that trail access points be designed to 
ensure that off-road motorized vehicles do not use trails except for maintenance and emergency 
purposes or wheelchair access. At the time of specific design plan, the applicant must provide 
details of these measures. Bollards and/or other appropriate structures should be used to prevent 
motorized vehicles from entering trail routes at any crossing of a public road right-of-way or at any 
trail staging area. 

Conditions 6 and 7b of A-9987-C and A-9988-C state: 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of preliminary plan and specific design plan. Trail connectors may 
be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

7b. Provide a site-wide pedestrian circulation plan, including the possible location of a 
bus stop(s) and its supporting pedestrian path network, the location of pedestrian 
crossings, and a connection to the adjacent retail components of the site. 
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The applicant is proposing sidewalks and bikeways along the internal roads to support the 
residential and mixed-use development that is proposed. The sidewalk details will be evaluated at 
the time of specific design plan. Pedestrian routes between commercial buildings and from parking 
areas to commercial buildings will be evaluated in more detailed at the time of SDP. 

The applicant has proposed a comprehensive site-wide pedestrian circulation plan. Bus transit stop 
locations have been provided along Mattawoman Drive and appear to be adequate for the proposed 
use. Transit locations are shown on the approved CDP. Additional facilities and amenities 
at these stops can be evaluated at the time of SDP. 

Based on the preceding analysis, adequate bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilities would 
exist to serve the proposed subdivision as required under Section 24-123 of the Prince George's 
County Code, with conditions. 

10. Transportation-The overall site is located south of MD 381 and east of US 301/MD 5 on both 
sides of existing and planned Mattawoman Drive. The applicant proposes to develop the overall 
property as a mixed-use development with approximately 1,200 residences and 305,000 square 
feet of commercial space. 

Analysis of Traffic Impacts 
The application is a preliminary plan of subdivision for a mixed-use development consisting of the 
following uses (with the commercial uses as described in the traffic study and with the residential 
uses in accordance with the current submitted preliminary plan) having the following trip 
generation: 
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4-09003, Villages at Timothy Branch 
Use Use AM Peak Hour PMPeakHour 

Quantity Type In Out Tot In Out Tot 
Residential 
One-Family Detached 101 units 14 61 75 60 31 91 
One-Family Semidetached 100 units 14 56 70 52 28 80 
Townhouse 379 units 53 212 265 197 106 303 
Two-Family Attached 352 units 49 197 246 183 98 281 
Multifamily 268 units 27 112 139 105 56 161 
Total Residential 1200 units 157 638 795 597 319 916 
Commercial 
Retail (total trips) 100,000 Sq feet 95 61 156 600 600 1200 
Less 60 percent pass-by and internal -56 -36 -92 -360 -360 -720 
Retail (net trips) 39 25 64 240 240 480 
General Office 205,000 Sq feet 369 41 410 72 307 379 
Total Commercial 305,000 Sq feet 408 66 474 312 547 859 
Total 465 704 1269 909 866 1775 

The trip generation is estimated using trip rates in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic 
Impact of Development Proposals." 

The traffic generated by the proposed preliminary plan would impact the following seven critical 
intersections, interchanges, and links in the transportation system: 

US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (future/signalized) 
• MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
• US 301 and MD 381 (signalized) 
• MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (signalized) 
• US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive (signalized) 

US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive (signalized) 
• US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 

The application is supported by a traffic study dated July 2009 provided by the applicant and 
referred to the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the Department of Public 
Works and Transportation (DPW &T). Comments from DPW &T and SHA have been received. 
The findings and recommendations outlined below are based upon a review of these materials and 
analyses conducted by the staff of the Transportation Planning Section (M-NCPPC), consistent 
with the guidelines. 

The subject property is located within the Developing Tier, as defined in the Prince George's 
County Approved General Plan. As such, the subject property is evaluated according to the 
following standards: 
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Links and signalized intersections: Level of Service (LOS) D, with signalized intersections 
operating at a critical lane volume (CLV) of 1,450 or better. Mitigation, as defined by Section 
24-124( a)( 6) of the Subdivision Regulations, is pennitted at signalized intersections within any tier 
subject to meeting the geographical criteria in the guidelines. 

Unsignalized intersections: The Highway Capacity Manual procedure for unsignalized 
intersections is not a true test of adequacy, but rather an indicator that further operational studies 
need to be C(?nducted. Vehicle delay in any movement exceeding 50.0 seconds is deemed to be an 
unacceptable operating condition at unsignalized intersections. In response to such a finding, the 
Planning Board has generally recommended that the applicant provide a traffic signal warrant 
study and install the signal ( or other less costly warranted traffic controls) if deemed warranted by 
the appropriate operating agency. 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
existing traffic using counts taken in May 2009 and existing lane configurations, operate as 
follows: 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service · 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive Future Future -- --
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,769 1,810 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,160 1,078 C B 
MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 493 412 A A 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,185 1,431 C D 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,114 1,416 B D 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,289 1,866 C F 

With one exception, none of the critical intersections identified above are prograimned for 
improvement with 100 percent construction funding within the next six years in the current 
Maryland Department of Transportation "Consolidated Transportation Program" or the Prince 
George's County "Capital Improvement Program." There are programmed improvements being 
conducted by SHA at the intersection of MD 5 and Brandywine Road. Background traffic has 
been developed for the study area using an extensive listing of approved developments in the area 
and a 2.0 percent annual growth rate in through traffic along U:S 301 and MD 5. The critical 
intersections, when analyzed with background traffic and existing (or future) lane configurations, 
operate as follows: 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume 

(AM&PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,193 1,743 

MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,804 1,815 

US 301 and MD 381 2,002 1,601 

MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive 621 602 

US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,650 2,111 

US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,497 2,198 

US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,737 2,398 

Level of Service 
(LOS, AM & PM) 

C F 

F F 

F F 

A A 

F F 

E F 

F F 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
the programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines including 
the site trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, 
operate as follows: 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,271 1,851 C F 

MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 

US 301 and MD 381 2,528 2,340 F F 

MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 1,284 1,361 C D 

US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,693 2,199 F F 

US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,534 2,278 E F 

US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,797 2,420 F F 

It is found that all but one of the critical intersections operates unacceptably under total traffic in 
either one or both peak hours. In response to the inadequacies, the applicant proposes several 
roadway improvements in the area: 

• A third northbound through lane is proposed along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections. Left turns are proposed to be eliminated at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the extension of Mattawoman Drive through 
the Brandywine Business Park property (which is to be completed by other private parties 
in the future). 

• A northbound left-tum lane is proposed along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   178 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 59 

• The MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection is proposed to be signalized (this has been 
taken into account through the entire analysis), and a westbound left-tum lane along 
MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive is proposed. 

• As a means of mitigating the impact of excessive through traffic along US 301/MD 5 
south of the split, the applicant proposes to extend Matta woman Drive south of the subject 
property to connect to Matapeake Business Drive. This will provide some relief by 
rerouting traffic from the subject site off of portions of US 301/MD 5. 

• The subject site is required to contribute to the Brandywine Road Club. It is noted that the 
Brandywine Road Club has posed several issues for the Planning Board in the past, and 
these issues are briefly summarized below: 

a. The use of the Brandywine Road Club in approving a development poses an issue 
of concurrency. In other words, Section 24-124 of the Subdivision Regulations 
(the section that governs findings of adequate transportation facilities) is intended 
to ensure that needed transportation facilities occur concurrently with 
development or within a reasonable time thereafter. However, transportation 
inadequacies in the area have been documented since 1989. Beginning in 1990, 
many properties have been approved with a condition to pay funds toward a 
Brandywine Road Club. But since those initial approvals, no improvements have 
been constructed. Furthennore, there is nothing in either the current county 
Capital hnprovement Program or the state's Consolidated Transportation Program 
which suggests that needed improvements are funded for construction. 

b. County Council Resolution CR-60-1993 approved the master plan and the 
sectional map amendment for Subregion V. As a part of that resolution, Zoning 
Map Amendment A-9878 for Brandywine Village was approved with conditions 
that allow this and many other properties to participate in the Brandywine Road 
Club as a means of determining transportation adequacy. The same condition 
allows such road club participation by "any properties along US 301/MD 5 
between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in Prince George's County) 
and Mattawoman Creek." This has been carefully considered, and it has been 
determined that the subject property is along the identified section of 
US 301/MD 5. Therefore, the use of the Brandywine Road Club for this site 
would appear to be consistent with the intent of the council resolution. 

c. The site included under the current plan was subdivided under application 
4-92048, which itself was a consolidation of four previous preliminary plans, 
conditional upon contribution to the Brandywine Road Club. The road club has 
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always involved the construction of interchanges north and south of the study 
area, along with north-south roadways connecting properties to those intersections 
that would eliminate existing signals and provide adequacy. The road club was 
implemented in recognition that the scope and cost of these improvements would 
far exceed the ability of an individual applicant to fund them. 

• The Brandywine Road Club fees have been established through procedures contained in 
past approvals, and are summarized below: 

a. For the commercial space, a rate of $1.41 per square foot of gross floor area has 
been used for sites that have A-63 construction requirements. 

b. The major improvements that are ratable for the residential uses include widening 
the link of US 301/MD 5 north of Cedarville Road and the associated 
interchanges and widening of the junctions of A-63 with US 301 and MD 5. 
Current and potential members of the Road Club located in the Brandywine 
Employment Area are paying $1.10 per square foot of gross floor area to cover 
their share of the cost of building these improvements. On the average, this 
payment is $1,582.73 per peak-hour trip generated. Based on the peak-hour trip 
generation rates associated with single-family detached units, single-family 
attached units, and multifamily units, a road club payment of $1,306 per 
single-family detached unit, $1,187 per single-family attached unit, and $886 per 
multifamily unit ( 1993 dollars) is a fair and equitable pro-rata payment for the 
subject property toward these off-site improvements. 

For the reasons described above, and given that development under the existing cap can 
proceed with the payment of fees under the Brandywine Road Club, the use of the road 
club as a means, in part, of finding adequacy for this site would be acceptable. It is 
determined that adequate transportation facilities can only be found if the improvements at 
the intersections within the study area, as proffered and described above, are constructed 
and there is participation in the Brandywine Road Club. 

• It is recognized that the off-site road improvements being proffered by this applicant are 
on the overall list of improvements to be funded through the Brandywine Road Club. As 
such, the costs of the off-site improvements are eligible for a credit against the road club 
fees to be paid. The extent of the eligibility of costs and the determination of any credits 
shall be made byDPW&T. 
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The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
the programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines, including 
the site trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, and 
with the proffered improvements as described in the July 2009 traffic study, operate as follows: 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawbman Drive 916 1,221 A C 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,741 1,725' F F 
MD 3 81 and Matta woman Drive 1,031 1,246 B C 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,570 2,013 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,453 2,183 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,797 2,420 F F 

The traffic study was referred to and reviewed by DPW &T and SHA. The responses are attached, 
and they raise four issues that require discussion: 

DPW &T indicated that the number a/trips diverting onto Mattawoman Drive appears to 
be overestimated. It is important to remember that many trips in the area are destined for 
retail uses within and to the south of the subject site. The connection ofMattawoman 
Drive will provide a direct alternative for reaching these areas from north of Brandywine, 
and that was much of the reason for classifying this roadway as an arterial. 

DPW &T also indicated that analyses should have been included for the future intersection 
of A-55 and A-63. Since that intersection is off-site, and since neither the east nor west 
legs of A-55 are proposed for construction, staff did not analyze this intersection. 

• SHA and DWP&T both objected to the elimination ofleft tum movements at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection. That is obviously something that will need to be studied 
carefully at the time that Mattawoman Drive is connected on both sides of US 301 by 
Brandywine Business Park. 

Plan Analysis 
At the time of the Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) meeting, several 
comments recommending revisions to the submitted plan were offered. The plan has gone through 
a number of revisions. 
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With regard to the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site, the site is affected by A-63, a master plan 
arterial facility traversing the site from north to south, and C-613, a planned collector facility along 
existing MD 3 81. The preliminary plan of subdivision shows dedication for 120 feet of right-of
way for A-63. It also shows dedication for right-of-way of 40 feet from the centerline along MD 
381. Both are acceptable. 

Within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site, variations for driveway access to A-63 have been 
reviewed. Two variations from Section 24-12l(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations to serve the 
commercial development on the west side of A-63 have been considered. In summary, it is 
determined that the findings for approval of both access points can be made consistent with the 
applicant's justification. A total of 12 parcels will be served by the two access points. This 
eliminates the need for a driveway from MD 381. There is no other reasonable alternative for 
providing access to these parcels. With the implementation of the needed cross easements over this 
grouping of parcels, the two access points will function in a way that is, in concept, consistent with 
the intent of Subtitle 24. Therefore, the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the 
L-A-C-zoned area are approved. 

With regard to the R-M-zoned portion of the site, the site is affected by several facilities. 

• The F-9 facility, which is along existing US 301/MD 5, is a planned freeway facility. The 
current plan includes ramps to and from the north and south to support the future 
interchange at A-55. An extensive area in the southwest portion of the site is proposed to 
remain without development, and this is sufficient. There shall be no street or driveway 
access from the site to US 301/MD 5. 

• The A-63 facility traverses the site from north to south. Over the time of reviewing this 
plan, there has been some confusion about the alignment of A-63 and where it terminates 
at the southern end. The A-63 arterial facility actually tenninates at A-55, which has been 
determined to be located just south of the subject site. Comprehensive Design Plan 
CDP-0902 indicates a portion of A-63 south of the more southerly traffic circle to be 
"Matapeake Business Drive Extension" with a 100-foot right-of-way. This is incorrect. 
This portion of roadway between the traffic circle and the southern property line is A-63, 
and should indicate dedication for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

• South of the more southerly traffic circle, the A-63 facility is to be extended to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive within the Brandywine Crossing property to the south. It is 
recognized that A-63 will need to transition to a smaller section to connect to Matapeake 
Business Drive, which is currently a commercial street constructed within a 70-foot 
right-of-way. It may be reasonable to limit current construction south of the traffic circle to 
a half-section of the ultimate roadway at this time. The remaining half-section would be 
constructed when the A-55 facility is constructed or when additional right-of-way is 
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dedicated along Matapeake Business Drive in the future when the Brandywine Crossing 
property resubdivides. Nonetheless, the timing of this construction shall be reasonably 
determined by DPW &T. 

• The master plan includes I-503, a planned facility that was originally included in the 1993 
Subregion V_Master Plan and intended to connect industrial land uses between the A-63 
facility and Short Cut Road, along with the Schraf, Meinhardt, and M&M Joint Venture 
properties to Short Cut Road, and to the Mattawoman Drive facility in the future. If 
collector-distributor lanes ate not constructed along MD5/US 301 when it is upgraded to 
an access-controlled freeway, the named properties may lose the ability to access 
US 301/MD 5 in the future. Planned facility I-503 was initially planned when all 
properties in the area had industrial zoning, however, this has changed with the subject 
site being rezoned to R-M. Hence, the uses proposed for the subject property are different, 
and it is appropriate to route industrial traffic away from proposed residential areas. 
Therefore, I-503, as initially envisioned and aligned, is no longer necessary. However, 
some means to allow the named properties that front on MD 5/US.301 to potentially gain 
access to Short Cut Road may be needed. Accordingly, an alternative to I-503 has been 
addressed by this plan by showing an area of land within which an industrial cul-de-sac 
south from Short Cut Road to the Schraf property could be constructed. This cul-de-sac 
could be located half on the subject property and half on the properties being served by it. 
The portion of the subject property should be placed in a separate parcel or outlot at the 
time of subdivision to facilitate the future acquisition by either the state or a property 
owner to be served by it. With the provision of this parcel, I-503 is no longer needed and 
the plan should be revised prior to signature approval to remove the depiction of the 
"Alternative Alignment ofl-503" and to show a separate parcel to accommodate the future 
industrial connection. 

• The 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment reflects a 
future transit facility between Charles County and the Branch A venue Metrorail station. 
The facility has a typical section requiring 70 feet from the edge of roadway, as noted in 
the August 2010 report for the Southern Maryland Transit Corridor Preservation Study 
(Maryland Transit Administration). This right-of-way is adjacent to and parallel to 
US 301/MD 5 along the western edge of this site. While it is noted that this facility is not 
explicitly noted on the preliminary plan, the plan includes berming 100 feet in width along 
the site's frontage of US 301/MD 5; this berming is set back between 15 and 50 feet from 
the existing right-of-way. Furthermore, there is an average of 30 feet between the edge of 
pavement and the property line. Once again, the transit facility is proposed to be 70 feet in 
width. It is determined, given that the transit line has not been subjected to environmental 
review or detailed engineering, that the area between the edge of pavement and the 
property line combined with the area of berming along the US 301 /MD 5 frontage 
constitutes adequate provision for this future transit facility. In the event that a transit 
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facility is implemented in the future, plans for the facility may need to incorporate the use 
of a retaining wall to maintain the benn. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 indicated 
a 70-foot width for this alignment, and has included a condition requiring that the CDP 
show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: "Possible Future 
Transit Alignment (subject to further future environmental review)." A closer examination 
indicates that the alignment area within the subject property needs only 40 feet in width. 

• The transit line described above includes the identification of the combined M&M Joint 
Venture/Meinhardt properties as a possible location for a maintenance yard, in the study. 

Within the R-M-zoned portion of the site, individual residential lots are proposed to receive 
driveway access from alleys or minor streets, and are not proposed to gain individual access to 
A-63 directly. This is desirable. 

Two variations for driveway access to A-63 have been reviewed. The variations from Section 
24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations to serve the multifamily development on the west side 
of A-63 within Block E have been considered. In summary, it is determined that the findings for 
approval of both access points can be made consistent with the applicant's justification. Two large 
parcels containing 208 multifamily residences will be served by the two access points. These two 
accesses augment a third access point from Road N. The accesses onto A-63 eliminate the need to 
array the multifamily buildings around a large cul-de-sac. The additional accesses improve the 
delivery of public and emergency services to these two parcels. There is no other reasonable 
alternative for providing secondary access to this area of the development. Therefore, approval is 
recommended for the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the L-A-C-zoned area. 

The R-M-zoned portion of the property surrounds a piece of developed land in the E-I-A Zone. 
This developed site is not part of the subject application, but it receives its access via Mattawoman 
Drive. Given that the land around this site is proposed for development as mixed use and 
residential, it is desirable that the E-I-A-zoned property be provided with the opportunity to gain 
access to Short Cut Road. It is recommended that the plan make provision for an access across 
Parcel G, as discussed above. 

Review of Basic Plan Conditions 
The basic plans for the site (A-9987-C and A-9988-C) were approved by the District Council. The 
status of the transportation-related basic plan conditions for applications A-9987-C and A-9988-C 
are as follows: 

Condition 1: This condition indicates that the transportation staff shall make master plan 
transportation recommendations consistent with tl1e applicable master plan. This has been done. 
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Condition 2: This condition specifies the intersections to be studied at later stages ofreview. All 
intersections were included except the US 301/MD 5/proposed A-55 and the Mattawoman 
Drive/proposed A-55 intersections. The two excluded intersections were not included because, 
based on the final recommendations of the master plan, they were south of the subject site. 
Specifically, this applicant would not be constructing any part of A-55. As a result, there were no 
intersections at these locations to study. 

None of the remaining conditions are specific to transportation; however, Conditions 3, 4, 5, and 6 
will be monitored by the trails coordinator of the Transportation Planning Section at future stages 
ofreview. With regard to Condition 7(b), the required information was provided on both of the 
CDPs. 

Review of CDP Conditions 
Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 were approved on October 7, 2010 and 
their resolutions are currently pending before the Planning Board. To the extent possible, all 
findings and conditions have been modified to be consistent with the Planning Board's decision in 
those cases, along with any changes or modifications. 

Based on the preceding findings and proposed conditions, the Planning Board finds that adequate 
transportation facilities would exist to serve the proposed subdivision as required under Section 
24-124 of the Prince George's County Code. 

11. Variations for Access to Arterial Roadways-The applicant requests a variation from Section 
24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations for the purpose of accessing Mattawoman Drive, a 
designated arterial road, at four locations. 

Section 24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations establishes design guidelines for lots that 
front on arterial roadways. This section requires that these lots be developed to provide direct 
vehicular access to either a service road or an interior driveway when feasible. This design 
guideline encourages an applicant to develop alternatives to direct access onto an arterial roadway. 
The applicant proposes to construct a network of public and private roads to provide access to 
residential and commercial properties throughout the development. At four locations, the applicant 
proposes to directly access Mattawoman Drive. Two accesses will serve the commercial retail and 
office uses on the west side of Matta woman Drive at the north end of the site. These are the only 
two accesses proposed for this module. Two accesses will serve the multifamily dwellings on the 
west side of Matta woman drive at the south end of the site. Access to these residential parcels will 
also be provided off of Road N at its intersection with Road P. Staff supports these variations. 

Section 24-113(a) of the Subdivision Regulations sets forth the required findings for approval of 
variation requests. Section 24-113(a) reads: 
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Where the Planning Board finds that extraordinary hardship or practical difficulties may 
result from strict compliance with this Subtitle and/or that the purposes of this Subtitle may 
be served to a greater extent by an alternative proposal, it may approve varilltions from 
these Subdivision Regulations so that substantial justice may be done and the public interest 
secured, provided that such variation shall not have the effect of nullifying the intent and 
purpose of this Subtitle; and further provided that the Planning Board shall not approve 
variations unless it shall make findings based upon evidence presented to it in each specific 
case that: 

The approval of the applicant's request does not have the effect of nullifying the intent and 
purpose of the Subdivision Regulations. In fact, strict compliance with the requirements of Section 
24-121 could result in practical difficulties to the applicant that could result in the applicant not 
being able to develop this property. 

(1) The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or 
welfare, or injurious to other property; 

Within the L-A-C Zone, variations from Section 24-121(a)(3) to serve the commercial 
development on the west side of Matta woman Drive have been requested. A total of 12 parcels 
will be served by the two access points. This eliminates the need for a driveway from Brandywine 
Road (MD 381). There is no other reasonable alternative for providing access to these parcels. 
With the implementation of the needed cross easements over this grouping of parcels, the two 
access points will function in a way that is, in concept, consistent with the intent of Subtitle 24. 
Therefore, approval is recommended for the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the 
L-A-C-zoned area. 

Within the R-M Zone, variations from Section 24-121(a)(3) for driveway access to Mattawoman 
Drive are requested. Two large parcels containing 208 multifamily residences will be served by the 
two access points. These two accesses augment a third access point from Road N. The accesses 
onto Mattawoman Drive eliminate the need to array the multifamily buildings around a large cul
de-sac. The additional accesses improve the delivery of public services and emergency services to 
these two parcels. There is no other reasonable alternative for providing secondary access to this 
area of the development. 

(2) The conditions on which the variation is based are unique to the property for which 
the variation is sought and are not applicable generally to other properties; 

For the commercial retail and office parcels, no access is proposed other than Mattawoman Drive. 
Access along Brandywine Road is not proposed and is undesirable. In the approved 
Comprehensive Design Plan, CDP-0901, extensive effort has gone into protecting the rural 
character of Brandywine Road. The commercial area is immediately bounded on the south by 
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Parcel E, which is not part of this application. Other than Matta woman Drive and Brandywine 
Road, the site has no access to another public street. 

For the multifamily parcels in the south, the site is on the comer of Road N and Matta woman 
Drive. Access is proposed to both. Limiting access will force all traffic onto Road N, which also 
serves as a main connection to Mattawoman Drive for other residential areas. Additional accesses 
provide improved circulation and access to the site. 

(3) The variation does not constitute a violation of any other applicable law, ordinance, 
or regulation; and 

The accesses will be constructed in accordance with relevant laws and standards. The applicant 
will be required to obtain a SDP prior to development of these sites, pennitting further review. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions 
of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is 
carried out; 

Without approval of these variations, particular hardship to the owner will result. Construction of 
Matta woman Drive as an arterial is required by the Master Plan of Transportation and the 
Subregion 5 Master Plan. For the commercial site to the north, driveways to Mattawoman Drive 
are the only accesses to the property. For the multifamily site to the south, access to Mattawoman 
Drive provides significant relief to the intersection of Road N and Matta woman Drive. 

12. Schools-The impact on school facilities was analyzed separately for residential and 
nonresidential portions of the development. 

Residential 
The Special Projects Section has reviewed this preliminary plan for impact on school facilities in 
accordance with Section 24-122.02 of the Subdivision Regulations and CR-23-2003 and 
concluded the following: 
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Single-Family Detached Dwelling Units-Impact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster# 5 Cluster# 3 Cluster# 3 

Dwelling Units 118DU 118 DU 118DU 

Pupil Yield Factor 0.16 .13 .14 

Subdivision Enrollment 18.9 15.3 16.5 

Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923 7,081 

Total Enrollment 3,885.9 3,939.3 7,097.5 

State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 

Percent Capacity 103.3% 79.0% 91.0% 

Source: Prince George's County Planning Department, M-NCPPC, January 2007 

Attached Dwelling Units-Impact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster# 5 Cluster# 3 Cluster# 3 

Dwelling Units 796DU 796DU 796DU 

Pupil Yield Factor 0.14 0.11 0.10 

Subdivision Enrollment 111.4 87.6 79.6 

Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923 7,081 

Total Enrollment 3,978.4 4,010.6 7,160.6 

State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 

Percent Capacity 105.8% 80.5% 91.9% 

Source: Prince George's County Planning Department, M-NCPPC, January 2007 
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Multifamily Dwelling Units (Garden Style)-Impact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster# 5 Cluster# 3 Cluster# 3 

Dwelling Units 284DU 284DU 284DU 

Pupil Yield Factor .14 .06 . 09 

Subdivision Enrollment 39.8 17.0 25.6 

Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923 7,081 

Total Enrolhnent 3,906.8 3,940.0 7,106.6 

State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 

Percent Capacity 103.9% 79.0% 91.2% 

Source: Prince George's County Planning Department, M-NCPPC, January 2007 

County Council Bill CB-31-2003 established a school facilities surcharge in the amounts of: 
$7,000 per dwelling if a building is located between the Capital Beltway (I-95/495) and the 
District of Columbia; $7,000 per dwelling if the building is included within a basic plan or 
conceptual site plan that abuts an existing or planned mass transit rail station site operated by the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA); or $12,000 per dwelling for all other 
buildings. County Council Bill CB-31-2003 allows for these surcharges to be adjusted for inflation 
and the current amounts are $8,299 and $14,227 to be paid at the time of issuance of each building 
pennit. The school facilities surcharge may be used for the construction of additional or expanded 
school facilities and renovations to existing school buildings or other systemic changes. 

Nonresidential 
The subdivision is exempt from a review for school facilities in accordance with Section 
24-122.02 of the Subdivision Regulations and the Adequate Public Facilities Regulations for 
Schools (CR-23-2001 and CR-38-2002) because it is a nonresidential use. 

13. Fire and Rescue-The impact on fire and rescue facilities was analyzed separately for the 
residential and nonresidential portions of the development. 

Residential 
The Special Projects Section has reviewed this subdivision plan for adequacy of fire and rescue 
services in accordance with Section 24-122.0l(a)(2), Section 24-122.0l(d), and Section 
24-122.0l(e)(l)(B) through (E) of the Subdivision Regulations. Special Projects staff has 
determined that this preliminary plan is within the seven minute required response time for the first 
due fire station using the Seven-Minute Travel Times and Fire Station Locations Map provided by 
the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department. 
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First Due Fire/EMS Station Address 
Fire/EMS Company # 

40 Brandywine 14201 Brandywine Road 

Pursuant to CR-69-2006, the Prince George's County Council and the County Executive 
temporarily suspended the provisions of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(A) and (B) regarding sworn fire 
and rescue personnel staffing levels. 

The Fire/EMS Chief has reported that the Fire/EMS Department has adequate equipment to meet 
the standards stated in CB-56-2005. 

The above findings are in conformance with the 2008 Approved Public Safety Facilities Master 
Plan and the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety 
Infrastructure." 

Nonresidential 
The subdivision plan has been reviewed for adequacy of fire and rescue services in accordance 
with Section 24-122.0l(d) and Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(B) through (E) of the Subdivision 
Regulations. 

Actual Travel 
Fire/EMS Fire/EMS 

Service Address. Travel Time Within/ 
Company# Station Name Time Guideline Beyond 

(minutes) (minutes) 

40 Brandywine Engine 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 3.25 Within 

20 
Upper Ladder 

14815 Pratt Street 10 4.25 Beyond Marlboro Truck 

40 Brandywine Paramedic 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 7.25 Within 

40 Brandywine Ambulance 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 4.25 Within 

The above findings are in conformance with the 2008 Approved Public Safety Facilities Master 
Plan and the "Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impact on Fire and Rescue Facilities." 

In order to alleviate the negative impact on fire and rescue services due to the inadequate service 
discussed, an automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings proposed in 
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this preliminary plan unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department detennines that an 
alternative method of fire suppression is appropriate. 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
The Prince George's County FY 2010-2015 Approved Capital Improvement Program budgets 
funding for the replacement of Company 40, Brandywine Fire/EMS Station, at 14201 Brandywine 
Road. This fire station site is 1 .4 minutes from the subject development. 

14. Police Facilities-The impact on police facilities was analyzed separately for the residential and 
nonresidential portions of the development. 

Residential 
*Pursuant to the memo from Major Christopher Cottillo, Prince George's County Police 
Department dated March 5, 2012; the police response times for the District V have been corrected 
for the applicable reporting cycle. 

*The subject property is located in Police District V, Clinton. The response time standard is 10 
minutes for emergency calls and 25 minutes for nonemergency calls. The times are based on a 
rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The preliminary plan was accepted for processing by 
the Planning Department on May 12, 2010. 

*Re12orting Cycle 
*Previous 12 Month 

*Emergency Calls *Nonemergency Calls 
Cvcle 

* Acceptance Date 
5/2009-4/2010 7.5 minutes 23 .4 minutes 

5/12/2010 
*Cycle 1 
*Cycle 2 
*Cycle 3 

*The response time standards of 10 minutes for emergency calls and the 25 minutes for 
nonemergency calls were met on May 19, 2010. Therefore, the Public Safety Mitigation Fee 
Commitment fonn, signed under protest by the applicant on October 28, 2012, is hereby null and 
void and shall no longer have any force and effect or be required under this approval. Condition 
41, which required the agreement, is hereby deleted in its entirety. 

*[The subject property is located in Police District V, Clinton. The response time standard is ten 
minutes for emergency calls and 25 minutes for nonemergency calls. The times are based on a 
rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The preliminary plan was accepted for processing by 
the Planning Department on May, 12, 2010. 
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Preyieus 12 Month 
Ref)arting Gycle Emergency Galls Neaeme:rgency Galls 

Gyele 

Mel:lt:hl¥f Meruh,l¥F # mimltes # mHHl:tes 

Gycle 1 §,£2QQ9 4,i;!Q 1G -1--2, -l-0 

Gycle 2 6,QQQ9 §,i;!Q l Q -1--2, -l-0 

Gycle 3 '.7/2QQ9 6,l;!QlQ -H 9 

The respense time standards of ten minutes for emergency cans and 2§ minutes for nonemergency 
calls ·.vere not met on May 19, 2QlG during the review ef Gycle l, en June 18, 201G during the 
review of Gycle 2, er en July 23, 201 Q during the reviev,r ef Gycle 3. 

The rolling twelve menth average for response times in District V were previded for three menthly 
cycles foHmving the acceptance of the subject applicatien. If the respense time standards eften 
minutes for emergency cans and 2§ minutes for nenemergency calls are not met by the third 
monthly cycle ef respense time reperts and the actual response times for beth emergency and/or 
nenemergency calls do net exceed 2Q percent above the required respense times, the applicant may 
effer to mitigate. The applicant may enter into a mitigation plan with the ceunty and file such plan 
\Vith the Planning Board. The Planning Beard may B:et approve the preliminarJ plan mrtil a 
mitigation plan is submitted and accepted by the county. If the response times for emergtmcy calls 
and /or noB:emergency calls are greater than 2Q percent abeve the required emergency response 
time, the applicant may not mitigate.] 

*[In accordance with GR n 2QQ§, the applicant may effer to mitigate by paymg a mitigation fee 
per dwelling unit, providing in kind services or peeling reseurces. 

Public Safety Mitigation Fee 
Beginning in Fiscal Year 2QG'.7, the mitigatien fee is adjusted by July 1 ef each year by the 
percentage change in the Gonsumer Price Index for l\.ll Urban Gensumers published by the United 
States Department of Labor from the previeus fiscal year. The number was derived from the casts 
associated with building and equipping pelice statiens te house the pelice efficers that are 
necessary te help meet the respense times associated with GB § 6 2QQ§. The public safety 
surcharge may not be reduced by the payment ef any public safety mitigatien fee. The fee is 
required to be paid at the time ef the issuance ef a grading permit for the development. In 2QG6, 
the mitigatiofl: fee ·.vas $3,78Q per UH.it if the test failed in any of the police districts. 

In Kind Services 
An applicant may mitigate by offering to provide equipmeB:t and or facilities that equal or exceed 
the cost of the public safety mitigation fee or offer a combination of in kind services and 
supplemental payment of the public safety mitigation fee. Acceptance of in kind services are at the 
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discretion of the county based on the public safety infrastructure required to bring the subdivision 
in conformance •.vith the standards mandated by CB 56 2005. 

Pooling Resotuees 
,'\pplicants may pool together with other applicants to purchase equipment or build facilities that 
•.vould equal or exceed the cost of paying the public safety mitigation fee. Acceptance of pooled 
resources to provide in kind services are at the discretion of the county based on the public safety 
infrastructure required to bring the subdivision in conformance with the standards mandated by 
CB 56 2005.] 

The Police Chief has reported that the department has adequate equipment to meet the standards 
stated in CB-56-2005. 

Pursuant to CR-69-2006, the Prince George's County Council and the County Executive 
temporarily suspended the provisions of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(A) and (B) of the Subdivision 
Regulations regarding sworn police personnel staffing levels. 

Nonresidential 
The proposed development is within the, service area of Police District V in Clinton. There is 
267,660 square feet of space in all of the facilities used by the Prince George's County Police 
Department and the July 1, 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau) county population estimate is 834,560. 
Using 141 square feet per 1,000 residents, it calculates to 117,672 square feet of space for police. 
The current amount of space 267,660 square feet is within the guideline. 

*[As required by CR 78 2005 and the Adequate Public Safety Facilities Mitigation Guidelines, 
the applicant has provided a signed commitment to pay the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. The 
commitment reflects a per unit fee of $3,780 with annual adjustments per the Consumer Price 
Index. The current (FY2011) fee is $4,235. This commitment constitutes the Mitigation Plan as 
required by Section 24 122.01 (e)(2) of the Subdivision Ordinance. The applicant has also 
indicated a desire to have the option to enter into an agreement •,vith the county government for the 
purpose of providing in kind services or a combination of in kind services and a fee to offset the 
impact of public safety by this development. Any substitute mitigation agreement •.vill have to be 
in accordance 1,vith the provisions of CR 78 2005. This condition is subject to the applicant 
proceeding under Preliminary Plan 4 09003.] 

15. Health Department-The Environmental Engineering Program has reviewed the preliminary 
plan of subdivision for The Villages at Timothy Branch and has no comments to offer. 

16. Water and Sewer Facilities-The 2008 Water and Sewer Plan designates Parcels A, B, C, D, F, 
and G in water and sewer Category 3, inside the sewer envelope and within the Developing Tier. 
Parcels 4, 13, 19, and 25 are designated "dormant" water and sewer Category 3, inside the sewer 

t Denotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   193 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 74 

envelope and within the Developing Tier. Therefore, the site will be served by public water and 
sewer. 

Water and sewer lines in Matta woman Drive abut the property. Additional sewer lines traverse the 
property. Water and sewer line extensions are required to service the proposed subdivision and 
must be approved by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WS SC) before recordation 
of a final plat. 

Plan Note 8 should be revised to reflect the "Dormant Water and Sewer Category 3" status of the 
designated parcels on the preliminary plan. 

17. Archeology-A Phase I archeological survey was completed on the subject property prior to 
submission of this preliminary plan. The Phase I archeological survey of the Timothy Branch 
property consisted of surface survey of all plowed fields and the excavation of 1,762 shovel test 
pits (STPs). The survey located one previously recorded Historic Site, 18PR454, and one 
previously recorded Prehistoric Site, 18PR97 4. Five new archeological sites were delineated and 
include a late 19th or early 20th century Domestic Site, 18PR991; a Prehistoric Site, 18PR992, 
likely dating to the Archaic period (7,500-1,000 BC); a mid-19th century Domestic Site, 
18PR993; a colonial period Domestic Occupation, 18PR994; and a mid- to late-20th century 
Domestic Ruin, 18PR995. Sites 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 were noted to potentially 
contain significant infonnation. 

The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the draft Phase I report that sites 
18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 could potentially contain significant information on the history 
of Prince George's County. Although a portion of site 18PR454 has been impacted by gravel 
extraction and grading for sediment control features, the western part of the site possibly retained 
some integrity. Phase II investigations were recommended on s·ites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, 
and 18PR994. On all of these sites, close-interval shovel tests were recommended to identify the 
possible locations of subsurface features and were used to guide the placement of test units. A 
Phase II work plan for sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 was submitted to the 
Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC) for review and approval on November 30, 2009. 

Phase II investigations were conducted on sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 in 
December 2009. Phase II investigations of site 18PR992 consisted of the excavation of 50 STPs at 
25-foot intervals across 11 transects. Artifacts were concentrated in transects F through Lon a 
piece of high ground. Nine test units were placed in the northern portion of the site and 732 
prehistoric artifacts were recovered. The site contained two components: a late Middle Archaic 
(6,000-4,000 BC) or early Late Archaic (4,000-2,000 BC) Halifax occupation and a Tenninal 
Late Archaic/Transitional broadspear occupation. There was a high concentration of fire-cracked 
rock, but no subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of intact features and the effects 
on the site from erosion, no further work was recommended on site 18PR992. 
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Phase II investigations of si_te 18PR993 consisted of the excavation of 43 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across seven transects. Only 20 historic artifacts were recovered and no subsurface features were 
identified. Due to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, no further work 
was recommended on site 18PR993. 

Phase II investigations of site l 8PR994 consisted of the excavation of 45 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across five transects. Only one porcelain sherd and one prehistoric quartz flake were recovered 
from the STPs. A metal detector survey failed to locate any metal objects other than modem 
machine parts and tools. Due to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, 
no further work was recommended on site 18PR994. 

Phase II investigations of sitel 8PR454 consisted of the excavation of 61 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across six transects and five 3-x-3 foot test units. An intensive metal detection survey was also 
conducted across the site. Artifacts recovered included glass, nails, whiteware, pearlware, 
black-glazed redware, and brick. The five test units were placed in areas where the highest 
concentration of artifacts was noted. The eastern portion of the site was impacted by earlier 
construction activities. One intact subsurface feature was identified in Test Units 4 and 5. This 
feature possibly represents a cellar hole filled with debris from the dismantling of the house that 
formerly stood on the property. The types of artifacts recovered indicated that the house was 
occupied from the late 18th to the first half of the 19th century. 

fu a review letter dated March 27, 2010, staff concurred with the report's conclusions and 
recommendations that sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 are not eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and do not meet the criteria for designation as 
county historic sites. Staff also concurred with the report's recommendation that no further work is 
necessary on these sites, as they lack subsurface integrity and have limited research value. The 
applicant has not yet submitted four copies of the final report. 

If state or federal monies or federal permits are required for this project, Section 106 review may 
require archeological survey for state or federal agencies. Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties, to include archeological sites. The applicant should provide proof to the 
Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC) that they have forwarded all necessary materials to the 
Maryland Historical Trust for their review of potential effects on historical resources on the subject 
property prior to approval of this preliminary plan. 
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18. Urban Design: L-A-C Zone-This referral is based on revised plans submitted by the applicant 
for Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, The Villages at Timothy Branch. 

The subject Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 4-09003, seeks to subdivide a 334.26-acre property 
into 580 lots and 68 parcels in order to develop a mixed-use project including 1,200 residential 
dwelling units and approximately 305,000 square feet of commercial gross floor area. The 
property included in this application is split between the R-M (Residential Medium Development) 
Zone and the L-A-C (Local Activity Center) Zone. The R-M-zoned portion of the property is 
located east of US 301/MD 5, on both sides of proposed Mattawoman Drive, north ofMatapeake 
Business Drive, and the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property is located on the south side of 
Brandywine Road. At this time, Comprehensive Design Plans, CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned 
portion of the property and CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion of the property, were reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010. However, at the time of the writing of 
this report, the Planning Board has not yet adopted the resolutions for both comprehensive design 
plans. 

This referral focuses on the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property, its previous Basic Plan approval 
(A-9988-C), and the subsequent Comprehensive Design Plan approval (CDP-0901). 

Conformance with Zoning Map Amendment A-9988-C 
On June 16, 2008, the property was conditionally rezoned to the R-M and the L-A-C Zones 
through County Council approval of A-9987-C and A-9988-C, respectively, which contained 
urban design-related requirements for the approved land use program, 12 conditions, and one 
consideration. The conditions and consideration that are applicable to the review of this 
preliminary plan of subdivision have been listed in bold face type below, followed by comments 
and reco1mnendations regarding these requirements. 

Approved Land Use Program A-9988-C (L-A-C) 

Land Use Types and Quantities: 

Total area: 
Land in the 100-year floodplain: 
Adjusted Gross Area: 
Density permitted under the L-A-C Zone: 
Permitted dwelling unit range: 
Floor area ratio: 
Proposed Commercial/Employment: 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

72± acres 
8 acres 
64 acres 
10-15 du/ac 
640-960 du 
0.2-0.4 FAR 
220,000-270,000 sq. ft. 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   196 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-ll 7(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 77 

Proposed Land Use Types: 

One-family attached, townhouse, and multi-family (active adult community) and 
recreational facilities. 

Residential uses, retail/commercial, office, warehousing and distribution, and light 
manufacturing and industrial flex space. 

Basic Plan Conditions 

1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 
make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 

The Planning Board addressed the condition above through Conditions 41 through 43 in the 
Planning Board's Resolution for CDP-0901, which was found to be consistent with the Subregion 
V Master plan. 

2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 
Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of 
making findings of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, 
at a minimum, include the following as critical intersections: 

a. MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD 5 and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proposed A-55 (future) 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

In the review of the CDP, this issue was discussed at length. The Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) testified at the Planning Board hearing that the agency was not interested in 
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acquiring the property associated with the Timothy Branch stream valley and was not interested in 
being party to a public use easement for the master plan trail within homeowners association 
(HOA) land. DPR also testified that the master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley 
would terminate at Brandywine Road, because an at-grade pedestrian roadway crossing would 
create a hazardous situation at that location. Further, they stated that the master plan trail located 
along Mattawoman Drive will adequately serve future residents and bicyclists traveling between 
the subject site and properties to the north and south of the subject site. The Planning Board 
recognized these issues and agreed with the applicant's proposed language as adopted in Condition 
35 of the Planning Board's approval of the CDP. 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Matta woman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial road. The applicant should provide a five-foot
wide, concrete sidewalk along the west side of the road and an eight-foot-wide, concrete side path 
on the east side, in accordance with DPW&T standards. Condition 30 of CDP-0901 addresses the 
design of sidewalks along Mattawoman Drive in fulfillment of the condition above. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

Conditions 27 through 36 of CDP-0901 address specific requirements for the sidewalk and trail 
network discussed in this condition, but further analysis may be appropriate at the time of the 
review of the SDP. 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standards for development, 
standards for the materials and design of architecture, and standards for 
design of signage for the entire site. 

Condition 13 of CDP-0901 addresses the requirements for setbacks, building restriction 
lines, and build-to-lines for the project, and will be further evaluated at the time of SDP. 

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to 
meet the needs of the future populations. 
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Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 proposes 131 residential units, which will be part 
of the 1,200 units in the overall Villages at Timothy Branch community. Condition 7 .b.(8) 
of CDP-0901 addresses the recreational facilities package for the development and sets 
forth a schedule of the phasing of the facilities in association with this development and 
the R-M-zoned portion of the property to the south. It should also be noted that the 
applicant is obligated to tpay a fee-in-lieu of $700,000 for [ construct] major off-site 
recreational facilities at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park t[including: one 
softball field, one soccer field, a 65 space parking lot, and access from Missouri ,\venue]. 
The Planning Board found that the combination of the proposed package of on-site private 
recreational facilities and ta fee-in-lieu of off-site public recreational facilities will satisfy 
the indoor and outdoor recreational needs of the residents of the Villages of Timothy 
Branch cmmnunity. 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 

a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and dedication of onsite a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

To address conditions of the basic plan and provide recreational opportunities for the residents of 
the proposed development, the applicant proposes the tpayment of a fee-in-lieu [construction] of 
major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine Area Community Park t[including: 
one softball field, one soccer field, and a 65 space parking lot. The first phase of park construction 
will have access from Missouri Avenue.] and private on-site facilities. 

11. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall include an 
Inventory of Significant Visual Features for the viewshed of historic Brandywine 
Road. 

The Planning Board reviewed the inventory analysis in conjunction with CDP-0901 and found that 
conditions were necessary to assure that both the setback and the treatment of the edge of the 
development along Brandywine Road would blend the subject development with the future 
development across Brandywine Road, associated with the Stevens Crossing development, 
specifically, the development of Lot 22 as was approved in Detailed Site Plan DSP-09011. 

12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 
projects, to coordinate its development activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
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Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the 
correspondence with these project representatives. One year after final approval of 
the Basic Plan Amendment approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record 
(with a copy to the Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and 
to be taken to develop the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these 
other projects. 

At the time of the CDP review, the applicant provided copies of communications sent to the 
adjacent projects listed, along with the Councilmanic District 9 office, but indicated that no 
responses had been received in order to produce steps to develop the subject property consistently 
and harmoniously with these other projects. 

Consideration 

If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty acre 
on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreation amenities so 
that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 

The applicant has reached an agreement with DPR for providing ta fee-in-lieu of off-site 
recreational facilities as per the basic plan condition. 

Conformance with Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 
The Planning Board approved Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 on October 7, 2010 with 
the following conditions that are applicable to the review of this preliminary plan of subdivision. 
Since the Planning Board has not adopted the resolution of approval yet, the actual wording of the 
conditions may be slightly different from the resolution. 

Approved CDP 0901 Development Data: 

Square Footage/GP A of commercial office 
Square Footage/GPA of retail commercial 

EXISTING 
0 

0 

PROPOSED 
205,000 
100,000 
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Dwelling Types 

L-A-C Zone 
Single-family semidetached dwellings 

Single-family attached dwellings 

Two-family attached dwellings 

Multifamily condominium dwellings 

Subtotal 

Approximate % 
of Total Units 

15.3 

8.4 

30.5 

45.8 

100 

Number of Units 

20 

11 
40 

60 
131 

It should be noted that CDP-0901 included one variance in conjunction with the CDP approval 
(Variance VD-0901) to allow an additional 15. 8 percent in multifamily units above the allowed 3 0 
percent maximum. Any changes to the number of units that exceed the numbers listed in the chart 
above should be carefully evaluated for conformance to Subtitle 27. Further, it should also be 
noted that the subject CDP was approved with flexibility in the number of units as stated in CDP 
Condition 5 below. However, the applicant will not be able to exceed the number of dwelling units 
approved with this preliminary plan. 

In regard to the amount of proposed commercial development at the time of the basic plan, the 
following discussion was included in the CDP findings of the Planning Board: 

In a memorandum dated June 18, 2009, the District Council noted that the Council's 
approval for A-9988-C does not indicate the "85,000 to 100,000 square foot of 
retail/commercial space" as requested by the applicant. Furthermore, they advised 
that this quoted use should be viewed as one approved by the Council for all future 
certifications and reviews. 

Therefore, the approved total commercial space would be 305,000 to 370,000 square feet. The 
total proposed commercial square footage, 305,000, listed on the proposed preliminary plan falls 
within this range; however, the number is at the bottom of the range and the proposed 131 
residential units fall well below the allowed range. In order to assist staff in evaluating compliance 
with this requirement on an on-going basis, the applicant in each individual specific design plan 
should provide an inventory of the existing quantities of uses in the development, including the 
cumulative square footage/number of units of each land use as approved in the previous 
applications, and information as to the exact square footage/number of units proposed so that 
conformance with the above requirements can be evaluated. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP 0901 Conditions: 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and 
effect. 
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This condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision. 

2. The multifamily component of the project shall be developed for active adults in 
accordance with the Land Use Types table of the basic plan. 

The uses for the parcels as labeled on the preliminary plan do not specify the multifamily units as 
being active adult. This should be labeled on the plan to ensure the land uses are developed per the 
basic plan . 

. 3. The proposed mixed-use development on this property shall include a maximum of 
100,000 square feet of retail commercial uses, a minimum of 205,000 square feet of 
office, service commercial, institutional and educational uses, and a minimum of 
131 residential units. 

The proposed uses listed on the preliminary plan are in confonnance with this condition, but this 
condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision to ensure 
future conformance. 

4. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone (CDP-0902) 
comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 1,775 trips in the 
PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are modified for any reason, 
trips may be re-allocated between these two zones (CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such 
that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

The transportation system analysis of the preliminary plan should create a trip cap that is either 
consistent or more restrictive that the condition above. 

5. At the time of preliminary plan and SDP, the applicant may increase the residential 
density beyond the 131 dwelling units shown on the CDP, preferably through the 
addition of a multistory, mixed-use structure. However, the plans must conform to 
the maximum development allowed as stated in Condition 4 above. Revisions to the 
CDP for this purpose will not be required so long as the basic design requirements 
are adhered to in the proposed layout. 

The applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to attempt to 
address this condition by showing a total of 148 dwelling units. However, staff is concerned about 
the layout and is still reviewing the revisions as of the writing of this referral. 

6. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured fro~ the ultimate 
right-of-way of Matta woman Drive shall be provided on the Specific Design Plan 
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(SDP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to 
adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting patterns created for fee simple lots along 
Mattawoman Drive. The preliminary plan does not provide dimensions on the plan and should be 
revised prior to signature approval to indicate such. A proposed reduction of the building 
restriction line (BRL) will be analyzed at the time of specific design plan. 

7. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan: 

b. The CDP plan and text shall be revised as follows: 

(1) The on-site private recreational facilities list contained in the CDP 
text and plan shall include a swimming pool and a tot-lot. 

(2) The community building and swimming pool shall be relocated to 
either the southern end of the residential use area, adjacent to the 
existing stormwater management (SWM) pond, or central to the pod 
of development. A six-foot-wide trail shall be provided around the 
SWM pond, if possible. 

(3) Add a note to the plan and text that the residential development will 
be limited to no more than three different residential unit types, 
which may include two-family attached (two-over-two), single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached (townhouse), or multifamily 
units, in order to create a more cohesive development. 

The applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems 
to attempt to address these three conditions. 
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(8) Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational 
facilities within the CDP text and plan. 

CDP-0901 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

One gazebo/seating area - Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 100th overall* 
LAC residential unit permit residential unit permit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot lot - LAC 
Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 100th overall 
residential unit permit residential unit permit 

Min. 2,200 square-foot Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 300th overall 

Community building and 200th overall* residential 
swimming pool - LAC unit permit 

residential unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 300th overall 

Double Tennis Court - LAC 200th overall residential 
unit permit 

residential unit permit 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as 
more details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational 
facilities may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain 
circumstances, such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment 
ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior to 
construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all 
the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

This condition provides for guidance for the final bonding and completion of 
recreational facilities and the recordation of RF As after the approval of the 
specific design plans for the project. 

c. The CDP and the TCPl shall be revised to show a minimum of a 40-foot
wide scenic easement and landscaped buff er, outside of the ultimate right-of
way and any public utility easements, along the southern frontage of historic 
Brandywine Road. A reduction in width of the scenic easement may be 
permitted at the time of SDP if additional design elements are implemented. 
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The preliminary plan is unclear on this issue as there appears to be a minimum of 40 feet 
between the ultimate right-of-way of Brandywine Road and any development. However, 
the preliminary plan does not provide dimensions or labeling on the plan and should be 
revised prior to signature approval to indicate such to ensure compliance with this 
requirement. Any proposed reduction of the scenic easement width will be analyzed at the 
time of specific design plan. 

8. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, the following shall be provided: 

a. On both corners at the intersection of Mattawoman Drive and Brandywine 
Road, landmark buildings shall be provided within the retail/office use areas 
at the entrance into the development. These buildings shall have a maximum 
build-to-line of 100 feet from both rights-of-way, be a minimum of 26 feet 
high, be faced with a minimum of 60 percent brick, stone or stucco, or other 
masonry materials of equivalent quality, and have enhanced architecture on 
all building elevations, to include, but not limited to, balanced fenestration, 
ornamentation, and dimensional articulated roofs. Additionally, both 
buildings shall include a special architectural feature, such as, but not 
limited to, a portico, cupola, or belvedere located at the corner of the 
building closest to the intersection. The area in front of the proposed 
landmark buildings shall be designed to enhance visual interest provided 
through variation in building materials and color at the street level, 
pedestrian-scaled signage, awnings, outdoor seating areas, and high-quality 
pedestrian amenities. Specific details of the retail fa~ades shall be provided 
and reviewed with the specific design plan application. 

This condition should be considered in determining the commercial parcel layout adjacent 
to the intersection of Matta woman Drive and Brandywine Road. The parcels shown in this 
area on the preliminary plan are smaller and might not allow sufficient room to place these 
landmark buildings as required. 

j. No rear elevations of commercial buildings shall be oriented toward 
Brandywine Road or Mattawoman Drive. Any side elevations of commercial 
buildings oriented toward Brandywine Road or Mattawoman Drive shall be 
designed with the same attention to detail as the front elevation. 

This condition should be considered in determining the commercial parcel layout adjacent 
to Mattawoman Drive and Brandywine Road. The parcels shown in this area on the 
preliminary plan do not seem to prohibit the building arrangement as required by this 
condition. 
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k. An appropriate landscape bufferyard shall be provided between the 
commercial and residential uses unless a street is located between them with 
single-family homes fronting the road. This bufferyard shall be specifically 
designed to screen and buffer undesirable views and activities, while also 
creating defined, direct pedestrian circulation between the uses. 

This condition should be considered in detennining the residential lot and parcel layout 
adjacent to the c01mnercial parcels. The parcels and lots shown in this area on the 
preliminary plan appear to be in general confonnance with this condition. 

I. Trails shall be shown no less than 20 feet from all private residential lot lines 
and/or 25 feet from all residential buildings, excluding where trails connect 
with the internal road network, unless such environmental 
constraints/impacts exist that make this impractical. 

This condition should be considered in determining the residential lot and parcel layout 
adjacent to the trail along the stream valley. The buildings and lots shown in this area on 
the preliminary plan appear to be in general conformance with this condition. 

s. A Phase II noise study for any residential units along Mattawoman Drive 
shall be submitted for review. The Phase II noise study shall address how 
noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide interior 
noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval 
of architecture at the time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed 
structures are in conformance with the noise mitigation measures 
recommended in the Phase II noise report for interior residential uses. 

Any request to reduce the lot depth requirements along the Mattawoman Drive right-of
way cannot be thoroughly addressed until the time of specific design plan, just as issues 
relating to reduced building restriction lines should not be evaluated without the Phase II 
noise study. 

v. A 30-foot landscape buffer, inclusive of any public utility easement, between 
the right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive and any commercial development. 

The preliminary plan is unclear on this issue as there appears to generally be a minimum 
of 30 feet between the ultimate right-of-way of Matta woman Drive and any development. 
However, the preliminary plan does not provide dimensions or labeling on the plan and 
should be revised prior to signature approval to indicate such to ensure compliance with 
this requirement. 
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w. The residential development shall be designed to minimize the use of public 
streets ending in cul-de-sacs in order to promote vehicular circulation. 

The applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to 
attempt to address this condition. However, additional review will occur with subsequent 
SDPs. 

13. The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the 
standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the time 
of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES-L-A-C ZONE1 

Minimum Net Lot Area 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 

Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 
Minimum frontage - corner lot 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive11 

Minimum front setbacks 
Minimum side setba.cks 

Minimum rear setbacks 
Minimum side setback to streets 

Maximum residential building height12 

Maximum percentage of total units 
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Two-family 
attached 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
3510 

50 feet 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 
55 feet 

NIA 
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Single-family 
semidetached8

' 
9 

3,600 sq. ft. 
36 feet 
36 feet 

40 feet 
35 

50 feet 

20 feet 
10 feet 
20 feet 

20 feet 
45 feet 

NIA 

Single-family Active-Adult 
attached3

' 
8
' 

9 Multifamily4 

1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
20 feet NIA 
20 feet NIA 

30 feet NIA 
3510 5010 

50 feet 50 feet 

3, 6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

6 7 

45 feet 80 feet 
40 45.82 
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All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Variance requested from the maximum multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows a maximum 30 percent of 
multifamily dwelling units in the L-A-C Zone. 

Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a minimum 30-foot 
front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

To be developed as condominiums and as an active adult community, per A-9988-C. 

Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 square feet 
for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for Mattawoman Drive, 
which requires a 50-foot setback. 

Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting setback 
requirements. 

Fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area. 

At the time of SOP, these distances may be modified if it is determined by the Planning Board, that adequate measures 
are provided to protect all residential buildings from the traffic nuisances of Matta woman Drive. 

These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning Board at the time of 
SOP. 
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ACCESSORY BUILDINGS-L-A-C ZONE 

Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 

Minimum setback from front street line 
Minimum setback from side lot line 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

(along which an abutting lot fronts) 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

(along which an abutting lot does not front) 
Maximum building height above grade 

25 
60 feet 
2 feet 
2 feet 

10 feet 

7 feet 
15 feet 

Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than the 
main building on the lot or parcel. 

COMMERCIAL USES-L-A-C ZONE 

Commercial Commercial Employment 
Office Retail /Flex Space 

Minimum Net Lot Area NIA NIA NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W NIA NIA NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. NIA NIA NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) NIA NIA NIA 
Maximum Build-to-Line along 

100 feet 100 feet 100 feet 
Mattawoman Drive 

Minimum front setback from R.O.W. 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 
Minimum side setback 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 
Minimum rear setback 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 
Maximum building height NIA NIA NIA 
Minimum parking spaces As required by Part 11 of the 

The preliminary plan shall adhere to the standards set above and the same standards should be 
added to the plan prior to signature approval. 

t[2(.). The applieant shall submit three original exeeuted publie reereatianal faeilities 
agreements (RFA.) far the eanstru.etian af Phase 1 reereatianal faeilities in the 
Brandywine A.rea Community Park ta DPR far their appraYal three weeks 
prier ta submission af a final plat. Upon approval by DPR, the RFA. shall be 
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recarded amang the land recards af Prinee Cearge's CauB-ty, Upper Marlbara, 
Maryland. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement prior to the submission of 
the final plat of subdivision. 

21. Submissian ta DPR af a performance bond, letter af crcdit, ar other suitable 
financial guarantees for the constructian of Phase 1 reereational facilities in 
the Brandywine Area Cammunity Park, in an amount to be determined by 
DPR, shall be done at least twa weele. prior to applying for any building 
permits. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement prior to the submission of 
any building permits.] 

t15. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the 
residential dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall 
make a monetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). 
M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI} for inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used 
for the construction of recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area 
Community Park (M-NCPPC), as determined by the Prince George's County 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to complement the facilities being 
provided in the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

tBy memo dated February 11, 2015 the Planning Director requested a waiver of the 
Planning Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 
19, 2015 the Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the 
reconsideration of Conditions 14-21 for the PPS, Conditions 14-21 of CDP-0901, and 
Conditions 20-27 for CDP-0902 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major 
recreational facilities in the Brandywine Area Community Park, and approved a fee-in-lieu 
payment to satisfy the off-site requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987), with no change to the 
proposed on-site private recreational facilities. 

22. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 
provide adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with the 
standards outlined in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

23. The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design 
Section as designee of the Planning Board for adequacy, conformance to the 
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Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines, and location during the specific 
design plan review. 

The two above conditions will be further analyzed at the time of specific design plan to 
ensure that the RF A and bonding will result in the completion of the recreational facilities in 
phase with the development, and that recreational facilities will be available to future 
residents in an appropriate time frame. 

24. The applicant shall submit three original executed private recreatio~al 
facilities agreements (RFA) for the private recreational facilities on-site to 
DRD for their approval three weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon 
approval by DRD, the RFA shall be recorded among the land records of 
Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement prior to the submission of 
the final plat of subdivision. 

25. Submission to DRD of a performance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities, in an 
amount to be determined by DRD, shall be done at least two weeks prior to 
applying for any building permits. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement prior to the submission of 
any building permits. It should also be noted that bonding of the project is subject to the 
timing of permits associated with the appropriate phase of development as stated in CDP 
Condition 7.b.(8), addressed above. 

28. The applicant shall provide sufficient dedication on the preliminary plan along 
Brandywine Road for on-road bike lanes in accordance with SHA standards and 
AASHTO guidance. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement of sufficient dedication 
along Brandywine Road for on-road bike lanes. This condition is addressed by the 
Transportation Planning Section. 

30. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage between 
Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW &T 
standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail within an urban right-of-way (DPW &T 
Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch 
trail, if required, via an alternate configuration (DPW &T Standard 100.06) to 
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accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of the primary 
street located between the commercial and residential development, with directional 
signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided 
on the west side of Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, 
signs, and other details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. Both 
the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public right-of
way. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement and its fulfillment of basic plan 
Condition 5 above. 

35. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch trail) along 
the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the 
District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

This condition is noted for its requirement and should be discussed further prior to the approval of 
specific design plans, in order to detennine the final disposition of the trail. 

41. At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following 
rights-of-way: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 
through the subject property. 

b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the 
site's entire frontage. 

The preliminary plan reflects these rights-of-way as required within the portion of the property 
covered by CDP-0901. 

43. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors and/or assignees shall provide 
the following transportation improvements as proffered in the July 2009 traffic 
impact study. 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 
of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 
the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Matta woman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 
SHA. 
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b. A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 
SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with 
the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381at Mattawoman 
Drive. 

d. The extension of Matta woman Drive, south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

45. At the time of SDP review, the applicant may redesign the residential pod to include 
the relocation of the multifamily units, townhouse units, two-over-two units, and the 
recreational facility. 

The applicant submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to attempt to 
address this condition. 

Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance 
The application must comply with all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Certain 
requirements are discussed at this time because they directly affect lot sizes, lotting patterns, and 
unit yields. These include: 

Section 27-496(d) L-A-C Zone Regulations 
Section 27-496(d) indicates that each lot in the L-A-C Zone shall have frontage on, and direct 
vehicular access to, a public street, except lots for which private streets or other access 
rights-of-way have been authorized pursuant to Subtitle 24 of this Code. It should be noted that the 
sketch plan, as submitted, does not specify parcel or lot lines for the multifamily or two-family 
attached portions of the development, so it is unclear whether or not this requirement is met. It is 
recommended that the private SO-foot right-of-way, as shown on the sketch plan, be defined as a 
public right-of-way since townhouse lots, multifamily buildings, and the recreational facilities 
front this street. 

Section 27-480(b) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480(b) indicates that the minimum lot area for townhouses shall be 1,800 square feet. 
The preliminary plan as submitted does indicate conformance to this issue; however, the sketch 
plan submitted does not specify lot size. It is recommended that labels be provided on the plan 
prior to signature approval to ensure compliance with this requirement. 
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Section 27-480(d) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480(d) indicates that there shall be no more than six townhouses per building group in 
any comprehensive design zone, except where the applicant demonstrates that more than six 
dwelling units (but not more than eight dwelling units) would create a more attractive living 
environment or would be more environmentally sensitive. Additionally, in no event shall there be 
more than nine dwelling units in a building group, and garage parking within all building groups 
shall be provided in rear-loaded garages except where the rears of the units are located along open 
space areas along the perimeter of the development area or areas of steep topography. The sketch 
plan as submitted does indicate confonnance to this issue; however, the sketch plan submitted 
does not label lot types clearly. It is recommended that lot labels be provided on the plan prior to 
signature approval to ensure compliance with this requirement. 

Section 27-480(e) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480(e) indicates that the minimum building width for townhouses in any continuous, 
attached group shall be 20 feet. The sketch plan does not label the lot dimensions, so it is 
recommended that lot dimensions be provided on the plan prior to signature approval to ensure 
compliance with this requirement. 

Conformance with the Prince George's County Landscape Manual 
The proposed development is subject to the requirements of Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.6 of the 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual. Although Section 4. 7 does not technically apply in 
comprehensive design zones, Urban Design staff used the requirements as a guide. Conformance 
with these requirements will be judged at the time of specific design plan approval. 

Other Design Issues 
The preliminary plan included a variation request from the 150-foot lot depth requirement along an 
arterial road (Mattawoman Drive), per Section 24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision Regulations, that 
affected only lots and parcels within the R-M Zone. However, it is unclear whether this variation 
would now apply to the lots and parcels within the L-A-C Zone as the submitted sketch plan does 
not provide parcel lines or dimensions for review. With the addition of this infonnation, if it is 
now determined that a variation from the lot depth is necessary within the L-A-C Zone, it will be 
difficult to make urban design comments regarding adequate protection and screening from traffic 
nuisances as details or descriptions of proposed protection measures, such as earthen berms, plant 
materials, fencing, and/or the establishment of a building restriction line have not been labeled or 
provided. Noise mitigation measures must be further addressed at the time of SDP ':"hen a Phase II 
noise study is recommended. 

Block A, the commerciaVemployment area of the site, has lot lines running through drive aisles 
and parking lots which will create difficulties in complying with the requirements of Section 
4.3.b., Parking Lot Perimeter Landscape Strip, of the Landscape Manual. This issue of perimeter 
parking lot landscaping within office parks allows for smaller compounds and should be 
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considered in the preliminary plan process. The applicant should be prepared to revise the plan or 
consider the possibility of the requirements for alternative compliance or departure applications to 
address Section 4.3.b. at the time of specific design plan if necessary. 

19. Urban Design: R-M Zone-This referral is based on revised plans submitted by the applicant for 
, Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, The Villages at Timothy Branch. 

The subject Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 4-09003, seeks to subdivide a 334.26-acre property 
into 580 lots and 68 parcels in order to develop a mixed-use project including 1,200 residential 
dwelling units and approximately 305,000 square feet of commercial gross floor area. The 
Timothy Branch project includes 262 acres in the R-M(Residential Medium Development) Zone 
and 72.26 acres in the L-A-C (Local Activity Center) Zone. The R-M-zoned portion of the 
property is located east of US 301/MD 5, on both sides of proposed Mattawoman Drive, north of 
Matapeake Business Drive, and the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property is located on the south 
side of Brandywine Road. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion of 
the property and CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion of the property were reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010. However, at the time of the writing of this 
report, the Planning Board has not yet adopted the resolutions for both comprehensive design 
plans. 

This referral focuses on the R-M-zoned portion of the property, its previous Basic Plan approval 
(A-9987-C), and the subsequent Comprehensive Design Plan approval (CDP-0902). 

Conformance with Zoning Map Amendment Applications A-9987-C 
On June 16, 2008, the property was conditionally rezoned to the R-M and L-A-C Zones through 
County Council approval of A-9987-C and A-9988-C, respectively, which contained urban 
design-related requirements for the approved land use program, 12 conditions, and one 
consideration. The condition and consideration that are applicable to the review of this preliminary 
plan of subdivision have been listed in bold face type below, followed by comments and 
recommendations regarding these requirements. 
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Approved Land Use Program A-9987-C (R-M) 

Land Use Types and Quantities 

Total area: 
Land in the 100-year floodplain: 
Adjusted Gross Area: 
Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 
Permitted dwelling unit range: 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 

262± acres 
19 acres 
243 acres 
3.67-5.7 du/ac 
874.8-1,385.1 du 

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 
and multifamily and recreational facilities. 

The approval of CDP-0902 included the following breakdown of units: 

Dwelling Types 
Approximate % Number of Units 

of Total Units 
R-MZone 
Single-family Detached 9.45 101 

Townhouses 34.42 368 

One-Family Semi-Attached (Duplex) 7.48 80 
Two-Family Attached (Two-Over-Twos) 29.18 312 

Multifamily 19.45 208 

Total Units in the R-M Zone 99.98 or approximately 100% 1,069 

It should be noted that CDP -0902 included a two-part variance in conjunction with the CDP 
approval (Variance VD-0902) to allow an additional 9.5 percent in multifamily units (for a total of 
208 multifamily units)and 4.4 percent in townhouse units (for a total of 368 townhouse units). 
Any changes to the number of units that exceed the numbers listed in the chart above should be 
carefully evaluated for conformance to Subtitle 27. 

Basic Plan Conditions 

1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 
make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 
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The Planning Board addressed the condition above through conditions of approval for CDP-0902, 
which was found to be consistent with the Subregion V Master Plan. 

2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 
Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of 
making findings of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, 
at a minimum, include the following as critical intersections: 

a. MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD 5 and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proposed A-55 (future) 

This condition was addressed ,by the Transportation Planning Section at the time of comprehensive 
design plan and is also addressed with the preliminary plan of subdivision. 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

In the review of CDP-0902, this issue was discussed at length, the main issue being that, as was 
testified by the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) at the Planning Board hearing, DPR is 
not interested in acquiring the property associated with the Timothy Branch steam valley, nor are 
they interested in being party to a public use easement for the master plan trail as discussed 
previously. DPR staff also testified that the proposed master plan trail along the Timothy Branch 
stream valley will terminate at Brandywine Road because a road crossing at that location would 
create a safety hazard. Staff further stated that the master plan trail located along Mattawoman 
Drive will adequately serve users traveling between the subject site and properties on either end of 
the subject site. The Planning Board recognized these issues and agreed with the applicant's 
proposed language as adopted in a condition of the Planning Board's approval of the CDP. 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Matta woman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 
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Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial road. The Planning Board found that providing a 
five-foot-wide, concrete sidewalk along the west side of the road and an eight-foot-wide, concrete 
side path on the east side, in accordance with DPW &T standards addresses the condition above. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

Conditions of the CDP and this preliminary plan address specific requirements for the sidewalk 
and trail network discussed in this condition. 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standards for development, 
standards for the materials and design of architecture, and standards for 
design of signage for the entire site. 

The CDP has a condition to address the requirements for setbacks, building restriction 
lines, and build-to-lines for the project, and will be further reviewed with the SDPs. 

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to 
meet the needs of the future populations. 

The subject CDP proposes 1,069 residential units, which will be part of the 1,200 units in 
the overall Villages at Timothy Branch community. The CDP addresses the recreational 
facilities package for the development and sets forth a schedule of the phasing of the 
facilities in association with the development. It should also be noted that the applicant is 
obligated to construct major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine Area 
Community Park including: one softball field, one soccer field, a 65-space parking lot, and 
access from Missouri A venue. The Planning Board found that the combination of the 
proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and off-site public recreational 
facilities will satisfy the indoor and outdoor recreational needs of the residents of the 
Villages of Timothy Branch community, and as discussed in the Parks and Recreation 
section of this report. 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 
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a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and dedication of onsite a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

To address this condition of the basic plan and provide recreational opportunities for the residents 
of the proposed development, the applicant has proposed the tpayment of a fee-in-lieu of 
$700,000 for the construction of major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine 
Area Community Park (Parcel A, Plat PM 228 @ 79) t[including: one softball field, one soeeer 
field, and a 65 spaee parking lot.] , and private on site recreation facilities. 

12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 
projects, to coordinate its dev~lopment activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the 
correspondence with these project representatives. One year after final approval of 
the Basic Plan Amendment approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record 
(with a copy to the Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and 
to be taken to develop the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these 
other projects. 

At the time of CDP review, the applicant provided copies of communications sent to the adjacent 
projects listed along with the Councihnanic District 9 office, but indicated that no responses had 
been received in order to produce steps to develop the subject property consistently and 
harmoniously with these other projects. 

Consideration 

If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty acre 
on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreation amenities so 
that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 

The applicant has reached an agreement with DPR for providing ta fee-in-lieu for off-site 
recreational facilities, as per the basic plan condition, t[ on Pareel l .. ,] for the Brandywine 
Community Park (M-NCPPC). 

Conformance with Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 
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The Planning Board approved Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-09002 on October 7, 2010 with 
the following conditions that are applicable to the review of this preliminary plan of subdivision. 
As of the writing of this report, the Planning Board had not adopted the resolution of approval. 
Therefore, the actual wording of the conditions may be slightly different from the resolution. 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

This condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision. 

2. The total area within the L-A-C Zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M Zone 
(CDP-0902) comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 
1,775 trips in the PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are 
modified for any reason, trips may be re-allocated between these two zones 
(CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 
1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

A trip cap is recommended. 

3. A minimum 50-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the 
ultimate right-of-way of Matta woman Drive shall be provided on the Specific 
Design Plan (SDP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient 
area to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting pattern for fee simple lots along the 
right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive. For ease of review, the preliminary plan of subdivision 
should be revised prior to signature approval to indicate the 50-foot building restriction line 
(BRL) along the ultimate right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive. Any proposed reduction of 
this BRL will be analyzed at the time of specific design plan. 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 
right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SDP) for 
multifamily buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area 
to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. The minimum width of 
building restriction lines for other residential product types along US 301 shall be 
determined at the time of SDP and the Phase II Noise Study shall be considered in 
the determination of establishing the building restriction lines. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting pattern for fee simple lots along the 
right-of-way of US 301. For ease of review, the preliminary plan of subdivision should be 
revised prior to signature approval to indicate the 200-foot BRL along the ultimate 
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right-of-way ofUS-301. Any proposed reduction of this BRL will be analyzed at the time of 
specific design plan. 

5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

a. Show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: 

"Possible Future Transit alignment (subject to further future 
environmental review)." 

The preliminary plan and all future specific design plans should show this transit 
alignment. Lot lines for single and two-family unit types should be free and clear of the 
future right-of-way for the transit facility. 

b. Indicate a potential access connection between the existing 
warehouse/distribution facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut 
Road as an alternative for heavy truck traffic. 

The preliminary plan should show the access in an outlot, which could be conveyed in the 
future by the applicant and his heirs, successors, and/or assignees, providing direct access 
to Short Cut Road and divert industrial traffic away from Mattawoman Drive at such time 
as both parties are in agreement. 

c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as follows: 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to 
the standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board 
at the time of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 
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RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

Minimum Net Lot Area 

Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 

Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 

Minimum frontage - corner lot 

Maximum Lot Coverage(%) 
Minimum building setback from 

Mattawoman Drive 
Minimum building setback from 

Robert Crain Highway (US 301) 
Minimum front setbacks 

Minimum side setbacks 

Minimum rear setbacks 

Minimum side setback to streets 

Maximum residential building height11 

Maximum percentage of total units 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 

One-family 
.detached 
6,000 sq. ft. 

60 

60 

70 

30 

50 feet 

TBD10 

25 

10 

20 

25 

40 

NIA 

40 
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Two-family 
attached 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
354 

50 feet 

TBD10 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

55 feet 

NIA 

NIA 

[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

Single-family Single-family 
Multifamily 

semidetached8
' 

9 attached3
' 

8
' 
9 

3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
36 feet 20 feet NIA 
36 feet 20 feet NIA 
40 feet 30 feet NIA 

35 354 504 

50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

TBD10 TBD10 200 feet10 

20 feet 3,6 7 

10 feet 6 7 

20 feet 6 7 

20 feet 6 7 

45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

NIA 502 252 

NIA NIA NIA 
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All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows a maximum 30 and 10 
percent respectively of units in the R-M Zone. 

Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a minimum 25-foot front yard 
setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 square feet for providing 
stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for Mattawoman Drive, which 
requires a SO-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting setback requirements. 

On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family semidetached and single-family attached 
and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall be determined at the time of SOP review. 

These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning Board at the time of SOP. 

The preliminary plan of subdivision should adhere to the above standards and a note 
should be required to be added to the preliminary plan of subdivision prior to signature 
approval. 

10. At the time of preliminary plan review, an evaluation of all impacts to the primary 
management area shall be made. A revised Letter of Justification shall provided for 
impacts remaining at time of preliminary plan review, at which time further 
revisions necessary to minimize impacts shall be determined. 

This condition is addressed in the Environmental section of this report. 

11. If, revisions to the CDP plan increase the cumulative PMA impacts on the site for a 
total of 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their 
buffers, additional required mitigation shall be identified at time of preliminary plan 
review. 

This condition is addressed in the Environmental section of this report. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
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17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 

Any request to reduce the lot depth requirement along either Mattawoman Drive or the US 301 
right-of-way cannot be thoroughly addressed until after receipt of a Phase II noise study. The 
specific design plan will address building restriction lines and the protection of outdoor activity 
areas from unmitigated noise levels above 65 dBA. The Urban Design Section would support the 
granting of the variation of the lot depth requirement for the project along Mattawoman Drive and 
US 301 with condition, due to the lack of provision of supporting information in the applicant's 
statement of justification. 

The applicant claims that the revised layout creates a natural buffer for all of the lots along A-63, 
Matta woman Drive, but has not provided evidence of the reduction in noise level for the outdoor 
activity areas associated with the units. A berm along US 301 may provide sufficient buffering to 
adequately mitigate the noise generated, but should be demonstrated with a Phase II noise study. 
Conditions are recommended to address adverse noise impacts at the time of SDP, and discussed 
further in the Environmental section of this report. 

t[26. The applieant shall submit three original eneuted publie recreational faeilities 
agreements (RFA) for the eonstruetion of Phase 1 reereational faeilities in the 
Brandywine l'...rea Community Park to the Department of ParlEs and Reereation for 
their approYal three weelES prior to the submission of a final plat. Upon appro:val by 
the Department of Parks and Reereation, the RFA shall be recorded among the land 
reeords of Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

This condition is noted fur its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision. 

27. Submission to DPR of a performanee bond, letter of eredit, or other suitable 
finaaeial guarantees for the eonstruetioa of Phase 1 reereatioaal facilities in the 
Brandywine Area Commun-i-ty Park, in an amoaat to be determined by DPR, shall 
be required at least two weeks prior to applying for bailding permits. 

This condition is noted fur its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision.] 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
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Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   224 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-1 l 7(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 105 

t21. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the residential 
dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall make a 
monetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). M
NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) for inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used for the 
construction of recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park (M
NCPPC), as determined by the Prince George's County Department of Parks and 
Recreation {DPR), to complement the facilities being provided in the Southern Area 
Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

tBy memo dated February 11, 2015 the Planning Director requested a waiver of the Planning 
Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 19, 2015 the 
Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the reconsideration of 
Conditions 14-21 for the PPS, Conditions 14-21 of CDP-0901, and Conditions 20-27 for CDP-
0902 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major recreational facilities in the 
Brandywine Area Community Park, and approved a fee-in-lieu payment to satisfy the off-site 
requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987), with no change to the proposed on-site private 
recreational facilities. 

28. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide 
adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with the standards 
outlined in the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

29. The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design Section of 
the Development Review Division (DRD), M-NCPPC for adequacy, conformance to 
the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and appropriateness of location during 
the specific design plan review. 

These conditions will be further analyzed at the time of specific design plan to ensure that the RF A 
and bonding will result in the completion of the recreational facilities in phase with the 
development, and that recreational facilities• will be available to future residents in an appropriate 
time frame. 

30. The applicant shall submit three original executed private recreational facilities 
agreements (RFA) for the private recreational facilities on-site to DRD for their 
approval three weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon approval by DRD, the 
RFA shall be recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper 
Marlboro, Maryland. 

This condition is noted for its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
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31. Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational facilities 
within the CDP text and plan: 

CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage -RMl 
Prior to the issuance of Complete by 200th overall* 
any residential unit permit residential unit permit 
Prior to the issuance of 

Complete by 450th overall 
7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RM3 any residential unit permit 

withinRM3 
residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area 
Prior to the issuance of 

Complete by 600th overall 
any residential unit permit 

-RM4 
withinRM4 

residential unit permit 

Min. 4,200 square-foot Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 750th overall 

Community building and 25 500th overall* residential 
residential unit permit 

meter swimming pool - RM2 unit permit 
Prior to the issuance of 

Complete by 750th overall 
2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot - RM2 500th overall residential 

unit permit 
residential unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 750th overall 

5,000 sq. ft. per teen - RM2 500th overall residential 
unit permit 

residential unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 1,000th overall 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage- RMS any residential unit permit 
with RMS 

residential unit permit 

Timothy Branch 
Prior to the issuance of 

Stream Valley Trail1 

any residential unit permit 
Complete with adjacent pod 

(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other 
for the adjacent pod 

development 
recreational trail 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as 
more details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational 
facilities may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain 
circumstances, such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment 
ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior 
to construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of 
all the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
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This condition provides guidance for the final bonding and completion of recreational 
facilities and the recordation of RF As, after the approval of the specific design plans for the 
project. The bonding of the recreational facilities is allowed to be sectionalized in 
accordance with the above schedule. Minor revisions to this chart will be pennitted based on 
the final analysis of the facilities proposed, and the timing of bonding and construction. 

32. Submission to DRD of a performance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities, in an 
amount to be determined by DRD, shall be required at least two weeks prior to 
applying for building permits. 

This condition is noted for its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision. It 
should also be noted that the bonding of the project is subject to the timing of permits associated 
with the appropriate phase of the development, as stated in CDP-0902, Condition 31. 

34. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage between 
Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW &T 
standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail within an urban right-of-way 
(DPW &T Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the 
Timothy Branch trail, if required, via an alternate configuration (DPW &T 
Standard 100.06) to accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the 
travel lanes of the primary street located between the commercial and 
residential development, with directional signage to the Timothy Branch trail. 
A five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided on the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, signs, and other 
details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. Both the 
hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public 
right-of-way. 

This condition is noted for its requirement and fulfillment of Basic Plan A-9987-C, Condition 5. 

40. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch trail) along 
the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the 
District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

This condition is noted for its requirement unless the District Council amends the basic plan 
condition requiring the trail, and is discussed further in the Trails section of this report. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
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44. At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following 
rights-of-way: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to 
south through the subject property. 

The preliminary plan addresses this condition. 

45. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall provide the 
following transportation improvements as proffered in the July 2009 traffic impact 
study. 

a. A third northbound through land along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 
of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 
the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 
SHA. 

b. A northbound left-turn land along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 
SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, 
along with the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381 at 
Mattawoman Drive. 

d. The extension of Matta woman Drive south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

47. The R-M portion of the CDP shall be modified to indicate that the portion of 
A-63 between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern property line 
shall be labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

The preliminary plan should be revised prior to signature approval in accordance with the 
condition above. 

Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance 
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The application must comply with all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Certain 
requirements are discussed at this time because they directly affect lot sizes, lotting patterns, and 
unit yields. These include: 

Section 27-509(d) R-M Zone Regulations 
Section 27-509(d) indicates that each lot in the R-M Zone shall have frontage on, and direct 
vehicular access to, a public street, except lots for which private streets or other access 
rights-of-way have been authorized pursuant to Subtitle 24 of this Code. It should be noted that the 
sketch plan, as submitted, does not specify parcel or lot lines for the multifamily portions of the 
development. Whether they are parcel or lot lines, the applicant should be required to demonstrate 
conformance witl1 this requirement unless the elements of the exception have been met. 

Section 27-480( d) CDZ General Development Regulation (in part) 

There shall be no more than six (6) townhouses per building group in any 
Comprehensive Design Zone (with the exception of the V-L and V-M Zones) for 
which an application for a specific Design Plan is filed after December 30, 1996, 
except where the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning Board or 
District Council, as applicable, that more than six (6) dwelling units (but not more 
than eight (8) dwelling units) would create a more attractive living environment or 
would be more environmentally sensitive. In no event shall the number of building 
groups containing more than six (6) dwelling units exceed twenty percent (20%) of 
the total number of building groups in the SDP, and the end units on such building 
groups shall be a minimum of twenty-four (24) feet in width ... 

This section of the Zoning Ordinance applies to the townhouses proposed within the R-M Zone 
and will be addressed at the time of specific design plan review for the project. 

S~ction 27-480(e) CDZ General Development Regulation 

The minimum building width for townhouses in any continuous, attached group 
shall be twenty (20) feet, and the minimum gross living space for a townhouse shall 
be one thousand two hundred and fifty (1,250) square feet in any development for 
which an application for a Specific Design Plan is filed after December 30, 1996 
(with the exception of townhouses in the V-L and V-M Zones and, as it applies to the 
minimum building width only, townhouses on property in the L-A-C Zone, if any 
portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or planned Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metro rail station). For the purposes of this 
subsection, "gross living space" shall be defined as all interior building space except 
the garage and unfinished basement or attic area. 
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This section of the Zoning Ordinance applies to the townhouses proposed within the R 0 M Zone 
and will be addressed at the time of specific design plan review for the project. 

Conformance with the Prince George's County Landscape Manual 
The proposed development is subject to the requirements of Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.6 of the 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual. Although Section 4. 7 does not technically apply 
within comprehensive design zones, it will be used as a guide in the review and approval of 
specific design plans for the project. 

Other Design Issues 
The variation request from the 150-foot lot depth requirement along the arterial roadway, 
Mattawoman Drive, and the 300-foot lot depth requirement along US 301, per Section 
24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision Regulations, will be further evaluated with the review of the Phase 
II noise study at the time of SDP to ensure that the rear yards of the units are protected from noise 
levels exceeding 65 dBA Ldn. The current information on the plan indicates that the majority of 
units located within Block F are entirely impacted by greater than 65 dBA Ldn unmitigated noise 
contour. Section 24-121(a)(4) requires that protection be provided via earthen berms, plant 
materials, fencing, and/or the establishment of a building restriction line. The use of a berm or 
noise wall is not appropriate along Mattawoman Drive as the units front on the arterial roadway. 

Along US 301, the use of a berm is conceptually shown on the plan, but the impact of the berm on 
noise volumes has not yet been determined and will be with the review of a Phase II noise study. 
Therefore, along each edge of the development, staff recommends that, at the time of approval of 
specific design plans for the project, the 65 dBA Ldn mitigated noise line be shown on the plans 
and all rear yards of either single-family detached, single-family attached, or two-family dwellings 
provide a minimum 25-foot-wide outdoor activity area free of noise intrusion above the 65 dBA 
Ldn mitigated line. It should be noted that the project's US 301frontage is interrupted by an 
independent parcel that is cleared. It may be difficult to create a berm in this area and therefore, a 
noise wall may be more appropriate. 

In some areas, like Block E, it is not clear where recreational areas are to be located. All outdoor 
recreational areas have to be located outside of the 65 dBA Ldn line at the time of SDP. The 
mitigated 65 dBA Ldn line and more precise location information for outdoor recreational areas 
should be shown on the specific design plan. 

All stormwater ponds should be designed as visual amenities and placed so as to complement 
recreational facilities. A homeowners association trail should be provided around all ponds if 
possible. 

In Block D, create a visual break and convenient direct pedestrian connection between the trail and 
the main recreational facility in Parcel D. 
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A redesign of Block E for the layout of multifamily buildings is necessary to provide a cohesive 
community that reduces or eliminates surface parking, provides a central focal recreational space, 
and provides an appropriate location for future pedestrian connections to the off-site transit stops. 
Special attention should be paid to landscaping and architecture of the buildings along 
Matta woman Drive at time of specific design plan. The footprints of buildings and parking areas 
should be deleted from the preliminary plan to allow more flexibility in design at the time of 
approval of specific design plans regarding layout of structures and choice of multifamily product 
type. 

20. Stormwater Management-The Department of Public Works and Transportation has determined 
that on-site stormwater management is required. A Stormwater Management Concept Plan, 11355-
2009-00, has been approved with conditions to ensure that development of this site does not result 
in on-site or downstream flooding. Development must be in accordance with this approved plan, 
and any subsequent revisions. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board's action must be filed with 
Circuit Court for Prince George's County, Maryland within thirty (30) days following the date of notice of 
the adoption of this Resolution. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   231 of 378



PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page 112 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on the 
motion of Commissioner Squire, seconded by Commissioner Clark, with Commissioners Squire, Clark, 
Vaughns, Cavitt and Parker voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held on Thursday, 
October 28, 2010, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 2nd day of December 2010. 

*This is to certify that the foregoing, indicated in underline and deletion, is a true and correct copy 
of the reconsideration action taken by the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland
National Capital Park and Planning Commission relating to police response time reporting on the motion 
of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Bailey, with.Commissioners Washington, 
Bailey, Shoaff and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Squire absent at its 
regular meeting held on Thursday, April 5, 2012, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

* Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 24th day of May 2012. 

tThis is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the reconsideration action taken 
by the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission on the motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with 
Commissioners Washington, Geraldo, Bailey and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with 
Commissioner Shoaff absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday, March 19, 2015, in Upper Marlboro, 
Maryland. The adoption of this amended resolution based on the reconsideration action taken does not 
extend the validity period. 

t Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 19th day of March 2015. 

PCB:JJ: WC:arj 
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Patricia Colihan Barney 
Executive Director 

~~~~~~ 
Jessica Jones 
Planning Board Administrator 
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 R E S O L U T I O N 

 

WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board is charged with approval of Specific 

Design Plans pursuant to Part 8, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince George's County Code; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence presented at a public hearing on October 23, 2014, 

regarding Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 for The Villages at Timothy Branch, the Planning Board finds: 

 

1. Request: The subject application is for approval of a SDP for infrastructure, which includes 

clearing, grading, roadway extension of Mattawoman Drive, frontage improvements, pipe, and 

stormwater pond construction for the entire site. 

 

2. Development Data Summary: 

 

 

 

EXISTING APPROVED 

Zone L-A-C/R-M L-A-C/R-M 

Uses Vacant Infrastructure 

Total Acreage 334.26 334.26 

Area of Dedication   

Brandywine Road N/A 0.29 acre 

Mattawoman Drive N/A 10.75 acres 

 

3. Location: The subject property is a tract of land consisting of wooded undeveloped land and open 

farm land located on the eastern side of Robert S. Crain Highway (US 301), southeast of its 

intersections with Branch Avenue (MD 5) and Brandywine Road (MD 381), in Planning 

Area 85A, Council District 9. 

 

4. Surrounding Uses: The entire Timothy Branch property consists of 334.26 acres and is bounded 

to the north by Brandywine Road (MD 381); to the northwest by Short Cut Road; to the east by the 

Timothy Branch stream valley; to the south by vacant and light industrial uses in the I-1 (Light 

Industrial) and I-3 (Planned Industrial/Employment Park) Zones; and to the west by Crain 

Highway (US 301), a single commercial parcel zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial), and 

multiple I-1-zoned industrial parcels along the US 301 frontage. Additionally, there is an internal 

parcel (Parcel E) located in the central northern portion of the property which is zoned I-3 and 

E-I-A (Employment and Institutional Area) and is developed as an existing warehouse. The 72.26-

acre L-A-C-zoned (Local Activity Center) portion of the property is in the northeastern corner, just 

south of MD 381, and the 262-acre, R-M-zoned (Residential Medium Development) portion is 

located in the south, abutting US 301. 

 

----------
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5. Previous Approvals: Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987 and A-9988 were 

approved by the District Council on July 11, 2008, rezoning the property from the I-3 and 

E-I-A Zones to the L-A-C and R-M Zones, subject to 12 conditions and one consideration. 

 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion was approved by the Prince 

George’s County Planning Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-111). The 

Prince George’s County District Council elected to review the case, which they did at a hearing on 

November 14, 2011. Subsequently, they issued an order of approval on January 23, 2012, subject 

to 46 conditions. 

 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion was approved by the Planning 

Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). The District Council elected to 

review the case, which they did at a hearing on November 14, 2011. They then remanded the case 

to the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the Planning Board on 

April 5, 2012. The District Council reviewed the revised approval and issued an order of approval 

on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. 

 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 was originally approved by the Planning Board on 

October 28, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117). The applicant’s request for a reconsideration 

of this decision was granted and, on April 5, 2012, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding 

the reconsideration and approved Preliminary Plan 4-09003 subject to the 40 conditions contained 

in PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A). 

 

6. Design Features: The subject SDP is for rough grading the entire property and road infrastructure 

for Mattawoman Drive, which runs north-south through the entire subject property. The SDP 

proposes two areas of road dedication for Brandywine Road and Mattawoman Drive, and does not 

create any new parcels. The specific infrastructure improvements proposed include the following: 

 

a. Clearing of existing woodland; 

 

b. Rough grading of the future streets and lot areas; 

 

c. Dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive; 

 

e. Storm drainage construction; 

 

f. Stormwater management pond construction; and 

 

g. Water and sewer system construction. 

 

No specific uses, buildings, residential lots, or architecture are proposed with this SDP, and would 

have to be included in future SDPs for the subject property prior to construction. 
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The SDP also includes grading for a proposed noise berm along the property’s US 301 frontage, 

which is to be reforested. Final design of noise mitigation features will have to be determined with 

a future SDP that proposes residential development. However, the grading currently shown for the 

noise berm appears highly engineered. It is not a very naturalistic form, which creates concern 

about the final appearance of this berm. The Planning Board found that the design should be 

softened to create varying shapes, rounded edges, and a more naturalistic appearance.  

 

The SDP proposes five new stormwater management ponds throughout the subject property. There 

was some consideration in previous approvals for the site that the ponds should be designed as 

visual amenities and placed so as to complement recreational facilities and include trails, where 

possible. It is understood that this plan represents a rough grading for the property and that 

improvements will be modified as the site development is finalized and engineered. Therefore, the 

Planning Board found that the stormwater pond areas should be modified, where possible, in 

future SDPs to include things that may include trails, landscaping, sitting areas, and attractive 

hardscaping, so that they serve as visual and recreational amenities for the surrounding 

development. 

 

7. Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987 and A-9988: Basic Plans A-9987-C and 

A-9988-C were approved by the District Council on July 11, 2008 subject to 12 conditions and 

one consideration. The following are applicable to the review of this SDP: 

 

Land Use Types and Quantities: 

 

A-9987:  

Total area:    

  

262± acres 

Land in the 100-year floodplain: 19 acres 

Adjusted gross area: 243 acres 

Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 3.6–5.7 du/ac 

Permitted Dwelling Unit Range 874.8–1385.1 du 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 

and multifamily and recreational facilities. 

  

A-9988:  

Total area:  72± acres 

Land in the 100-year floodplain: 8 acres 

Adjusted gross area: 64 acres 

Density permitted under the L-A-C Zone: 10–15 du/ac 

Permitted dwelling unit range: 640 – 960 du 

Floor area ratio: 0.2–0.4 FAR 

Proposed commercial/employment: 220,000–270,000 sq. ft. 
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Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 
 

One-family attached, townhouse and multi-family (active adult community) 

and recreational facilities. 

Residential uses, retail/commercial, office, warehousing and distribution, and light 

manufacturing and industrial flex space. 

 

Conformance with these requirements was found at the time of comprehensive design plan (CDP) 

approval. The subject SDP does not propose any land uses or buildings. 

 

Conditions 

 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 

subject site’s entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 

or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 

provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

 

Conformance with this condition was found at the time of CDP. The specified trails are not part of 

the work associated with the subject application and would have to be included in a future SDP for 

the subject property. 

 

4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject 

site’s entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and 

ramps at all intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting 

strip. 

 

Proposed A-55 is located south of the subject site; therefore, this condition does not apply. 

 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman 

Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

 

The submitted SDP shows a five-foot-wide concrete sidewalk along the west side of Mattawoman 

Drive and an eight-foot-wide concrete sidepath on the east side, in accordance with previous 

conditions of approval. 

 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 

unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 

detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 

may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

 

The subject SDP does not propose to construct any internal roads other than Mattawoman Drive 

this time. This requirement would have to be included in a future SDP for the subject property. 
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10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 

shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 

 

Conformance with this condition was found at the time of CDP. A revised Type 1 Tree 

Conservation (TCP1-151-90-02) was submitted with the preliminary plan, and a revised Type 2 

Tree conservation Plan (TCP2-068-93-01) was submitted with the current application. This issue 

is discussed further in Finding 13 below. 

 

8. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901: Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the subject 

property was approved on January 23, 2012 by the District Council, subject to 46 conditions. The 

following conditions of the CDP approval are applicable to the subject SDP and warrant 

discussion as follows: 

 

8. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, the following shall be provided: 

 

n. A site development plan for stormwater management that details how the 

new stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the 

provision of environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent 

practicable, unless other stormwater management design approvals and/or 

waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

 

An approved Stormwater Management Concept Letter and Plan (11355-2009-00), 

reapproved April 25, 2012 and valid through April 25, 2015, was submitted with the 

current application. The stormwater management review function and conformance of the 

stormwater management plans with the requirements of Subtitle 32 of the Prince George’s 

County Code previously performed by the Department of Public Works and 

Transportation (DPW&T) has been transferred to the Department of Permitting, 

Inspections and Enforcement (DPIE). Conformance with Subtitle 32, Water Resources 

Protection and Grading Code, enacted on July 19, 2011, will be evaluated by DPIE. 

 

o. The TCP 2 for the subject property demonstrating that the requirements of 

the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided 

on-site through preservation or afforestation to the fullest extent possible, 

consistent with the desired pattern of development and densities indicated in 

the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within 

the Mattawoman watershed. 

 

The requirements of the Prince George’s County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat 

Conservation Ordinance (WCO) are fully provided for on-site through preservation and 

afforestation, with no off-site mitigation proposed. 

 

p. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and 

approved with the appropriate SDP application and associated TCP 2. 

 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   237 of 378



PGCPB No. 14-116 

File No. SDP-1304 

Page 6 

 

 
 

Although the site was later determined to be grandfathered by prior tree conservation plan 

(TCP) approvals, a variance for removal of Specimen Tree 3 was included as a condition 

of approval for the CDP. A variance application and statement of justification were 

submitted by the applicant in fulfillment of this condition, and has been evaluated below: 

 

The TCP2 indicates that the site contains specimen trees. Section 25-122(b)(1)(G) 

requires that: 

 

(G) Specimen trees, champion trees, and trees that are part of a historic 

site or are associated with a historic structure shall be preserved and 

the design shall either preserve the critical root zone of each tree in 

its entirety or preserve an appropriate percentage of the critical root 

zone in keeping with the tree’s condition and the species’ ability to 

survive construction as provided in the Technical Manual. 

 

The TCP2 indicates that there are seven living specimen trees on the site, one of 

which is proposed for removal. Specimen Tree ST-3 is a 31-inch diameter at 

breast height (DBH) white oak in poor condition located in the central portion of 

the site, which is proposed to be removed to provide for grading for site 

development. A Subtitle 25 Variance application and a statement of justification 

for the removal of one specimen tree were submitted on August 1, 2014. 

 

Section 25-119(d)(1) of the WCO contains four required findings (text in bold) to 

be made before a variance can be granted: 

 

(A) Special conditions peculiar to the property have caused the 

unwarranted hardship; 

 

The single tree proposed for removal is one of seven specimen trees on 

the site located just outside of the master-planned right-of-way for 

Mattawoman Drive. The condition of this tree has been determined to be 

poor. 

 

The Villages of Timothy Branch is zoned R-M, which allows a mixture of 

residential dwelling types with a medium density range. Preservation of 

the identified specimen tree and its critical root zone would require the 

relocation of a proposed public road into this portion of the development 

and the relocation of units. 

 

The elongated shape of the property has limited access points because of a 

stream valley on the east and a freeway/expressway on the west. These 

present special conditions peculiar to the property which have caused an 

unwarranted hardship by focusing development in the middle of the site 

and requiring the removal of one specimen tree in order to accommodate 
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the desired development pattern of the zoning protect regulated 

environmental features, and address noise impacts on-site. The poor 

condition of the specimen tree does not warrant an avoidance option. 

 

(B) Enforcement of these rules will deprive the applicant of 

rights commonly enjoyed by others in similar areas; 

 

Similar projects have been approved for the removal of specimen trees in 

order to achieve the desired development pattern and density. Retention 

of the one specimen tree, which is in declining heath and for which long-

term survival is uncertain, would further decrease the development 

potential of this property as is allowable in the R-M Zone, and which is 

already constrained by environmental features. 

 

(C) Granting the variance will not confer on the applicant a 

special privilege that would be denied to other applicants; 

 

Granting of this variance will not confer a special privilege to the 

applicant, but will allow the applicant to develop the subject property in a 

manner consistent with, and complimentary to, surrounding properties 

and land uses. 

 

(D) The request is not based on conditions or circumstances 

which are the result of actions by the applicant; 

 

The variance request is because of the existing shape and location of the 

subject property, and not because of conditions or circumstances which 

are the result of actions by the applicant. 

 

(E) The request does not arise from a condition relating to land 

or building use, either permitted or nonconforming, on a 

neighboring property; and 

 

The need for a variance to develop this site does not arise from any 

condition relating to land or building use on a neighboring property, but is 

solely due to development on the subject property. 

 

(F) Granting of the variance will not adversely affect water 

quality. 

 

Because this property will be developed in keeping with an approved 

stormwater management plan, there will be no adverse effect on water 

quality. The stormwater management design for the site is required to 

meet the current regulations, which require the post-development 
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conditions to mimic a pre-development condition of a site as “woods in 

good condition.” Because the site must meet strict water quality and 

quantity requirements, the loss of one specimen tree should not have a 

significant adverse impact on water quality. Specific requirements 

regarding stormwater management for the site will be further reviewed 

and approved by DPIE. 

 

The required findings of Section 25-119(d)(1) have been adequately addressed for 

the removal of the Specimen Tree ST-3. A note shall be placed on the plan 

indicating this approval. 

 

q. The use of full cut-off optics to ensure that light intrusion into residential 

and environmentally-sensitive areas is minimized. At the time of SDP, details 

of all lighting fixtures shall be submitted for review along with certification 

that the proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics and a photometric plan 

showing proposed light levels. The following note shall be placed on all 

future SDPs: 

 

“All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to 

reduce glare and light spill-over.” 

 

The subject SDP does not propose any lighting fixtures except within the public right-of-

way of Mattawoman Drive. The specifics of these light fixtures will be governed by the 

public agency; however, the specified note should still be placed on the SDP as required. 

Therefore, a condition has been included in this approval requiring such. 

 

r. A tree canopy coverage (TCC) schedule on the SDPs and associated TCP2s 

indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject 

application. 

 

The subject SDP provides a tree canopy coverage schedule. This issue is discussed further 

below: 

 

Subtitle 25, Division 3, the Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance, requires a minimum 

percentage of tree canopy coverage (TCC) on projects that require a building or grading 

permit for 5,000 square feet or greater of gross floor area or disturbance. Properties that 

are zoned L-A-C are required to provide a minimum of 10 percent of the gross tract area 

in tree canopy, and properties that are zoned R-M are required to provide a minimum of 

15 percent. The subject property is a total of 334.26 acres in size, resulting in a combined 

TCC requirement of 46.53 acres. A TCC schedule was provided showing that the 

requirement is being met on-site by the retention of existing woodlands. However, the 

number listed in the TCC schedule does not match the TCP2, and should be revised. A 

condition has been included in this approval regarding this. 
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10. Prior to acceptance of an SDP, a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing 

of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

 

The subject SDP was accepted without a plan or proposal for primary management (PMA) 

mitigation because a nontidal wetland mitigation area of 3.5 acres is protected on the site, which 

was 1.26 acres more than the permitting requirement. No additional PMA mitigation will be 

required. 

 

11. Prior to approval of any TCP 2 which proposes to credit as woodland conservation 

planting occurring within a stormwater management easement, a site development 

stormwater management plan shall be submitted to the Prince George’s County 

Planning Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been 

reviewed by the Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPW&T) with 

regard to the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or 

preservation areas should be shown within 15 feet of the toe of the pond 

embankment, or as determined by DPW&T or the Soil Conservation District 

reviewers. 

 

This issue needs to be resolved prior to signature approval of the TCP2, if any woodland 

conservation is being credited within a stormwater management easement. Therefore, this 

condition has been carried forward in this approval.  

 

27. The applicant shall provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete side path in the 

right-of-way along the subject site’s entire frontage of Brandywine Road (MD 381), 

subject to SHA approval and in accordance with SHA standards and subject to 

AASHTO guidance. 

 

An eight-foot-wide sidepath is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of Brandywine Road 

(MD 381). 

 

30. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 

Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site’s entire frontage between 

Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW&T 

standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail within an urban right-of-way (DPW&T 

Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch 

trail, if required, via an alternate configuration (DPW&T Standard 100.06) to 

accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of the primary 

street located between the commercial and residential development, with directional 

signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided 

on the west side of Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, 

signs, and other details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. Both 

the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public right-of-

way. 
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An eight-foot-wide sidewalk is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of the east side of 

Mattawoman Drive. A five-foot-wide sidewalk is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of 

the west side of Mattawoman Drive. 

 

31. At the time of SDP, the plans shall identify the location of median refuge islands 

along Mattawoman Drive, per DPW&T standards and with AASHTO guidance. 

 

Medians have been indicated along Mattawoman Drive on the SDP. However, the location and 

details of pedestrian crossings and refuges has not been clearly labeled or provided and should be 

done prior to certification. Therefore, a condition has been included this approval requiring such. 

 

33. Indicate on the specific design plan the width of all of the on-road and off-road 

bikeways, sidewalks, and trails. 

 

The width of the sidewalks and sidepaths for infrastructure roadways shown on this SDP has been 

provided. 

 

34. At the time of specific design plan review, provide cross section details of the 

proposed sidewalks, on-road bike lanes, shared-use roads, and trails per SHA and 

DPW&T standards where applicable. 

 

Sidewalk, sidepath, bikeways and trail cross sections and details have not been provided in the 

SDP and must be. 

 

35. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch trail) along 

the subject site’s entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the 

District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

 

The specified trail is not part of the work associated with the subject application and would have to 

be included in a future SDP for the subject property. 

 

40. Provide a trail construction sequence plan with each of the specific design plans so 

that staff can evaluate the timing of the construction of the trails. 

 

No trails are proposed with the subject application. They would have to be included in a future 

SDP for the subject property. 

 

41. At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following 

rights-of-way: 

 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 

through the subject property. 
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b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the 

site’s entire frontage. 

 

The above rights-of-way have been shown on the SDP. The square footage of each right-of-way 

dedication area should also be provided on the SDP plan sheets, with adjustment to acreages as 

appropriate. 

 

46. At the time of specific design plan, the required phasing of the construction of the 

extension of Mattawoman Drive to Matapeake Business Drive prescribed in 

Condition 43(d) shall be determined, but the construction of this extension must be 

completed prior to or concurrent with the construction of the residential component 

of CDP-0901 in order for this CDP application to satisfy the requirement that it not 

excessively burden public facilities. 

 

The subject SDP does not specify the extension of Mattawoman Drive to the off-site Matapeake 

Business Drive at this time. This issue will have to be addressed at the time of a future SDP that 

involves development on the subject property in accordance with preliminary plan Condition 26. 

 

9. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902: Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for the subject 

property was originally remanded by the District Council to the Planning Board on 

January 23, 2012. Subsequently, they reheard the case and approved it on November 4, 2013 

subject to 50 conditions, many of which are duplicative of CDP-0901 approval conditions and are 

therefore not included here. The following conditions of the CDP approval are applicable to the 

subject SDP and warrant discussion as follows: 

 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 

right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SDP) for 

multifamily buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area 

to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. The minimum width of 

building restriction lines for other residential product types along US 301 shall be 

determined at the time of SDP and the Phase II Noise Study shall be considered in 

the determination of establishing the building restriction lines. 

 

The subject SDP does not propose any land uses or buildings. 

 

50. At the time of SDP, the required phasing plan for the construction of the extension 

of Mattawoman Drive to Matapeake Business Drive prescribed in Condition 45(d) 

shall be determined, but the construction of this extension must be completed 

concurrent with or prior to completion of half of all of the residential units included 

in CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 (i.e., by the 600th residential building permit). 

 

The subject SDP does not propose any land uses or buildings. Therefore, a phasing plan for the 

required improvement will have to be submitted with a future SDP that proposes development in 

accordance with PPS Condition 26. 
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10. Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003: The relevant Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 

4-09003, was originally approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010. Subsequently, the 

applicant requested a reconsideration, which the Planning Board heard and approved on 

April 5, 2012 subject to 40 conditions. The following conditions warrant discussion in relation to 

the subject SDP: 

 

3. Prior to approval of the SDP, the preliminary plan and TCP1 shall relocate all 

townhouse lots adjacent to US 301/MD 5 outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated 

noise contour. This may result in the loss of lots if they cannot be appropriately 

relocated. 

 

Even though the SDP does not propose any development, the SDP and TCP2 should include the 

delineation of the unmitigated or mitigated noise contours related to US 301/MD 5. Therefore, a 

condition has been included in this approval regarding this issue. 

 

6. Prior to approval of the first SDP, a proposed stream and/or wetland mitigation 

plan shall be required if the total stream impacts on the final TCP1 associated with 

the preliminary plan total 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of 

wetlands and their buffers. If this occurs, the first SDP submission package shall 

include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in conformance with Part C of the 

Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to identify possible 

mitigation sites shall be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database shall 

be researched by the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites shall be 

identified first within the impacted stream system, and then if mitigation cannot be 

found in this system, mitigation shall be focused in the following areas, in the stated 

order of priority: within the drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, or river basin 

within Prince George’s County. 

 

The SDP proposes a nontidal wetland mitigation area of 3.5 acres on the site, which is 1.26 acres 

more than the requirement. No additional mitigation will be required. 

 

7. At the time of the first SDP submittal, the submission package shall include a 

proposed site development for stormwater management that details how the new 

stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the provision of 

environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, unless other 

stormwater management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

 

Stormwater Management Concept Plan 11355-2009-00, reapproved April 25, 2012 and valid 

through April 25, 2015, was submitted with the current application.  

 

8. Prior to signature approval of any Type 2 tree conservation plan which proposes to 

credit, as woodland conservation, planting occurring with a stormwater 

management easement, an approved site development stormwater management plan 
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shall be submitted to the Planning Department which indicates that the planting 

areas proposed have been approved by DPW&T with regard to the location, size, 

and plant stocking proposed. 

 

This issue needs to be resolved prior to signature approval of the TCP2, if any woodland 

conservation is being credited within a stormwater management easement. Therefore, this 

condition has been carried forward in this approval. 

 

24. In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation 

and the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, the 

applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide the 

following: 

 

a. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site’s entire 

frontage of Brandywine Road, unless modified by SHA. 

 

An eight-foot-wide sidepath is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of 

Brandywine Road (MD 381), subject to SHA approval. 

 

c. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site’s entire 

frontage of the east side of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake 

Business Drive extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 

 

An eight-foot-wide sidewalk is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of the east 

side of Mattawoman Drive. 

 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site’s frontage of the entire west 

side of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive 

extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 

 

A five-foot-wide sidewalk is shown along the subject site’s entire frontage of the west side 

of Mattawoman Drive. 

 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along Mattawoman 

Drive at the time of SDP, unless modified by DPW&T. 

 

Medians have been indicated along Mattawoman Drive on the SDP. However, the location 

and details of pedestrian crossings and refuges has not been clearly labeled or provided 

and should be done prior to certification. Therefore, a condition has been included in this 

approval requiring such. 

 

g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for all 

bikeways, sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 
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The location, width, and surface treatment of the sidewalks and sidepaths for 

infrastructure roadways shown in this SDP have been provided. 

 

h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be provided at 

the time of SDP, consistent with current DPW&T and DPR standards and 

guidelines. 

 

Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details have not been provided in the SDP 

and should be. 

 

25. At the time of final plat approval, the applicant shall dedicate the following 

rights-of-way as reflected on the approved preliminary plan of subdivision: 

 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 

through the subject property. 

 

b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the 

site’s frontage. 

 

The above rights-of-way have been shown on the SDP, but the square footage of each right-of-way 

dedication area should also be provided on the SDP plan sheets. 

 

26. The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following 

improvements at the time of the initial specific design plan involving development 

within the subject property, and also shall submit any needed warrant studies 

related to condition c at this time. A status report for these improvements shall be 

submitted with each specific design plan within the property, with the transportation 

staff recommendation to be based upon a comparison of the status with the phasing 

plan. The staging of conditions a, b, and d shall be related to the timing of collection 

of Road Club fees (pursuant to Condition 27). Condition c would be implemented 

when the signal is deemed to be warranted and required by SHA. 

 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 

Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 

of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 

elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 

the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 

Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 

SHA. 

 

b. A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 

SHA approval. 
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c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with 

the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman 

Drive. 

 

d. The extension of Mattawoman Drive south of the subject property to connect 

to Matapeake Business Drive. 

 

The subject SDP does not propose any development within the subject property. Therefore, a 

phasing plan for the required improvements will have to be submitted with a future SDP. 

 

30. All appropriate specific design plans shall limit access to A-63 as follows:  

 

a. Any public or private streets shown on the approved preliminary plan. 

 

b. A maximum of two driveways within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site to 

serve the commercial development. 

 

c. A maximum of two driveways within the R-M-zoned portion of the site to 

serve Residential Module 5. 

 

The subject SDP does not propose any street or driveway connections to A-63 (Mattawoman 

Drive) at this time. This condition will have to be reviewed for conformance with future SDPs. 

 

32. Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the 

applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a final report detailing 

the Phase II investigations and ensure that all artifacts are curated in accordance 

with the Guidelines for Archeological Review. 

 

The applicant submitted four copies of the final Phase II report on June 17, 2010, and the reports 

were accepted by Historic Preservation staff on July 20, 2010. The applicant has not provided 

documentation that the artifacts have been curated at the Maryland Archaeological Conservation 

Lab. This documentation should be provided to Historic Preservation staff prior to signature 

approval of this SDP. 

 

33. Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the 

applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any 

interpretive signage to be erected and public outreach measures (based on the 

findings of the Phase I and Phase II archeological investigations). The location and 

wording of the signage and the public outreach measures shall be subject to 

approval by the Historic Preservation Commission and the M-NCPPC staff 

archeologist. The SDP shall include the timing for the installation of the signage and 

the implementation of public outreach measures. 

 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   247 of 378



PGCPB No. 14-116 

File No. SDP-1304 

Page 16 

 

 
 

This issue is discussed further in Finding 14(a) below, resulting in the conclusion that the location, 

wording, and timing of interpretive signage needs to be dealt with at the time of SDP that includes 

site development beyond infrastructure. 

 

36. Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan, the preliminary plan shall 

conform to all applicable Zoning Ordinance requirements and CDP conditions, 

including the following: 

 

f. The plan shall show a minimum 40-foot wide scenic easement and landscape 

buffer outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any public utility easements 

along the southern frontage of Brandywine Road. 

 

The required 40-foot-wide scenic easement is shown on the submitted SDP sheets. 

 

40. Prior to the approval of any SDP for the Villages of Timothy Branch development, 

the applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall work with 

Historic Preservation staff to develop names for the subdivision streets that reflect 

the history of the property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and its associated 

families. 

 

The subject SDP only proposes one road at this time, Mattawoman Drive, which is already the 

recorded name. Future SDPs that propose new roads will have to be reviewed for conformance to 

this condition. 

 

11. Zoning Ordinance: The subject application has been reviewed for compliance with the 

requirements in the L-A-C and R-M Zones and the site plan design guidelines of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 

 

a. The subject application is in conformance with the applicable requirements of 

Section 27-494, Purposes; Section 27-495, Uses; and Section 27-496, Regulations, 

governing development in the L-A-C Zone. 

 

b. The subject application is in conformance with the applicable requirements of 

Section 27-507, Purposes; Section 27-508, Uses; and Section 27-509, Regulations, 

governing development in the R-M Zone. 

 

c. Section 27-528 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth the following criteria for approval of a 

SDP: 

 

(a) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan, the Planning Board shall find 

that: 

 

(1) The plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive Design Plan, the 

applicable standards of the Landscape Manual, and except as 
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provided in Section 27-528(a)(1.1), for Specific Design Plans for 

which an application is filed after December 30, 1996, with the 

exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the applicable design guidelines 

for townhouses set forth in Section 27-274(a)(1)(B) and (a)(11), and 

the applicable regulations for townhouses set forth in Section 27-

433(d) and, as it applies to property in the L-A-C Zone, if any 

portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or Washington 

Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail station, the 

regulations set forth in Section 27-480(d) and (e); 

 

The plan conforms to the requirements of CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 as detailed in 

Findings 8 and 9 above and the 2010 Prince George’s County Landscape Manual 

as detailed in Finding 12 below. 

 

(1.1) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the 

requirements stated in the definition of the use and satisfies all 

requirements for the use in Section 27-508 of the Zoning Ordinance; 

 

The subject project is not a regional urban community. Therefore, the 

requirements of this subpart are not applicable. 

 

(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable 

period of time with existing or programmed public facilities either 

shown in the appropriate Capital Improvement Program or 

provided as part of the private development; 

 

The proposed plan for infrastructure development only will have no impact on the 

previous finding that the project will be adequately served within a reasonable 

period of time, as was found in the approval of Preliminary Plan 4-09003. 

 

(3) Adequate provision has been made for draining surface water so that 

there are no adverse effects on either the subject property or 

adjacent properties; 

 

A memorandum dated September 17, 2014 from DPIE indicated that the applicant 

has an approved stormwater management plan and final technical plan approval 

for the six proposed ponds. Therefore, it may be said that adequate provision has 

been made for draining surface water, with no adverse effects. 

 

(4) The plan is in conformance with an approved Type 2 Tree 

Conservation Plan; 
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The Planning Board found to approve TCP2-068-93-01 subject to conditions. 

Those conditions have been included in this approval. Therefore, it may be said 

that the plan is in conformance with an approved TCP2. 

 

(5) The plan demonstrates that the regulated environmental features are 

preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible in accordance 

with the requirement of Subtitle 24-130(b)(5). 

 

The Planning Board found that the regulated environmental features on the 

subject property have been found to have been preserved and/or restored to the 

fullest extent possible based on the limits of disturbance shown on the TCP2 

submitted with the current application. The PMA impacts shown on the SDP and 

TCP2 are consistent with those approved with Preliminary Plan 4-09003. 

 

(b) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan for Infrastructure, the Planning 

Board shall find that the plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive 

Design Plan, prevents offsite property damage, and prevents environmental 

degradation to safeguard the public’s health, safety, welfare, and economic 

well-being for grading, reforestation, woodland conservation, drainage, 

erosion, and pollution discharge. 

 

Conformance with the approved CDPs is discussed in Findings 8 and 9 above. The subject 

SDP for infrastructure proposes minimal improvements that are all located internal to the 

site. Additionally, the plan meets all of the previous approval’s environmental conditions, 

and other current applicable county regulations regarding grading, drainage, erosion, and 

pollution will be enforced by the relative agency at the appropriate time. 

 

12. Prince George’s County Landscape Manual: Per Section 27-528(a)(1) of the Zoning 

Ordinance, a SDP must conform to the applicable standards of the 2010 Prince George’s County 

Landscape Manual (Landscape Manual). The proposed development of infrastructure only, 

including clearing, grading, streets, and pipes, is exempt from conformance with Section 4.1, 

Residential Requirements; Section 4.2, Requirements for Landscape Strips along Streets; 

Section 4.3, Parking Lot Requirements; Section 4.4, Screening Requirements; Section 4.6, 

Buffering Development from Streets; and Section 4.7, Buffering Incompatible Uses, of the 

Landscape Manual because it does not propose a change in intensity of use, or an increase of 

impervious area for parking or loading spaces, or gross floor area on the subject property. Future 

SDPs that include development of the site would have to be reevaluated for conformance with the 

applicable sections of the Landscape Manual. 

 

13. Prince George’s County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance: The 

project is subject to the requirements of Subtitle 27 that became effective September 1, 2010 and 

February 1, 2012 because the CDP and preliminary plan were approved after the effective date. 
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The project is subject to the current requirements of Subtitle 25, Division 2, the Woodland and 

Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance (WCO) that became effective September 1, 2010 and 

February 1, 2012 because the rezoning of the property from E-I-A and I-3 to R-M and L-A-C 

resulted in a substantial change in the amount of woodland conservation required. 

 

a. Tree Conservation—This site is subject to the provisions of the WCO because the entire 

site has a previously approved TCP1, and a portion of the site has an approved and 

implemented TCP2. 

 

The TCP2 covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres of upland woodlands 

and 28.69 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCP2 encompasses the land area that is 

included in both CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 for The Villages of Timothy Branch. 

 

The TCP2 proposes clearing 124.11 acres of upland woodlands and 1.00 acre of wooded 

floodplain. The woodland conservation threshold for this property is 53.77 acres. Based 

upon the proposed clearing, the woodland conservation requirement for the Phase 1 

development proposed with the addition of the 1.73 acres of off-site woodland 

conservation provided for Parcel E (TCPII-042-97) is 85.80 acres. The plan proposes to 

meet the woodland conservation requirement with 48.86 acres of on-site preservation and 

38.96 acres of on-site reforestation. 

 

Because much of the site is located within a designated evaluation area of the 

2005 Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan and within the watershed of 

Mattawoman Creek, woodland conservation should be provided on-site to the greatest 

extent possible. Preservation of existing woodlands is the highest priority, but additional 

afforestation on-site in priority areas, to widen stream buffers and protect sensitive 

environmental features, is also recommended. Previous conditions of approval require that 

the strategies contained in the 2002 Prince George’s County Approved General Plan 

indicate that, if off-site woodland conservation is provided in fulfillment of the woodland 

conservation requirement, it must be fulfilled within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

 

Prior conditions of approval require that the woodland conservation threshold for the site, 

plus the portion of the replacement required for clearing below the threshold, be 

maintained on-site. No off-site woodland conservation is proposed with the current 

application. Prior conditions of approval which require that woodland conservation 

requirements that cannot be fulfilled on-site shall be provided off-site within the 

Mattawoman Creek watershed will be adhered to with any future TCP2 revisions which 

propose off-site woodland conservation. 

 

The TCP2 requires various technical revisions to meet the requirements of the applicable 

WCO which have been included as conditions in this approval. 

 

b. Environmental Impacts—Nontidal wetlands, streams, and 100-year floodplains are 

found to occur on this property. These features and the associated buffers comprise the 
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primary management area (PMA) in accordance with Section 24-101(b)(22) of the 

Subdivision Regulations. A variation request for impacts to the PMA was submitted on 

August 2, 2010. Under ordinance changes effective September 1, 2010, the requirement 

for a variation to disturb the PMA was changed to a requirement for a statement of 

justification and a finding of preservation and/or restoration to the fullest extent possible. 

The letter previously received with the variance request was accepted as the statement of 

justification for the review of the PMA impacts proposed. 

 

Eight proposed PMA impacts were evaluated with the preliminary plan. All of the 

requested impacts were supported as necessary for development, except for Impact 5 for 

construction of the noise berm along Crain Highway (US 301) because the criteria for 

avoidance and minimization had not been met. The location of the berm was subsequently 

relocated to avoid all PMA impacts per preliminary plan conditions of approval. The 

impacts approved were for the installation of sanitary sewer lines, construction of master-

planned roads, installation of stormwater management outfalls, and connection to a trunk 

sewer line. 

 

The table below shows the impact areas based on Natural Resources Inventory 

NRI-002-07-01: 

 

Impact 

No. 
Type of Impact 

Area of PMA 

Impacts 

Wetland 

Impacts? 
Evaluation of PMA impact 

1 Construction of stormwater 

management pipes and outfall 

under Mattawoman Drive 

33,761 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

2 Stormwater outfall and sewer line 

connection  

7,997 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

3 Construction of Mattawoman Drive  9,252 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

4 Road construction of Road H 10,035 s.f. No Impact supported and approved 

5 Construction of berm adjacent to 

US 301/MD 5 

15, 575 s.f. No Impact not supported and not 

approved. 

6 Construction of master planned 

hiker-biker trail and sewer line 

connections 

18,894 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

7 Construction of master planned 

hiker-biker trail and sewer line 

connections  

11,695 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

8 Construction of a sewer connection 5,632 s.f. Yes Impact supported and approved. 

Total Impacts Previously Proposed 112,841 or 

2.59 acres 

  

Total PMA Impacts Previously Approved  97,266 or 

2.3 acres 

  

 

The impacts proposed to the regulated environmental features with the current SDP and 

TCP2 are consistent with those proposed and approved with Preliminary Plan 4-09003 as 
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listed above. No additional impacts are proposed and the berm along US 301 has been 

moved out of the PMA on the site plan. The regulated environmental features on the 

subject property have been found to have been preserved and/or restored to the fullest 

extent possible based on the limits of disturbance shown on the TCP2 submitted with the 

current application. The PMA impacts shown on the SDP and TCP2 plan are consistent 

with those approved with Preliminary Plan 4-09003. 

 

14. Further Planning Board Findings and Comments from Other Entities: The subject 

application was referred to the concerned agencies and divisions. The comments are summarized 

as follows: 

 

a. Archeological Review—The Planning Board reviewed the following conclusions and 

recommendations: 

 

(1) A Phase I archeological survey was completed on the subject property from 

March to July 2009. The Phase I archeological survey of the Timothy Branch 

property consisted of surface survey of all plowed fields and the excavation of 

1,762 shovel test pits (STPs). The survey located one previously recorded historic 

site, 18PR454, and one previously recorded prehistoric site, 18PR974. Five new 

archeological sites were delineated and included a late nineteenth or early 

twentieth century domestic site, 18PR991; a prehistoric site, 18PR992, likely 

dating to the Archaic period (7,500–1,000 BC); a mid-nineteenth century 

domestic site, 18PR993; a colonial period domestic occupation, 18PR994; and a 

mid- to late-twentieth century domestic ruin, 18PR995. Sites 18PR992, 18PR993, 

and 18PR994 were noted to potentially contain significant information. 

 

The draft Phase I report found that Sites 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 could 

potentially contain significant information on the history of Prince George’s 

County. Although a portion of Site 18PR454 has been impacted by gravel 

extraction and grading for sediment control features, the western part of the site 

possibly retained some integrity. It was recommended that Phase II investigations 

be conducted on Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994. On all of 

these sites, close-interval shovel testing was recommended to help identify the 

possible locations of subsurface features and was used to guide the placement of 

one square meter test units. A Phase II work plan for Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 

18PR993, and 18PR994 was submitted to Historic Preservation staff for review 

and approval on November 30, 2009. 

 

Phase II investigations were conducted on Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, 

and 18PR994 in December 2009. Phase II investigations of Site 18PR992 

consisted of the excavation of 50 STPs at 25-foot intervals across 12 transects. 

Artifacts were concentrated in transects F to L on a piece of high ground. Nine 

three-square-foot test units were placed in the northern portion of the site and 

732 prehistoric artifacts were recovered. The site contained two components: a 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   253 of 378



PGCPB No. 14-116 

File No. SDP-1304 

Page 22 

 

 
 

late Middle Archaic (6,000–4,000 BC) or early Late Archaic (4,000–2,000 BC) 

Halifax occupation and a Terminal Late Archaic/Transitional broadspear 

occupation. There was a high concentration of fire-cracked rock, but no 

subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of intact features and the 

effects on the site from erosion, no further work was recommended on 

Site 18PR992. 

 

Phase II investigations of Site 18PR993 consisted of the excavation of 43 STPs at 

25-foot intervals across seven transects. Only 20 historic artifacts were recovered 

and no subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of significant 

archeological deposits and intact features, no further work was recommended on 

Site 18PR993. 

 

Phase II investigations of Site 18PR994 consisted of the excavation of 45 STPs at 

25-foot intervals across five transects. Only one porcelain shard and one 

prehistoric quartz flake were recovered from the STPs. A metal detector survey 

failed to locate any metal objects other than modern machine parts and tools. Due 

to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, no further 

work was recommended on Site 18PR994. 

 

Phase II investigations of Site18PR454 consisted of the excavation of 61 STPs at 

25-foot intervals across six transects and five three-square-foot test units. An 

intensive metal detection survey was also conducted across the site. Artifacts 

recovered included glass, nails, whiteware, pearlware, black-glazed redware, and 

brick. The five test units were placed in areas where the highest concentration of 

artifacts was noted. The eastern portion of the site was impacted by earlier 

construction activities. One intact subsurface feature was identified in Test Units 4 

and 5. This feature possibly represents a cellar hole filled with the debris from 

dismantling the house that formerly stood on the property. The types of artifacts 

recovered indicated that the house was occupied from the late eighteenth to the 

first half of the nineteenth century. 

 

In a review letter dated March 27, 2010, staff concurred with the report’s 

conclusions and recommendations that Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 

18PR994 are not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or 

meet the criteria for designation as county historic sites. Staff also concurred with 

the report’s recommendation that no further work is necessary on these sites, as 

they lack subsurface integrity and have limited research value. The applicant 

submitted four copies of the final report on June 17, 2010 and the reports were 

accepted by Historic Preservation staff on July 20, 2010. 

 

(2) If state or federal monies, or federal permits are required for this project, 

Section 106 review may require archeological survey for state or federal agencies. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to 
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take into account the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, to include 

archeological sites. The applicant shall provide proof to Historic Preservation staff 

that they have forwarded all necessary materials to the Maryland Historical Trust 

for their review of potential effects on historical resources on the subject property 

prior to certification.  

 

Conditions Relating to Archeology Preservation 

 

(1) Prior to certification of the subject application, the applicant and the applicant’s 

heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall ensure that all artifacts that have been 

recovered from the Phase I and II investigations on the subject property are 

deposited with the Maryland Archeological Conservation Laboratory in Calvert 

County, Maryland for permanent curation. Proof of disposition shall be provided 

to the Historic Preservation staff of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 

Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). 

 

(2) Prior to certification of the subject application, the applicant and the applicant’s 

heirs successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any interpretive signage 

to be erected and public outreach measures (based on the findings of the Phase I 

and Phase II archeological investigations). The location and wording of the 

signage and the public outreach measures shall be subject to approval by the 

Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the M-NCPPC staff archeologist. 

The specific design plan shall include the timing for the installation of the signage 

and the implementation of public outreach measures. 

 

(3) The applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 

coordinate all Section 106 review with the Historic Preservation Section 

(M-NCPPC), federal agencies, and the Maryland Historical Trust. National 

Historic Preservation Act Section 106 requires federal agencies to take into 

account the effects of the development on historic resources, to include 

archeological sites. 

 

Discussion regarding preliminary plan conditions of approval has been incorporated into 

Finding 10 above. Condition (1) has been included in this approval. Condition (3) is a 

duplicate of a preliminary plan condition of approval and has not been included in this 

SDP approval, as it remains valid and applicable, without the need for duplication. 

Suggested Condition (2) was partially addressed through the submittal of an “Interpretive 

Plan” dated September 16, 2014. Further, the archeology planner coordinator, in an e-mail 

dated September 17, 2014, agreed that the exact sign locations and timing of the 

installation was best left to a subsequent SDP that involves site development beyond 

infrastructure. Therefore, Condition (2) has not been included in this SDP approval. 

 

b. Transportation Planning—The SDP was submitted for rough grading and significant 

road/utility infrastructure improvement, specifically for the extension of Mattawoman 
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Drive. The proposed extension of Mattawoman Drive from Brandywine Road (MD 381) 

south into the site conforms with previous approvals. It is shown with a 120-foot-wide 

right-of-way in accordance with the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Section 

Map Amendment.  

 

From the standpoint of transportation, it is determined that this plan is acceptable, and that 

the development will be served by adequate transportation facilities within a reasonable 

period of time as required by the finding for a SDP as described in Section 27-528 of the 

Zoning Ordinance.  

 

c. Subdivision Review—An analysis of the site plan’s conformance with Preliminary Plan 

of Subdivision 4-09003 is incorporated into Finding 10 above. 

 

Additionally, Subdivision Review provided the following: 

 

(1) Prior to certification of the specific design plan, the following technical 

corrections shall be required: 

 

(a) Provide sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details on 

Sheet C-15. 

 

(b) Provide the square footage of dedication for US 301/MD 5 and MD 381 

on the plan. 

 

Failure of the site plan and record plat to match (including bearings, distances, and lot 

sizes) will result in permits being placed on hold until the plans are corrected. There are no 

other subdivision issues at this time. 

 

These conditions have been included in this approval. 

 

d. Trails—The SDP has been revised since the initial trails analysis to address their 

comments, so they no longer need to be addressed at this time. An abbreviated discussion 

has been included below for the record. 

 

This proposal was reviewed for conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master 

Plan of Transportation (MPOT), the 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and 

Proposed Sectional Map Amendment (area master plan), and Preliminary Plan of 

Subdivision 4-09003 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A)). The following comments and 

recommendations are based on the approved Preliminary Plan of Subdivision.  

 

Sidewalks and Sidepath 

Condition 24(a) requires a “sidepath or sidewalk” on Brandywine Road. A public utility 

easement (PUE) and the approved right-of-way width are indicated along Brandywine 

Road (although the centerline is difficult to call out). Either a sidepath or sidewalk along 
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Brandywine Road should be indicted on the plan. The proposed sidepath along 

Brandywine Road should not overlap with the PUE, to the extent possible. The applicant 

should consult with the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) on this matter and 

either show the sidewalk or sidepath locations, or provide correspondence from SHA. A 

wide sidewalk/sidepath should be proposed because this sidewalk is in the vicinity of a 

possible future transitway and commercial area. 

 

The sidewalks on A-63 Mattawoman Drive are indicated on the plan and they are labeled 

with the adopted widths and appear to be correctly located: 

 

Table 1. Adopted and Proposed Sidewalk Widths 

 

Mattawoman Drive 

Sidewalks 

 

PGCPB No. 10-117(A) 

Adopted Width 

 

SDP-1304 Rough Grading 

Plan Width 

West Side  5 feet 5 feet 

East Side 8 feet 8 feet 

 

Median and Pedestrian Refuges 

Condition 24(e) requires that “Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along 

Mattawoman Drive at the time of SDP, unless modified by DPW&T.” The locations of the 

median and pedestrian refuges are not indicated on the plan. The applicant should consult 

with DPW&T on this matter and either show the locations for future median or pedestrian 

refuges, or provide correspondence from DPW&T. 

 

e. Environmental Planning—An analysis of the site plan’s conformance with 

environmentally-related conditions of approval of the Basic Plans, CDPs, and preliminary 

plan, is included in Findings 7, 8, 9, and 10 above as appropriate. An analysis of the site’s 

conformance with Subtitle 25, is discussed in detail in Finding 13 above. The following is 

additional discussion: 

 

(1) A revised approved Natural Resources Inventory (NRI-002-07/01) for the overall 

Villages at Timothy Branch was approved August 13, 2010. The revised NRI 

reflects the enlarged stream buffer widths and PMA in conformance with the 

environmental requirements which became effective September 1, 2010. The 

approved TCP1-151-90-02 reflects the revised PMA. The PMA and the regulated 

environmental features of the site have been correctly shown on the SDP and 

TCP2 in conformance with the revised NRI. 

 

(2) At the time of each final plat other than for infrastructure, a conservation 

easement is required to be placed over the regulated environmental features. 

Approval of each final plat shall occur after the approval of the associated SDP 

and TCP2 so that the areas to be preserved and/or planted are clearly delineated. 
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The notes placed on the TCP1 require that woodland conservation easements be 

recorded in the Prince George’s County Land Records for all proposed woodland 

conservation areas, both on-site and off-site, and that copies of the recorded 

easements be submitted to the Environmental Planning Section (M-NCPPC) for 

inclusion in the tree conservation plan file, prior to grading permit issuance. It was 

not anticipated that a SDP for rough grading and road infrastructure, as is 

currently proposed, would need to move forward to the permit phase in advance 

of the final design for other areas of the site. Woodland conservation credits 

provided off-site are not required until the time of grading permit, and transferred 

using a transfer credit certificate in an established bank, which are recorded in the 

land records. 

 

Condition 2.a. (5) of Preliminary Plan 4-09003 reads as follows: 

 

(5) Add the following note to the standard TCP1 notes: 

 

“Prior to grading permit approval, conservation 

easements shall be recorded in the land records for all 

proposed woodland conservation areas both on-site 

and off-site. Copies of the recorded easements shall 

be submitted to the Environmental Planning Section, 

M-NCPPC, for inclusion in the tree conservation plan 

file.” 

 

The following condition should be adopted to clarify the process with the current 

application: 

 

Prior to grading permit approval, except for grading permits issued in 

accordance with a Specific Design Plan for infrastructure, woodland 

conservation easements shall be recorded in the land records for all 

proposed woodland conservation areas on-site. Copies of the recorded 

easements shall be submitted to the Environmental Planning Section 

(M-NCPPC) for inclusion in the tree conservation plan file, and the Liber 

and Folio of the recorded easements shall be added to a note placed on the 

TCP2 prior to signature approval. 

 

This condition is intended to supersede the previous condition only for the 

purpose of clarifying the process as proposed, considering this SDP for 

infrastructure. 

 

(3) The site contains regulated environmental features that are regulated by federal 

and state agencies. Impacts to these features are proposed that will require federal 

and state permits. The applicant applied for both Maryland Department of 

Environment (MDE) and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE) nontidal 
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wetland permits (11-NT-173/201160717), which were issued by USACOE on 

July 3, 2014 for road crossings, utility lines, outfalls, and culverts and obtained 

approval of a 3.5 acre nontidal wetland mitigation area to meet the 2.24 acres of 

required mitigation. 

 

The area is already established on-site for this project by the placement of a 

perpetual easement (Declaration of Restrictive Covenants L. 35867 F.136) in 

coordination with MDE/USACOE, and is located in the northeast corner of the 

property. The conservation easement area is correctly delineated on the SDP and 

TCP2 and will be reflected on the final plat. 

 

(4) According to the Prince George’s County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the 

site are in the Beltsville, Bibb, Chillum, Croom, Elkton, Iuka and Leonardtown 

series. Beltsville soils are highly erodible, have perched water tables, and impeded 

drainage. Bibb soils are highly erodible and hydric. Chillum soils are highly 

erodible. Croom and Sassafras soils pose few difficulties for development. Elkton 

and Iuka soils are highly erodible and hydric. Leonardtown soils are highly 

erodible, have perched water table, poor drainage, and typically have wetlands. 

High groundwater is problematic for both foundations and basements. 

 

This information is provided for the applicant’s benefit, and may affect the 

architectural design of structures, grading requirements, and stormwater 

management elements of the site. 

 

(5) Policies contained in the Plan Prince George’s 2035 Approved General Plan call 

for the reduction of adverse noise impacts to meet State of Maryland noise 

standards. 

 

Crain Highway (US 301) is an existing source of traffic-generated noise and is a 

master-planned freeway. Using the Environmental Planning Section noise model, 

the anticipated 65 dBA Ldn noise contour would lie 690 feet from the center line 

of US 301. Because the closest point of development in the L-A-C-zoned portion 

of the site is located over 1,500 feet from US 301, there is no need to mitigate 

transportation-related noise impacts within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site for 

US 301. 

 

Mattawoman Drive is a master -planned arterial roadway that may have noise 

impacts on the subject application. Residential development located along the east 

side of Mattawoman Drive must be evaluated in relation to noise impacts. It 

should be noted that the Subdivision Regulations require that residential 

development adjacent to an arterial provide a minimum lot depth of 150 feet, in 

part to address noise-related concerns. 
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A Phase I noise study was prepared and submitted for the subject property (The 

Villages of Timothy Branch Phase I Noise Analysis, prepared by Phoenix Noise 

and Vibration, LLC, dated April 13, 2010) to evaluate transportation-related noise 

impacts to proposed residential areas in the L-A-C Zone along the southeast side 

of Mattawoman Drive. 

 

The conclusion of the noise study (page 14) indicates that: 

 

“Residential building structures and outdoor activity areas throughout The 

Villages of Timothy Branch are exposed to transportation noise levels 

ranging up to 76 dBA Ldn…Further analysis is required to determine the 

exact mitigation designs necessary, which may include modifications to 

proposed building structures, site planning and noise barriers.” 

 

The TCP1 and preliminary plan were revised to show the unmitigated 75, 70, and 

65 dBA Ldn noise contours at ground level for the portion of Mattawoman Drive 

north of Road N. The entire length of Mattawoman Drive north of A-55 is 

classified as an arterial, and unmitigated noise contours must be delineated for the 

entire length of Mattawoman Drive on the subject property. 

 

The TCP1 and preliminary plan were revised to correctly show the location of all 

unmitigated noise contours 65 dBA Ldn or greater adjacent to roads classified as 

arterials or higher. The plans also showed conceptually how noise mitigation will 

be provided. 

 

The comments provided on the two CDPs were extensive with regard to design 

considerations to address noise concerns, and were reflected in the conditions of 

approval for those two development applications carried forward. The preliminary 

plan and TCP1 were further revised to reflect the noise-related revisions required 

by conditions of approval. 

 

(6) Brandywine Road (MD 381) runs along the northern boundary of the subject 

property and is designated as a historic road. Because MD 381 is a state road, it is 

not subject to the Prince George’s County Design Guidelines and Standards for 

Scenic and Historic Roads, and is subject to road improvements as determined by 

the SHA. 

 

SHA has adopted a policy of implementing context sensitive solutions (CSS) for 

transportation development, which applies to all SHA projects. CSS results from a 

collaborative interdisciplinary approach to developing and implementing 

transportation projects, involving all stakeholders to ensure that transportation 

projects are in harmony with communities and preserve and enhance 

environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and historic resources while enhancing safety 
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and mobility. Prince George’s County has a special interest in encouraging CSS 

when state roads are also county-designated scenic and historic roads. 

 

Previous conditions of approval require that the design and implementation of any 

road improvements to MD 381 required by this project shall be coordinated by the 

SHA and include all interested stakeholders including the Environmental 

Planning Section, M-NCPPC. The road improvements must also seek to 

implement CSS as required by SHA policy. These efforts will be coordinated with 

the review of the first SDP beyond an SDP for infrastructure with frontage on 

MD 381. 

 

These conditions have been included in this approval as applicable. 

 

f. Prince George’s County Fire/EMS Department—The Fire/EMS Department, in a 

memorandum dated August 12, 2014, provided standard comments regarding fire 

apparatus, hydrants, and lane requirements. Those issues will be enforced by the Fire/EMS 

Department at the time of issuance of permits. 

 

g. Department of Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement (DPIE)—In a memorandum 

dated September 17, 2014, DPIE provided the following comments on the subject 

application: 

 

(1) This site is located at the east side of Crain Highway (US 301), southeast of its 

intersection with Branch Avenue (MD 5), and southeast of the intersection with 

Brandywine Road (MD 381). 

 

(2) Crain Highway (US 301) and Brandywine Road (MD 381) are state-maintained 

roadways; therefore, coordination with SHA is required. 

 

(3) For Mattawoman Drive, provide approximately 300 feet of divided roadway south 

of the west circle and provide an adequate transition to the 46-foot pavement 

section. This revision shall be made at the time of final plan submittal to DPIE. 

 

(4) An appropriate DPIE permit is required for all proposed paving, right-of-way 

grading, and on-site phased grading work associated with this subdivision. 

 

(5) The approved Site Development Concept No. 11355-2009 dated April 25, 2012, 

covers six wet ponds (Permit No. 35729-2009), including modifications to the 

existing pond. These ponds received technical approval on April 26, 1010. Final 

Erosion and Sediment Control plans (SC #230-10-03-09-07) received approval on 

May 4, 2010 and these plans were extended through January 9, 2015. Due to 

these previous approvals, the portion of the site draining to these ponds is waived 

from environmental site design (ESD) requirements. 

 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   261 of 378



PGCPB No. 14-116 

File No. SDP-1304 

Page 30 

 

 
 

(6) This memorandum incorporates the site development plan review pertaining to 

Stormwater Management (County Code 32-182 (b)). The following comments are 

provided pertaining to this approval phase: 

 

(a) Final roadway layout and exact impervious area locations are not shown 

on the plans. This may be provided on the final design plans. 

 

(b) Exact acreage of impervious areas has not been provided. This may be 

provided on the final design plans. 

 

(c) Proposed rough grading is shown on plans. 

 

(d) Delineated drainage areas at all points of discharge from the site have not 

been provided. This may be provided at final design. 

 

(e) Stormwater volume computations were provided with the approved 

stormwater technical plans. 

 

(f) Erosion/sediment control plans that contain the construction sequence and 

any phasing necessary to limit earth disturbances and impacts to natural 

resources and erosion and sediment control practices are not included in 

the submittal and shall be included at final design. 

 

(g) A narrative in accordance with the code has not been provided and shall 

 be provided at final design. 

 

These requirements should be noted by the applicant as they will need to be addressed 

with final design plan submittals to DPIE. 

 

h. Prince George’s County Police Department—In a memorandum dated August 6, 2014, 

the Police Department indicated that they had no crime prevention through environmental 

design (CPTED) concerns for the subject application. 

 

i. Prince George’s County Health Department—In a memorandum dated 

September 26, 2014, the Health Department stated that they had completed a health 

impact assessment review of the SDP. They provided the following summarized 

comments: 

 

(1) The design plan addresses the removal of a White Oak tree in poor condition. Any 

other potential health impacts should be better addressed in future site 

development plans. 

 

This should be noted by the applicant. 
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(2) During the process of rough grading and development of road infrastructure, 

ensure that any abandoned wells existing on the site are properly backfilled and 

sealed by a licensed well driller or witnessed by a Health Department 

representative; contact the Health Department at 301-883-7681 for information on 

the appropriate procedures. Furthermore, any wells and septic systems that are 

currently servicing any property must be properly protected during the demolition 

and/or construction phases of the site. 

 

This should be noted by the applicant. 

 

j. Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA)—In a memorandum dated August 18, 2014, 

SHA concurred with SDP approval for this project pursuant to all access being from Mattawoman 

Drive for rough grading and road infrastructure improvements. Any work within the SHA right-of-

way would require SHA plan review, approval, and permit issuance as applicable. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Subtitle 27 of the Prince George's 

County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 

Planning Commission adopted the findings contained herein and APPROVED the Type 2 Tree 

Conservation Plan (TCP2-068-93-01), and further APPROVED Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 for the 

above-described land, subject to the following conditions: 

 

1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP) for infrastructure, the applicant shall: 

 

a. Revise the Tree Canopy Coverage schedule so that the acreage of on-site woodland 

conservation matches the acreage in the Type 2 tree conservation plan (TCP2) Woodland 

Conservation worksheet. 

 

b. Provide sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details for Mattawoman Drive. 

 

c. Provide the square footage of dedication for Mattawoman Drive and MD 381 on the plan 

and adjust acreages accordingly. 

 

d. The SDP and Type 2 tree conservation plan (TCP2) shall be revised to show the 

unmitigated 75, 70, and 65 dBA noise contours impacting the subject property. 

 

e. Revise the SDP to clearly label and provide details for all of the proposed pedestrian 

crossings and refuges within Mattawoman Drive, subject to modification by the 

Department of Permitting, Inspections, and Enforcement (DPIE). 

 

f. Revise the Type 2 tree conservation plan (TCP2) as follows: 

 

(1) The correct TCP2 number and prior approvals shall be added to the TCP approval 

block. 
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(2) The design requirements for woodland conservation areas contained within the 

Woodland Conservation Technical Manual shall be adhered to. Woodland 

conservation areas shall be a minimum of 50 feet in width. 

 

(3) Woodland conservation areas shall be removed from all utility easements 

including public utility easements along proposed roadways. 

 

(4) Permanent tree protection fencing shall be provided along the vulnerable edges of 

all afforestation/reforestation areas. 

 

(5) Revise the general notes as necessary to reflect the current TCP2. 

 

(6) No afforestation or preservation areas are allowed within 15 feet of the toe of the 

embankment of a stormwater management pond. 

 

(7) The following note shall be added to the plan: 

 

“The off-site woodland conservation requirements for the subject property 

shall be met within the Mattawoman Creek subwatershed, unless the 

applicant demonstrates due diligence in seeking out opportunities for off-

site woodland conservation locations in accordance with the priorities of 

Section 25-122(a)(6).” 

 

(8) After all required revisions are made, revise the Woodland Conservation 

worksheet to correctly reflect the woodland conservation required and provided 

for the site. 

 

(9) Have the revised plan signed and dated by the qualified professional who 

prepared it. 

 

(10) The following variance note shall be provided on the plan sheet below the 

Specimen Tree table: 

 

“NOTE: This plan is in accordance with the following variance from 

the strict requirements of Subtitle 25 approved by the Planning Board 

on (Date) for the removal of one specimen tree (ST-3) 

(Section 25-122(b)(1)(G)).” 

 

(11) If the TCP2 proposes to credit woodland conservation within a stormwater 

management easement, an approved site development stormwater management 

plan shall be submitted which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been 

approved by DPIE with regard to the location, size, and plant stock proposed. 
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(12) The limits of disturbance and proposed grading should be revised to be outside of 

any woodland preservation areas. Adjust the worksheet accordingly. 

 

(13) Revise the plan to show and label the proposed road dedication and 40-foot scenic 

easement along Brandywine Road (MD 381), as appropriate. 

 

2. Prior to certification of the SDP for infrastructure, the applicant and the applicant’s heirs, 

successors, and/or assignees shall ensure that all artifacts that have been recovered from the Phase 

I and II investigations on the subject property are deposited with the Maryland Archeological 

Conservation Laboratory in Calvert County, Maryland for permanent curation; proof of disposition 

shall be provided to the Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC). 

 

3. Prior to issuance of grading permits, except for grading permits issued in accordance with a 

specific design plan for infrastructure, woodland conservation easements shall be recorded in the 

Prince George’s County Land Records for all proposed woodland conservation areas on-site. 

Copies of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the Environmental Planning Section 

(M-NCPPC) for inclusion in the tree conservation plan file, and the liber and folio of the recorded 

easements shall be added to a note placed on the TCP2 prior to signature approval. 

 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board’s action must be filed with 

the District Council of Prince George’s County within thirty (30) days following the final notice of the 

Planning Board’s decision.  

 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 

George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on the 

motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with Commissioners 

Washington, Geraldo, Bailey, Shoaff and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held 

on Thursday, October 23, 2014, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 13th day of November 2014. 

 

 

Patricia Colihan Barney 

Executive Director 

 

 

 

By Jessica Jones 

Planning Board Administrator 

 

PCB:JJ:JK:arj 
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14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

Timothy Brandywine, Investments One & Two, LLC 
2124 Priest Bridge Drive, Ste. 18 
Crofton,:MD 21114 

Dear Applicant: 

Re: Notification of Planning Board Action on 
Specific Design Plan - SDP-1701 
Timothy Branch, Phase I 

This is to advise you that the above-referenced Specific Design Plan was acted upon by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board on September 14, 2017 in accordance with the attached Resolution. 

Pursuant to Section 27-528.01, the Planning Board's decision will become final 30 calendar days 
after the date of the final notice September 19, 2017 of the Planning Board's decision unless: 

1. Within the 30 days, a written appeal has been filed with the District Council by the 
applicant or by an aggrieved person that appeared at the hearing before the Planning 
Board in person, by an attorney, or in writing and the review is expressly authorized in 
accordance with Section 25-212 of the Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland; or 

2. Within the 30 days (or other period specified by Section 27-291), the District Council 
decides, on its own motion, to review the action of the Planning Board. 

(You should be aware that you will have to reactivate any permits pending the outcome of this 
case. If the approved plans differ from the ones originally submitted with your permit, you are required to 
amend the permit by submitting copies of the approved plans. For information regarding reactivating 
permits, you should call the County's Permit Office at 301-636-2050.) 

Please direct any future communications or inquires regarding this matter to Ms. Redis C. Floyd, 
Clerk to the County Council, at 301-952-3600. 

Attachment: PGCPB Resolution No. 17-119 

Sincerely, 
Whitney Chellis, Acting Chief 
Development Review Division 

By. /'rw~rJ t:-
Reviewer 

cc: Redis C. Floyd, Clerk to the County Council 
Persons of Record 
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RESOLUTION 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

File No. SDP-1701 

WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board is charged with approval of Specific 
Design Plans pursuant to Part 8, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince George's County Code; 
and 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence presented at a public hearing on September 14, 2017, 
regarding Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 for Timothy Branch, Phase I, the Planning Board finds: 

1. Request: The subject application is for approval of a specific design plan (SDP) for the first phase 
ofresidential development of Timothy Branch. This SDP includes 39 single-family detached, 

2. 

18 single-family semidetached, 194 single-family attached (townhouses), and 72 two-family 
attached (two-over-two) residential units. 

Development Data Summary: 

EXISTING APPROVED 
Zones L-A-C/R-M/M-1-O L-A-C/R-M/M-I-O 
Use Vacant Residential 
Gross Total Acreage 322.41 322.41 

R-MZone 250.15 250.15 
L-A-C Zone 72.26 72.26 

Gross Floor Area 0 0 

Residential Units in SDP-1701 0 323 
Single-Family Detached 0 39 
Single-Family Semidetached 0 18 
Single-Family Attached 0 194 
Two-Family Attached 0 72 
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OTHER DEVELOPMENT DATA-PARKING 

39 Single-family detached units 

18 Single-family semidetached units 

194 Single-family attached units 

72 Two-family attached units 

Surface parking 

Clubhouse/Pool 

Total 

REQUIRED 
78 

36 

396 

147 

0 

36 

693 

Note: *Two spaces in each garage and one in each driveway. 
** One in each garage and one in each driveway. 

*** One space in each garage. 

APPROVED 
117* 

54* 

388** 

72*** 

104 

36 

771 

K. HOVNANIAN ARCHITECTURAL TYPES (BASE FINISHED FLOOR AREA) 

Single-Family Detached 
Callahan I 

Callahan II 

Hanover 

Lancaster 

Lexington 

Remington 

Tomasen 

Wedgewood 

Single-Family Semi-detached 
Roanoke I 

Shenandoah 

Single-Family Attached 
Adams II/III 

Stillwater I/II 

Two-Family Attached 
Dylan 

Riley 

3,258 square feet 

3,894 square feet 

1,803 square feet 

3,316 square feet 

3,784 square feet 

2,362 square feet 

3,246 square feet 

2,800 square feet 

2,281 square feet 

1,990 square feet 

1,667 square feet 

2,238 square feet 

2,746 square feet 

1,593 square feet 
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3. Location: The subject property is in the middle of a larger development known as the Villages at 
"Timothy Branch," which is a tract of land consisting of wooded undeveloped land and open-farm 
land located on the eastern side of Robert S. Crain Highway (US 301), southeast of its 
intersections with Branch Avenue (MD 5) and Brandywine Road (MD 381), in Planning 
Area 85A, Council District 9. 

4. Surrounding Uses: The entire Timothy Branch property consists of322.41 acres and is bounded 
to the north by Brandywine Road (MD 3 81 ); to the northwest by Short Cut Road; to the east by the 
Timothy Branch Stream Valley; to the south by vacant and light industrial uses in the I-1 (Light 
Industrial) and I-3 (Planned Industrial/Employment Park) Zones; and to the west by Robert S. 
Crain Highway (US 301), a single commercial parcel zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial), 
and multiple I-I-zoned industrial parcels along the US 301 frontage. Additionally, there is an 
internal parcel (Parcel E) located in the central northern portion of the property, which is split 
zoned I-3 and E-I-A (Employment and Institutional Area) and is developed as an existing 
warehouse. The 72.26-acre L-A-C-zoned (Local Activity Center) portion of the property is in the 
northeastern corner,just south of MD 381, and the 250.15-acre, R-M-zoned (Residential Medium 
Development) portion is located in the south, abutting US 301. The Phase 1 included in this SDP 
is located in the R-M Zone. 

5. Previous Approvals: Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987 and A-9988 were 
approved by the District Council on July 11, 2008, rezoning the property from the I-3 and 
E-I-A Zones to the L-A-C and R-M Zones, subject to 12 conditions and one consideration. The 
2013 Approved Subregion 5 Sectional Map Amendment retained the subject property in the R-M 
and the L-A-C Zones. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion was approved by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-111). The 
Prince George's County District Council elected to review the case, which they did at a hearing on 
November 14, 2011 and issued an order ofapproval on January 23, 2012, subject to 46 conditions. 
Subsequently, the applicant requested a reconsideration of the decision, which was reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Board on March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution 
No. 10-111 (A)), including 3 8 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion was approved by the Planning 
Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). The District Council elected to 
review the case, which they did at a hearing on November 14, 2011. The District Council 
remanded the case to the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the 
Planning Board on April 5, 2012. The District Council reviewed the revised approval and issued 
an order of approval on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant 
requested a reconsideration of the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Board on March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-11 0(A) including 
42 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day. 
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Preliminary Plan of Subdivision (PPS) 4-09003 covering the entire Timothy Branch project was 
approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117). The 
applicant's request for a reconsideration of this decision was granted and, on April 5, 2012, the 
Planning Board heard testimony regarding the reconsideration and approved PPS 4-09003 subject 
to the 32 conditions contained in PGCPB Resolution No. 10-l l 7(A/l). 

An SDP for infrastructure, Specific Design Plan SDP-1304, which included rough-grading, 
dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive, and stormwater management pond, was 
approved by the Planning Board on October 23, 2014 (PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116). The 
current proposed site development has an approved Stormwater Management Concept Plan, 
11355-2009-00, which was approved on May 9, 2017 and is valid through May 9, 2020. 

6. Design Features: The subject SDP is for Phase 1 of the residential development of the subject 
property. The area of impact in this phase is in the middle eastern portion of the larger 322.41-acre 
property, entirely within the R-M-zoned portion. The previously approved SDP-1304 for 
infr.,drnf'tnrP inrlnrlP<: rrm<:trnrtinn nfthP m::iin p11hlir <:pinf' rn::icl, M::ittmvnm::in Drivf', throngh thf' 

property, which will provide access to the residential units in this SDP. The northern pod, which 
was referred to as Residential Module 1 in the CDP-0902, includes 137 single-family attached and 
all 72 two-family attached residential units and is accessed via a single private road off of 
Mattawoman Drive. A network of private roads and alleys provide a looped on-site circulation. 
Rear-loaded two-family attached units front on Mattawoman Drive, with both front and 
rear-loaded townhomes provided behind the two-family units located around a central multi-age 
playground area. 

The southern pod, which is part of the area known as Residential Module 2 on CDP-0902, 
includes 39 single-family detached, 18 single-family semi-detached, and 57 single-family attached 
(townhouse) residential units and is accessed via two public streets off of Matta woman Drive. The 
rear-loaded townhouses front on Mattawoman Drive and are served by a double-loaded alley. Just 
east of the townhouse section is the main recreation area, including a clubhouse, pool, tot-lot, 
pre-teen playground, and open play area, as required by the CDP approval. East of the recreation 
area, the single-family detached and single-family semi-detached homes with front-load garages 
are arranged along curvilinear streets. 

The subject application proposes multiple architectural models from K. Hovnanian for all unit 
types, including seven single-family detached models that range from a base square footage of 
1,803 to 3,894 square feet. The two single-family semidetached models range from 1,990 to 
2,281 square feet, the two single-family attached models range from 1,667 to 2,238 square feet, 
and the two two-family attached models range from 1,593 to 2,746 square feet. All models include 
multiple elevations with varied rooflines and roof types, a variety of fa9ade options including full 
or partial brick, stone, and siding front fa9ades and partial stone fa9ades. Other features include 
cross gables, dormers, bay and double-bay windows, and a variety of garage configurations. 
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The subject application also proposes 13 freestanding signs throughout the entire Timothy Branch 
property along Mattawoman Drive. These freestanding monument features vary from a large 
eight-foot-high, curvilinear wall near the main entrance to the development at the intersection of 
Matta woman Drive and Brandywine Road to an approximately 20-foot length of fence with 
five-foot-high brick piers at either end that includes a logo plaque. All of the signs are proposed to 
be made of quality materials, such as brick and stone veneer, precast stone, and composite fencing. 
The actual signage areas will be precast stone engraved with either "Timothy Branch" or the logo 
"TB." Decorative shrub and annual plantings are proposed around all of the signs, except for the 
fence/pier combination. The Planning Board is the approval authority for all on-site signs located 
on the subject site, which is located in a comprehensive design zone per Section 27-614(f)(l) of 
the Zoning Ordinance. The proposed signs are well-designed, with high-quality materials, and are 
of average size that are acceptable. 

During the public hearing for this SDP on September 14, 2017, the applicant provided an 
additional rendering of the proposed recreational facility package that was introduced as the 
applicant's exhibit in the record of this case. The proposed recreational facility package is 
sufficient to serve the development and is acceptable. 

COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA 

7. Zoning Map Amendment (Basic Plan) A-9987: Basic Plan A-9987-C was approved by the 
District Council on July 11, 2008 subject to 12 conditions and one consideration. The following 
are applicable to the review of this SDP: 

Land Use Types and Quantities: 

A-9987: 

Total area: 
Land in the 100-year floodplain: 

Adjusted gross area: 
Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 
Permitted Dwelling Unit Range 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 

262± acres 

19 acres 
243 acres 
3.6-5. 7 du/ac 
874.8-1385.1 du 

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 
and multifamily and recreational facilities. 

Conformance with these requirements was found at the time of comprehensive design plan (CDP) 
approval. The subject SDP proposes 323 residential units within the RM-zoned portion ofland 
governed by A-9987. This is just the first phase of the residential development. The density 
proposed at this time is 1.33 dwelling unit per acre that falls well below the approved range. The 
subject SDP proposes one-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached 
(two-over-two) units, and recreational facilities. 
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Conditions 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

Conformance with this condition was found at the time of CDP. A portion of the specified trail is 
within this phase of development and shown on the submitted SDP. The location and alignment of 
the stream valley trail, within proposed homeowners association property, is acceptable as shown. 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Sidewalks a!onDo Mattawoman Drive were addresseri with the SDP-1304 annroval for the road , , 

infrastructure. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations on-site. An extensive network of trails 
supplements the sidewalk network. 

10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 
shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Type II Tree Conservation Plan (TCPII-068-93-02) was submitted with the current 
application. The TCPII proposes to meet approximately 77 percent of the overall requirement 
on-site. 

8. Zoning Ordinance: The subject application has been reviewed for compliance with the 
requirements in the R-M and M-1-O Zones of the Zoning Ordinance. Since no development is 
proposed within the L-A-C Zone portion of the property, exclusive of site signage, conformance 
with those requirements is not required at this time. 

a. The subject application is in conformance with the applicable requirements of 
Section 27-507, Purposes; Section 27-508, Uses; and Section 27-509, Regulations, 
governing development in the R-M Zone. 
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b. Military Installation Overlay Zone: A portion of the project is also located within the 
Noise Impact Zone (65-70 dBA noise contour) of the Military Installation Overlay Zone. 
A Phase II noise study has been submitted with the SDP that shows all interior noise levels 
of the residential homes will be mitigated to 45 dBA Ldn or less and there is no outdoor 
play area located within noise contours higher than 65 dBA Ldn. 

c. Section 27-528 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth the following criteria for approval of a 
SDP: 

(a) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan, the Planning Board shall find 
that: 

(1) The plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive Design Plan, the 
applicable standards of the Landscape Manual, and except as 
provided in Section 27-528(a)(l.1), for Specific Design Plans for 
which an application is filed after December 30, 1996, with the 
exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the applicable design guidelines 
for townhouses set forth in Section 27-274(a)(l)(B) and (a)(ll), and 
the applicable regulations for townhouses set forth in 
Section 27-433(d) and, as it applies to property in the L-A-C Zone, if 
any portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail station, 
the regulations set forth in Section 27-480(d) and (e); 

The plan conforms to the requirements of Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 
as detailed in Finding 9 and the 2010 Prince George 's C aunty Landscape Manual 
as detailed in Finding 12 below. 

Section 27-274(a)(l)(B) of the Zoning Ordinance requires an applicant to provide 
justification for noncompliance with any of the design guidelines for townhouses 
and three-family dwellings, but the subject application complies with all of the 
applicable design guidelines for townhouses in Section 27-274(a)(l 1) as follows: 

(A) Open space areas, particularly areas separating the rears of 
buildings containing townhouses, should retain, to the extent 
possible, single or small groups of mature trees. In areas where trees 
are not proposed to be retained, the applicant shall demonstrate to 
the satisfaction of the Planning Board or the District Council, as 
applicable, that specific site conditions warrant the clearing of the 
area. Preservation of individual trees should take into account the 
viability of the trees after the development of the site. 
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In many areas, mature trees could not be retained on-site in open space areas 
between rears of townhouse buildings because this arrangement of buildings only 
occurs in the central, denser portion of the pods. 

(B) Groups of townhouses should not be arranged on curving streets in 
long, linear strips. Where feasible, groups of townhouses should be at 
right angles to each other, and should facilitate a courtyard design. 
In a more urban environment, consideration should be given to 
fronting the units on roadways. 

The plan shows a townhouse layout with units at right angles in a semi-courtyard 
design, with fronts on roadways throughout. 

(C) Recreational facilities should be separated from dwelling units 
through techniques such as buffering, differences in grade, or 
pr1>.,Prv<1tinn nf Pviding trPP<i. ThP rP<1r<i nf hnitrling<i, in p11rtirnl11r, 

should be buffered from recreational facilities. 

Recreational facilities are separated from dwelling units on-site with roadways, 
alleys, parking and proposed plantings. Sufficient separation is provided for 
privacy, while still integrating the facilities into the community. 

(D) To convey the individuality of each unit, the design of abutting units 
should avoid the use of repetitive architectural elements and should 
employ a variety of architectural features and designs such as 
roofline, window and door treatments, projections, colors, and 
materials. In lieu of this individuality guideline, creative or 
innovative product design may be utilized. 

Conditions have been included in this resolution regarding the application of 
varied roof features and avoiding the use of the same front elevation on units next 
to each other. 

(E) To the extent feasible, the rears of townhouses should be buffered 
from public rights-of-way and parking lots. Each application shall 
include a visual mitigation plan that identifies effective buffers 
between the rears of townhouses abutting public rights-of-way and 
parking lots. Where there are no existing trees, or the retention of 
existing vegetation is not practicable, landscaping, berming, fencing, 
or a combination .of these techniques may be used. Alternatively, the 
applicant may consider designing the rears of townhouse buildings 
such that they have similar features to the fronts, such as reverse 
gables, bay windows, shutters, or trim. 
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No rears of townhouses are oriented towards public rights-of-way or parking lots, 
except for small visitor parking areas. 

(F) Attention should be given to the aesthetic appearance of the offsets of 
buildings. 

The plan shows a two-foot offset between units in all buildings in conformance 
with this requirement. 

The applicable regulations for townhouses set forth in Section 27-433(d) are as 
follows: 

(1) All dwellings shall be located on record lots shown on a 
record plat. 

The proposed lots are required to be recorded on a plat prior to issuance 
of permits. 

(2) There shall be not more than six (6) nor less than three (3) 
dwelling units (four (4) dwelling units for one-family 
attached metropolitan dwellings) in any horizontal, 
continuous, attached group, except where the Planning 
Board or District Council, as applicable, determines that 
more than six (6) dwelling units (but not more than eight (8) 
dwelling units) or that one-family semidetached dwellings 
would create a more attractive living environment, would be 
more environmentally sensitive, or would otherwise achieve 
the purposes of this Division. In no event shall the number of 
building groups containing more than six (6) dwelling units 
exceed twenty percent (20%) of the total number of building 
groups, and the end units on such building groups shall be a 
minimum of twenty-four (24) feet in width. 

The plan conforms to these requirements as there are no more than 
six dwelling units in any horizontal, continuous, attached townhouse 
group. 

(3) The minimum width of dwellings in any continuous, attached 
group shall be at least twenty (20) feet for townhouses, and 
twenty-two (22) feet for one-family attached metropolitan 
dwellings. Attached groups containing units all the same 
width and design should be avoided, and within each 
attached group attention should be given to the use of wider 
end units. 
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All of the proposed townhouse units are 20 or 24 feet wide and all units 
have a slightly different design, including various specialty windows and 
entry trim. 

(4) The minimum gross living space, which shall include all 
interior space except garage and unfinished basement or attic 
area, shall be one thousand two hundred and fifty (1,250) 
square feet for townhouses, and two thousand two hundred 
(2,200) square feet for one-family attached metropolitan 
dwellings. 

The minimum gross living space proposed for the townhouses is 
1,667 square feet in conformance with this requirement. 

(5) Side and rear walls shall be articulated with windows, 
recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. All 
endwalls shall have a minimum of two (2) architectural 
features. Buildings on lots where endwalls are prominent 
(such as corner lots, lots visible from public spaces, streets, or 
because of topography or road curvature) shall have 
additional endwalls treatments consisting of architectural 
features in a balanced composition, or natural features which 
shall include brick, stone, or stucco. 

All architectural elevations of endwalls include a minimum of 
two architectural features. A condition has been included in this 
resolution requiring first-story brick, stone, stucco, or other masonry 
treatments, combined with at least three windows, doors, or other 
substantial architectural features, on all highly-visible endwalls. 

(6) Above-grade foundation walls shall either be cladded with 
finish materials compatible with the primary facade design, 
or shall be textured or formed to simulate a clad finished 
material such as brick, decorative block, or stucco. Exposed 
foundation walls of unclad or unfinished concrete are 
prohibited. 

The architecture demonstrates conformance with this requirement. 
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(7) A minimum of sixty percent (60%) of all townhouse units in 
a development shall have a full front facade (excluding 
gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) of brick, stone, or 
stucco. Each building shall be deemed to have only one 
"front." 

The SDP includes notes and a tracking chart regarding the requirement 
for 60 percent of the townhouse units to have a full-front fai;ade of brick, 
stone or stucco. 

(8) One-family attached metropolitan dwellings shall be designed 
with a single architecturally integrated "Front Wall." A 
minimum of one hundred percent (100%) of the "Front 
Wall", excluding garage door areas, windows, or doorways 
shall be constructed of high quality materials such as brick or 
stone and contain other distinctive architectural features. 

The proposed units are not one-family attached metropolitan dwellings. 

(1.1) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the 
requirements stated in the definition of the use and satisfies all 
requirements for the use in Section 27-508 of the Zoning Ordinance; 

The subject project is not a regional urban community. Therefore, the 
requirements of this subpart are not applicable. 

(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable 
period of time with existing or programmed public facilities either 
shown in the appropriate Capital Improvement Program, provided 
as part of the private development or, where authorized pursuant to 
Section 24-124(a)(8) of the County Subdivision Regulations, 
participation by the developer in a road club; 

The Planning Board found that the area within this plan will be adequately served 
within a reasonable period of time with existing or programmed transportation 
facilities, or with transportation facilities to be provided as a part of the subject 
development. The Planning Board further found that the development will be 
adequately serviced within a reasonable period oftime by other public facilities. 

(3) Adequate provision has been made for draining surface water so that 
there are no adverse effects on either the subject property or 
adjacent properties; 
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The applicant has an approved stormwater management plan and final technical 
plan approval for the proposed ponds, which are currently under construction. 
Therefore, adequate provision has been made for draining surface water, with no 
adverse effects. 

(4) The plan is in conformance with an approved Type 2 Tree 
Conservation Plan; 

The Planning Board approved Type II Tree Conservation Plan TCPII-068-93-02, 
subject to conditions. Those conditions have been included in this resolution. 
Therefore, the plan is in conformance with an approved TCPII. 

(5) The plan demonstrates that the regulated environmental features are 
preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible in accordance 
with the requirement of Subtitle 24-130(b)(5). 

The Planning Board found that the regulated environmental features on the 
subject property have been preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible 
based on the limits of disturbance shown on the TCPII submitted with the current 
application. The primary management area (PMA) impacts shown on the SDP and 
TCPII plan are consistent with those previously approved with PPS 4-09003. 

9. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902: Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, for the 
R-M-zoned portion of the subject property, was originally approved by the Planning Board on 
October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). It was then remanded by the District Council to 
the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the Planning Board on 
April 5, 2012. The District Council elected to review the remand, and issued an order affirming 
the Planning Board's approval on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Subsequently, the 
applicant requested a reconsideration to the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Board on March 19, 2015. The final resolution, including 42 conditions, was adopted by 
the Planning Board on March 19, 2015 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 l0(A)). The conditions of 
approval are applicable to the review of the subject SDP and warrant discussion as follows: 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9987 shall remain in full force and effect. 

Review of applicable Basic Plan (A-9887) conditions of approval as discussed in Finding 7 above, 
leading to a determination of conformance. 

2. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone (CDP-0902) 
comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 1,775 trips in the 
PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are modified for any reason, 
trips may be re-allocated between these two zones (CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such 
that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 
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This condition sets an overall trip cap for the whole of the Villages at Timothy Branch (covered by 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902). The trip cap was based, in part, on 1,200 residences. A table is 
provided in finding below regarding trip generation; nevertheless, the current plan complies with 
this condition. 

3. A minimum SO-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 
right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive shall be provided on the Specific Design Plan 
(SOP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to 
adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

The applicant is requesting a modification of this development standard for the 72 two-family 
attached units located on Parcels 1-6 in Block C. In accordance with Condition 5 of 
Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, modification of the standards is permitted on a lot-by-lot 
basis at the time of SDP. The applicant contends that a 26-foot building restriction line (BRL) 
from the ultimate right-of-way ofMattawoman Drive, an arterial roadway, will still adequately 
buffer the dwellings from the roadway. The applicant submitted a Phase II noise study that 
concluded that interior noise levels will be mitigated by utilizing building materials to levels below 
the required 45 dBA and that there are no outdoor activity areas be affected by noise levels of 
65 dBA. 

In order to mitigate the impacts that may result from the existing street lights along Mattawoman 
Drive, the applicant is proposing to install light diffusers or shields to deflect the light away from 
the residential units, subject to the approval of the appropriate operating agency. In addition, major 
shade trees are proposed to be planted 22 feet on center along the front of the residential units that 
will create a canopy and further shield the residential units from the street lights. 

To mitigate the impacts that may result from any air pollution and particulates related to the 
roadway, the applicant is proposing to strategically plant landscape materials at specific locations 
along the property frontage ofMattawoman Drive. As mentioned previously, major shade trees are 
proposed to be planted 22 feet on center, the grouping of which is designed to provide a protective 
canopy for the residential units along Mattawoman Drive. Proposed ornamental trees will provide 
additional screening of the residential units from air particulates. On the front of the parcels, the 
applicant is proposing a hedge of shrubs to be planted 3. 5 feet on center to further mitigate any 
potential impacts that may result from air pollution. 

The Planning Board decided that the combination of the 26-foot setback, light shields, and 
landscaping will be sufficient to adequately buffer the dwellings in Block C from the roadway. 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 
right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SOP) for 
multifamily buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area 
to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. The minimum width of 
building restriction lines for other residential product types along US 301 shall be 
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determined at the time of SDP and the Phase II Noise Study shall be considered in 
the determination of establishing the building restriction lines. 

The subject application does not propose any residential units of any type within 200 feet of the 
ultimate right-of-way of US 301. Therefore, this condition is not applicable at this time. 

' 
5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

b. Indicate a potential access connection between the existing 
warehouse/distribution facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut 
Road as an alternative for heavy truck traffic. 

The subject SDP does not include development around the site where the potential access 
connection was to be located. 

c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as follows: 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to 
the standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board 
at the time of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

One-family Two-family Single-family Single-family 
detached attached semidetached8• 9 attached3• 8• 9 Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. NIA 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage - corner lot 70 NIA 40 feet 30 feet NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage(%) 30 354 35 354 504 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

Minimum building setback from 
Robert Crain Highway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 200 feet10 

Minimum front setbacks 25 NIA 20 feet 3,6 7 

Minimum side setbacks 10 NIA 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setbacks 20 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to streets 25 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building height11 40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

Maximum percentage of total units NIA NIA NIA 502 252 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 NIA NIA NIA NIA 
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1 All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which 
allows a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the R-M Zone. 

3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a 
minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

4 This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced 
to 500 square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks 
may project into rear yards only. 

7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for 
Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides 
sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without 
meeting setback requirements. 

9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall 
be determined at the time of SOP review. 

11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning 
Board at the time of SDP. 

ACCESSORY BUILDINGS-R-M ZONE 
Maximum J,ot Coverage(%) 
Minim um setback from front street line 
Minimum setback from side lot line 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 
(along which an abutting lot fronts) 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 
(along which an abutting lot does not front) 
Maximum building height above grade 

25 
60 feet 
2 feet 
2 feet 

10 feet 

7 feet 
15 feet 

Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than the 
main building. 
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The SDP includes the above charts demonstrating conformance with this condition. As allowed, 
the applicant has requested three modifications to the standards as follows: 

• Reduce the minimum building setback from Mattawoman Drive for two-family attached 
units to 26 feet in Block C. The justification for this modification is discussed further in 
response to Condition 3 above. The Planning Board approved this modification. 

• Reduce the minimum side setback to eight feet, with a 17-foot total for both sides, for all 
single-family detached and single-family semi-detached units within Blocks D, G and H. 
The applicant justifies this modification based on the environmental constraints and the 
fact that the proposed side yard setback is consistent with several conventional residential 
zones. The Planning Board concurs and approved this modification. 

• Reduce the minimum side setback to street to 20 feet for Lot 1 Block G, and Lots 1, 6, 8, 
and 13, Block H. The applicant justifies this modification as it will bring the side setback 
to a street in alignment with the front setbacks of the adjoining single-family 
semi-detached lots to create a more consistent street pattern. The Planning Board concurs 
and approved this modification. 

d. A note shall be added to the plans and the comprehensive design plan 
document shall be revised to include a note stating that the requirements of 
Section 4. 7 of the Prince George's County Landscape Manual shall be used 
as a starting point or minimum for the provision of an adequate separation 
between incompatible uses, at the perimeter of the site. The requirement 
may be increased as necessary so as to ensure compatibility between 
incompatible uses at the time of approval of the specific design plan. 

The subject SDP only proposes residential units in a pattern that does not require 
Section 4. 7 buffers internally. The requirements of Section 4. 7 are being provided along 
the exterior edges of the entire Timothy Branch property adjacent to the area of impact at 
this time. 

e. The following Architectural Design Parameters shall apply and be revised in 
the CDP text: 

(1) A minimum of 60 percent of all townhouse units shall have a full 
front fa-;ade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) and all 
highly-visible endwalls, which shall be identified at the time of SOP, 
shall be brick, stone or stucco, or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance 
with this requirement. 
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(2) Townhouses and single-family semidetached dwellings facing a 
public street and the side elevation of the same unit facing a public 
street (corner lots) shall be faced up to 60 percent with high-quality 
materials such as brick, stone or stucco (excluding gables, bay 
windows, trim, and doors) or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. 

Notes are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance with this 
requirement. However, the single-family semidetached architecture does not 
provide options showing the ability to have a front or side elevation faced with up 
to 60 percent masonry materials. Therefore, a condition is included in this 
resolution requiring this to be added. 

(3) All residential buildings with front elevations facing Mattawoman 
Drive shall have a full front fac;ade of brick, stone or stucco 
(excluding gables, windows, doors, and trim), or other masonry 
materials of equivalent quality as long as the buildings are within 
100 feet of the Mattawoman Drive right-of-way. 

Notes are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance with this 
requirement. 

(4) Front elevations of townhouses and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall have dormers or gables to reduce the single 
plane of roof. 

Notes are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance with this 
requirement. 

(5) Front elevations of townhouse and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall be offset by a minimum of two feet. 

The SDP shall demonstrate conformance with this requirement prior to 
certification. 

(6) Architecture for multifamily buildings shall be faced with at least 
60 percent brick, stone, stucco or equivalent, or other masonry 
materials of equivalent quality. Elevations of multifamily buildings 
facing Mattawoman Drive and those that are determined at SDP to 
have highly visible corner facades shall be faced with a minimum of 
80 percent brick, stone or stucco (excluding gables, bay windows, 
trim, and doors), or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

No multifamily buildings are proposed with this SDP. 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   283 of 378



PGCPB No. 17-119 
File No. SDP-1701 
Page 18 

(7) A minimum of 60 percent of one-family detached dwellings shall 
have a full front fa~ade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and 
doors) of brick, stone, or stucco, or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP to demonstrate conformance 
with this requirement. 

(8) Side and rear walls of all residential buildings shall be articulated 
with windows, recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. 
All residential endwalls shall have a minimum of two architectural 
features, except endwalls in highly visible locations, which shall be 
identified at the time of SDP, shall have additional architectural 
features creating a well-balanced composition. 

All residential endwalls show a minimum of two architectural features. A 
condition has been included in this resolution regarding additional architectural 
features for highly-visible endwalls. 

(9) Trash enclosures made of high-quality building materials shall be 
used to screen trash dumpsters. 

No trash dumpsters are proposed with this SDP. 

7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for 
stormwater management that details how the new stormwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site design 
techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, will be required unless other stormwater 
management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

I 

The SDP-1304 approval for infrastructure, including stormwater management, addressed this 
condition. 

8. The TCP2 for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of the 
Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site 
through preservation or afforestation to the fullest extent possible, consistent with 
the desired pattern of development and densities indicated in the General Plan. If 
off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within the Mattawoman 
watershed. 

The TCPII proposes to meet 79.39 acres of the overall 103.26-acre requirement on-site. The 
submitted plan proposes off-site as part of Phase 2, which is not proposed for development at this 
time. Because no development is proposed in Phase 2, the existing woodland in that phase should 
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be shown and counted as preservation until an application for development of Phase 2 is reviewed 
and approved. The Planning Board did not support a woodland conservation easement for Phase 2 
as part of this application. The final easement for Phase 2 will be addressed with the application 
for Phase 2. Any off-site woodland conservation requirement as part of that phase will be 
evaluated prior to issuance of the first grading permit. 

12. Prior to acceptance of an SOP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing 
of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SOP, shall be submitted. 

A non-tidal wetland mitigation area of 3.5 acres was previously protected on the site as required. 
This was 1.26 acres more than the wetlands mitigation permitting requirement. The MDE tr~cking 
number is l l-NT-0173 and the USA COE permit number is 2011-60707, Al number 134217. No 
additional impacts are proposed with this SDP. 

13. A variance for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and 
approved with the appropriate SOP application and associated TCP2. 

This condition was addressed with Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 and Type II Tree Conservation 
Plan TCPII-068-93. 

14. Prior to approval of TCP2 which proposes to credit as woodland conservation 
planting occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved Site 
Development Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved 
by the Department of Public Works and Transportation regarding the location, size, 
and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or preservation area can be shown 
within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, or as determined by the Department of 
Public Works and Transportation or the Soil Conservation District. 

The proposed stormwater management for the site received final technical approval. The approval 
by the Department of Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement was in coordination with the 
Department of Public Works and Transportation (DPW&T), who provided written approval of 
woodland planting within the stormwater management easement. The technical plan shows 
woodland planting within the easements of ponds 1, 2A and 4. 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall include a tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
schedule indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject 
application. 

Conformance with the TCC requirements is discussed in the finding below, where a finding of 
conformance is made. 
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17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 

A Phase II noise study was submitted for review with this SDP. It identified one single-family 
detached lot (Lot 28, Block D), which requires noise mitigation for traffic noise generated by 
Mattawoman Drive. This is addressed in the submitted Phase II noise study with the current 
application and discussed further in the finding below. 

18. Applications for building permits for residential uses within the 65 dBA Ldn noise 
contour shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a 
professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis using the certification 
template. The certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced 
through the proposed building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less. 

A condition has been included in this resolution requiring the provision of this information prior to 
issuance of building permits for the impacted lots. 

19. All SDPs for the subject property shall demonstrate the use of full cut-off optics to 
ensure that off-site light intrusion into residential and environmentally-sensitive 
areas is minimized. At time of SDP, details of all lighting fixtures shall be submitted 
for review along with certification that the proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics 
and a photometric plan showing proposed light levels. The following note shall be 
placed on all future SDPs: 
"All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce glare 
and light spill-over." 

The subject application includes a detail of a lighting fixture that demonstrates the use of full 
cut-off optics. However, the submittal did not include a photometric plan showing proposed light 
levels. Therefore, a condition is included in this resolution requiring this be submitted for review 
prior to certification. 

Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the 
residential dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant 
shall make a monetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 
dollars to The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
(M-NCPPC). M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for inflation at the time of payment. The 
funds shall be used for the construction of recreational facilities in 
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Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC), as determined by the 
Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to 
complement the facilities being provided at the Southern Area Aquatic and 
Recreational Complex. 

The subject application proposes only 323-residential dwelling units, which is less than 50 percent 
of the total 1,200 units proposed within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

*[U]21. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 
provide adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with 
the standards outlined in the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

The proposed private recreational facilities have been reviewed and are found to be adequate in 
accordance with previous approvals and the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design 
Section of the Development Review Division (DRD), M-NCPPC for 
adequacy, conformance to the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and 
appropriateness of location during the specific design plan review. 

The proposed private recreational facilities have been reviewed and are found to be adequate and 
properly sited in accordance with previous approvals and the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines. 
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*[M]24. Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational 
facilities within the CDP text and plan: 

CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,S00 sq. ft. multiage -RMl 
Prior to the issuance of any residential Complete by 200th overall* 

unit permit residential unit permit 

7,S00 sq. ft. multiage - RM3 
Prior to the issuance of any residential Complete by 4S0th overall 

unit permit within RM3 residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area - RM 4 
Prior to the issuance of any residential Complete by 600th overall 

unit permit within RM4 residential unit permit 
Min. 4,200-square-foot Prior to the issuance of S00th overall* Complete by 7S0th overall 

Community building and residential unit permit residential unit permit 
2S-meter swimmine: pool - RM2 

2,S00 sq. ft. tot-lot - RM2 
Prior to the issuance of S00th overall Complete by 7S0th overall 

residential unit permit residential unit permit 

S,000 sq. ft. per teen - RM2 
Prior to the issuance ol S00th overall Complete by 750th overall 

residential unit permit residential unit permit 

7,S00 sq. ft. multiage -RMS 
Prior to the issuance of any residential Complete by 1,000th overall 

unit permit with RMS residential unit permit 
Timothy Branch Stream 

Prior to the issuance of any residential Complete with adjacent 
Valley Trail1 (approx. S,600 L.F.) 

or other recreational trail 
unit permit for the adjacent pod pod Development 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as more details concerning 
grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational facilities may be adjusted by written 
permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain circumstances, such as the need to modify construction 
sequence due to exact location of sediment ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed 
to be released prior to construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion ofall of the facilities prior to completion of all the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

The subject SDP includes development within RMI and RM2 as listed in this condition. Within 
RM-1 portion, SDP proposes an approximately 7,700-square-foot multiage playground in 
conformance with this condition. Within the RM-2 portion, SDP proposes a 4,20O-square-foot 
community building with a 25-meter swimming pool, as well as an approximately 
2, 700-square-foot tot-lot and an approximately 5,200-square-foot pre-teen playground in 
conformance with this condition. The portions of the Timothy Branch Stream Valley Trail 
adjacent to these pods are also shown as required. The timing for bonds and completion of 
construction from this condition remains valid and will be enforced at the time of permitting. 

The developer and his heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall satisfy 
the Planning Board that there are adequate provisions to assure 
retention and future maintenance of the proposed private recreational 
facilities. 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   288 of 378



PGCPB No. 17-119 
File No. SDP-1701 
Page 23 

All facilities are located on property that is to be owned and maintained by a future 
homeowners association. 

*[34)27. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage 
between Brandywine Road and the southern property line in 
accordance with DPW&T standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail 
within an urban right-of-way (DPW&T Standard 100.18). The 
hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch trail, if 
required, via an alternate configuration (DPW &T Standard 100.06) to 
accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of 
the primary street located between the commercial and residential 
development, with directional signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A 
five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided on the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, signs, 
and other details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. 
Both the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the 
public right-of-way. 

The plans reflect the necessary sidepath along the site's entire frontage of Mattawoman 
Drive. Internal sidewalks are shown at appropriate locations on-site. 

At the time of SOP, the plans shall identify the location of median 
refuge islands along the entire length of Mattawoman Drive per 
DPW&T standards and with AASHTO guidance. The exact locations 
and details and specifications will be determined at the time of SOP. 

The median is included on the SDP as previously approved. 

*[36)29. Provide four-foot-wide sidewalks along both sides of all internal 
residential roads (excluding alleys). 

Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations. An extensive network of trails supplements 
the sidewalk network. 

*[38)31. 

Indicate on the specific design plan the width of all of the on-road and 
off-road bikeways, sidewalks, and trails. 

At the time of specific design plan review, provide cross section details 
of the proposed sidewalks, on-road bike lanes, shared-use roads, and 
trails per SHA and DPW&T standards where applicable. 
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A cross section is provided for the equestrian portion of the trail. An additional cross section or 
revised overall cross section is also needed for the paved portion of the trail. The cross section 
should reflect both the paved (hiker/biker) and unpaved (equestrian) elements of the trail along 
Timothy Branch. 

*[39]32. Trails shall be shown no less than 20 feet from all private residential lot lines 
and/or 25 feet from all residential dwellings, excluding where trails connect 
with the internal road network, unless environmental constraints/impacts 
exist that make this impractical. The final trail location shall be reviewed at 
the time of SOP. 

The trail alignment meets this condition, except for locations where the trail connects to an 
internal road. 

*[4G]33. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch 
trail) along the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream 
valley, unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring 
the same. 

The location and alignment of the stream valley trail, within the proposed homeowner' s 
association property, is acceptable as shown. 

*[41]34. Any trail connectors on homeowners' association land to the Timothy 
Branch trail, if required, shall be six feet wide and asphalt. 

Proposed trail connectors on homeowners association property are shown as six feet wide and 
asphalt. 

*[41-)35. Provide details of the way finding and trail signage in accordance with 
AASHTO guidance at the time of specific design plan review including 
the location of signage. This signage can be tailored to the development 
and provide way finding to the commercial areas or nearby 
destinations. At a minimum, way-finding signage should indicate the 
direction of the Brandywine Area Community Park to the north of the 
subject site and the Rose Creek Connector trail to the south of the site. 

The submitted SDP does not provide signage for way finding and trails. The Planning Board 
believed that signage to the community park may not be appropriate at this time as the park has not 
yet been constructed and signage to the Rose Creek Trail may not be appropriate until pedestrian 
accommodations have been provided at the intersection of US 301. Therefore, the Planning Board 
decided to address trail signage in future SDPs, as the development on this property and the 
surroundings are more fully implemented. 
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*[4J]36. Show bicycle parking spaces on the specific design plan at the 
recreational facilities and in the community buildings. These spaces 
should be located near the front entrances to the buildings and have 
access to bikeway and trail facilities. 

No commercial buildings are proposed in this phase of development and bicycle parking is 
provided at all active recreational facilities proposed in this phase of development. 

*[4S)38. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall 
provide the following transportation improvements as proffered in the 
July 2009 traffic impact study. 

a. A third northbound through land along US 301 through the MD 381 
and the Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 
1,000 feet south of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet 
north of MD 381. The elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 
intersection coincident with the construction of a northbound 
left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive shall be 
constructed by the applicant if required by SHA. 

b. A northbound left-turn land along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, 
subject to SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive 
intersection, along with the addition of a westbound left-turn 
lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive. 

d. The extension of Mattawoman Drive south of the subject 
property to connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant submitted a phasing plan for the transportation improvements that includes the 
following discussion: 

The improvements in parts (a), (b), and (d) will be constructed subject to the timing of 
Brandywine Road Club fees, and based on the wording of Condition 20, states that these 
items will only be constructed when sufficient funding is available for engineering, design, 
and construction of said improvements. 

The improvements in part (c) are subject to warrants being met at the MD 381/ 
Mattawoman Drive intersection. The Maryland State Highway Administration has 
determined that a new traffic signal warrant analysis should be conducted prior to issuance 
of the 325th building permit or upon full funding and permitting of the full Mattawoman 
Drive connection from Brandywine Road to Matapeake Business Drive, so the State can 
determine if the warrants are satisfied and decide on when the traffic signal should be 
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installed. This language, requiring a revised traffic signal warrant study, shall be duly 
considered as a finding for consideration in subsequent SDPs when the 325th building 
threshold will be met or when the roadway connection is funded and permitted. 

*[46]39. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees 
shall contribute toward and participate in the construction of certain 
additional off-site transportation improvements as identified 
hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and constructed 
through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, 
the Montgomery Ward's Brandywine ,Distribution Center, the 
Brandywine Commerce Center, the Mattawoman-Brandywine 
Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business Park, the 
Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other 
property owners in the area designated as Employment Area "C" in 
the Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any properties along US 
301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD Sin Prince 
George's County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any other properties 
for which participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. 
For development on the subject property, the applicant's sole funding 
responsibility toward the construction of these off-site transportation 
improvements shall be the payment of the following: 

For commercial buildings, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross 
square foot of space X (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first 
quarter, 1993). 

For each single-family detached unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 x 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at 
time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, two over two unit, a fee calculated as 
$1,187 x (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost 
Index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each multi-family unit, a fee calculated as $886 x (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index at time of payment) 
/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for 
first quarter, 1993). 
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Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall 
be due, on a pro rata basis, at the time of issuance of building permits. 
Prior to issuance of any building permit(s), the applicant shall provide 
written evidence to M-NCPPC that the required payment has been 
made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set 
forth below. Construction of these improvements shall occur in the 
numerical sequence in which they appear. Each improvement shall be 
constructed if and only if sufficient funds for engineering, full design, 
and construction have been deposited into the road club escrow 
account by road club members or said funds have been provided by 
public agencies. The off-site transportation improvements shall 
include: 

a. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 
beginning at Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and 
extending northerly to the US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). 
The construction shall be in accordance with presently 
approved SHA plans. 

b. Install a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, 
provided said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T. 

c. Make minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/ 
MD 5 interchange ramps. 

d. Widen US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 
beginning at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and 
extending northerly to a point approximately 2,500 feet north 
of MD 381. 

e. Reconstruct the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Install a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, 
provided said signal is deemed warranted by DPW &T and 
SHA. 

g. Provide a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses 
US 301 northeast ofT.B. 

h. Reconstruct the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 
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i. Construction of an interchange around US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

j. Construction of an interchange around MD 5 and A-63 north 
ofT.B. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off 
site) between the US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Rd. 
intersection and MD 5 north ofT.B. 

I. Widen US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road 
beginning at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and 
extending southerly to Mattawoman Creek. 

m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 
hPginning ~t thP TR intPrc-h~ngP (TTS :\01 /MD ~) :rnrl 

extending northerly to a point approximately 2,500 feet north 
of the planned intersection with A-63. 

This condition requires payment to the Brandywine Road Club. This project's participation in the 
Brandywine Road Club was further confirmed by the recent adoption of County Council 
Resolution CR-9-2017, and that resolution elevated the construction ofMattawoman Drive 
through the subject property to the top of the priority list. Pro-rata payments shall be required in 
accordance with this condition at the time of each building permit. 

*[48)41. At the time of SOP review, the applicant may redesign Residential 
Module 3 to reduce the block perimeter and to increase the pedestrian 
and vehicular circulation. The housing types within and around these 
blocks should be reconsidered to facilitate rear loading townhouses. 

The subject SDP proposes development only within Residential Modules 1 and 2. 
Therefore, this condition is not applicable to this SDP. 

*[49)42. At the time of SOP review, the applicant may redesign Residential 
Module 5 to reconfigure the multifamily units to provide a central 
recreation or open space. 

The subject SDP proposes development only within Residential Modules 1 and 2. Therefore, this 
condition is not applicable to this SDP. 
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10. Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003: The relevant Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 
4-09003, was originally approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010. Subsequently, the 
applicant requested a reconsideration, which the Planning Board heard and approved the PPS on 
April 5, 2012 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A/1)), subject to 32 conditions. The following 
conditions warrant discussion in relation to the subject SDP: 

3. Prior to approval of the SOP, the preliminary plan and TCPl shall relocate all 
townhouse lots adjacent to US 301/MO 5 outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated 
noise contour. This may result in the loss of lots if they cannot be appropriately 
relocated. 

The SDP and TCPII do not show the delineation of unmitigated 75 dBA Ldn noise contours 
related to US 301/MD 5 or Mattawoman Drive necessary to evaluate conformance with this 
condition. Based on a review of the location of the unmitigated 7 5 dB A Ldn contour on the 
approved TCPI, no lots are proposed along US 301/MD5 for this application. Lots are proposed 
along Mattawoman Drive; however, the location of the 75 dBA Ldn is not visible on the approved 
TCPI, and not shown on neither TCPII nor SDP. Therefore, a condition has been included in this 
resolution requiring the delineation of the contour on the TCPII and SDP. 

6. Prior to approval of the first SOP, a proposed stream and/or wetland mitigation 
plan shall be required if the total stream impacts on the final TCPl associated with 
the preliminary plan total 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of 
wetlands and their buffers. If this occurs, the first SOP submission package shall 
include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in conformance with Part C of the 
Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to identify possible 
mitigation sites shall be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database shall 
be researched by the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites shall be 
identified first within the impacted stream system, and then if mitigation cannot be 
found in this system, mitigation shall be focused in the following areas, in the stated 
order of priority: within the drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, or river basin 
within Prince George's County. 

This condition has been addressed as discussed in the finding relative to Condition 11 of 
Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902. The SDP and TCPII under review do not show the 
location of the mitigation area on-site, which will need to be compared with the final storm water 
technical approval. Therefore, a condition has been included in this resolution requiring the 
delineation of the nontidal wetland mitigation easement and addition of appropriate notes to the 
plan. 

7. At the time of the first SOP submittal, the submission package shall include a 
proposed site development for stormwater management that details how the new 
stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the provision of 
environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, unless other 
storm water management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by OPW &T. 
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The Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 approval for infrastructure, including stormwater 
management, addressed this condition. 

8. Prior to signature approval of any Type 2 tree conservation plan which proposes to 
credit, as woodland conservation, planting occurring with a stormwater 
management easement, an approved site development stormwater management plan 
shall be submitted to the Planning Department which indicates that the planting 
areas proposed have been approved by DPW&T regarding the location, size, and 
plant stocking proposed. 

This condition is addressed in the finding under discussion of Condition 14 of CDP-0902. 

9. A Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review with each SDP for residential 
uses. The Phase II noise study shall address how noise has been mitigated to 65 dBA 
Ldn exterior and 45dRA Ldn interior for residential units throughout the site. 

10. The appropriate SDP shall show noise mitigation measures for the single-family 
detached lots impacted by noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or greater along Mattawoman 
Drive. Mitigation for outdoor activity areas, as defined by the SDP, may include 
fencing or walls necessary to reduce the noise levels in the outdoor activity areas to 
65 dBA Ldn or less. 

A Phase II noise study was submitted for review with this SDP. It identified one single-family 
detached lot (Lot 28, Block D) which requires mitigation for transportation noise related to 
Mattawan Drive. This is addressed in the submitted Phase II noise study submitted with the current 
application is discussed further in Finding 15(i) below. 

11. Applications for building permits for lots and structures identified on the SDP 
requiring noise mitigation measures shall contain a certification, to be submitted to 
M-NCPPC, prepared by a professional engineer with competency in acoustical 
analysis using the certification template. The certification shall state that the interior 
noise levels have been reduced through the proposed building materials to 45 dBA 
Ldn or less for residential units. 

A condition has been included in this resolution requiring the provision of this information prior to 
issuance of building permits for impacted lots. 

t[U]14. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 
provide adequate, private on-site recreational facilities in accordance with 
the standards outlined in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. The 
private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by M-NCPPC for adequacy 
and proper siting at the time of specific design plan. 
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The proposed private recreational facilities have been reviewed and are found to be adequate and 
properly sited in accordance with previous approvals and the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines. 

The applicant shall submit to DRD a performance bond, letter of credit, or 
other suitable financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational 
facilities in an amount to be determined by ORD, in accordance with the 
timing established in each SDP. 

The timing for construction of the private recreational facilities was determined with the approved 
CDPs and has been carried forward as part of this SDP approval. 

In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of 
Transportation and the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map 
Amendment, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or 
assignees shall provide the following: 

a. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire 
frontage of Brandywine Road, unless modified by SHA. 

Brandywine Road is beyond the limits of the current phase of development. 
Improvements along the road are addressed via previous approvals and will be 
covered under the future SDP for that portion of the site. 

b. Pedestrian routes between commercial buildings and from parking 
areas to commercial buildings will be evaluated in more detailed at 
the time of SOP. 

No commercial buildings are proposed in this phase of development. 

c. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire 
frontage of the east side of Mattawoman Drive (including the 
Matapeake Business Drive extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site's frontage of the 
entire west side of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake 
Business Drive extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along 
Mattawoman Drive at the time of SOP, unless modified by DPW&T. 

The plans reflect the necessary sidepath, sidewalk and medians along 
Mattawoman Drive, in conformance with these conditions and previous approvals. 
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f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads 
excluding alleys, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Sidewalks are shown at all appropriate locations on-site. An extensive network of 
trails supplements the sidewalk network. 

g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for all 
bikeways, sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be 
provided at the time of SDP, consistent with current DPW &T and 
DPR standards and guidelines. 

A cross section is provided for the equestrian portion of the trail. An additional 
cross section or revised overall cross section is also needed for the paved portion 
of the trail. The cross section should reflect both the paved (hiker/biker) and 
unpaved (equestrian) elements of the trail along Timothy Branch. 

i. The eight-foot-wide master plan trail along the Timothy Branch 
stream valley at the location agreed to by the applicant, DRD, and 
the trails coordinator. This trail will utilize existing subdivision roads 
where necessary to avoid environmental impacts and running 
immediately behind residential lots. 

The location and alignment of the stream valley trail, within proposed 
homeowners association property, is acceptable as shown. 

j. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and 
active recreational facilities at the time of SDP. The number and 
location of bicycle parking spaces shall be determined at that time. 

No commercial buildings are proposed in this phase of development and bicycle 
parking is provided at all active recreational facilities proposed in this phase of 
development. 

k. Sidewalk and sidepath construction shall be provided concurrently 
with road construction. Construction of the Timothy Branch trail 
shall be in phase with the development of adjacent residential 
development. 

Construction timing will be enforced at the time of permitting. 

I. The need for additional facilities and amenities for pedestrians at 
transit stops will be evaluated at the time of SDP. 
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t[U)19. 

No bus stops are currently located on or adjacent to the subject site. Future transit 
improvements may be appropriate on-site if the planned light rail/bus rapid transit 
is implemented in the corridor. 

The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following 
improvements at the time of the initial specific design plan involving 
development within the subject property, and also shall submit any needed 
warrant studies related to condition c at this time. A status report for these 
improvements shall be submitted with each specific design plan within the 
property, with the transportation staff recommendation to be based upon a 
comparison of the status with the phasing plan. The staging of conditions a, 
b, and d shall be related to the timing of collection of Road Club fees 
(pursuant to Condition 27). Condition c would be implemented when the 
signal is deemed to be warranted and required by SHA. 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 
and the Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 
1,000 feet south of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet 
north of MD 381. The elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 
intersection coincident with the construction of a northbound left
turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by 
the applicant if required by SHA. 

b. A northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, 
subject to SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, 
along with the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381 
at Mattawoman Drive. 

d. The extension ofMattawoman Drive south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant has submitted a phasing plan for the transportation improvements that includes the 
following discussion: 

The improvements in parts (a), (b), and (d) will be constructed subject to the timing of Brandywine 
Road Club fees, and based on the wording of Condition 20 below that these items will only be 
constructed when sufficient funding is available for engineering, design, and construction of said 
improvements. 
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The improvements in part (c) are subject to warrants being met at the MD 381/ Mattawoman Drive 
intersection. The Maryland State Highway Administration has determined that a new traffic signal 
warrant analysis should be conducted prior to issuance of the 325th building permit or upon full 
funding and permitting of the full Mattawoman Drive connection from Brandywine Road to 
Matapeake Business Drive, so the State can determine if the warrants are satisfied and decide on 
when the traffic signal should be installed. This language, requiring a revised traffic signal warrant 
study, should be duly considered as a finding for consideration in subsequent SDPs when the 
325th building threshold will be met or when the roadway connection is funded and permitted. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall 
contribute toward and participate in the construction of certain additional 
off-site transportation improvements as identified hereinafter. These 
improvements shall be funded and constructed through the formation of a 
road club that will include the applicant, the Montgomery Ward 
Brandywine Distribution Center, the Brandywine Commerce Center, the 
Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business 
Park, the Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other 
property owners in the area designated as Employment Area "C" in the 
Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any properties along US 301/MD 5 
between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in Prince George's 
County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any other properties for which 
participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. For development 
on the subject property, the applicant's sole funding responsibility toward 
construction of these off-site transportation improvements shall be payment 
of the following: 

For each non-residential unit, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot 
of space X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at 
time of payment)/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost 
Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each single-family unit, a fee calculated as $1,306 X (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) / 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first 
quarter, 1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, or two-family attached (two-over-two) unit, a 
fee calculated as $1,187 X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction 
Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 
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For each multifamily unit, a fee calculated as $886 X (Engineering 
News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment)/ 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first 
quarter, 1993). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be 
due, on a pro rata basis, at the time of the issuance of building permits. Prior 
to the issuance of any building permit(s), the applicant shall provide written 
evidence to M-NCPPC that the required payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth 
below. Construction ofthf:se improvements shall occur in the numerical 
sequence in which they appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if 
and only if sufficient funds for engineering, full design, and construction 
have been deposited into the road club escrow account by road club 
members or said funds have been provided by public agencies. The off-site 
transportation improvements shall include: 

a. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road 
beginning at Timothy Branch (north of Cedarville Road) and 
extending northerly to the US 301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). The 
construction shall be in accordance with presently approved SHA 
plans. 

b. Installing a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, 
provided said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T. 

c. Making minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 
interchange ramps. 

d. Widening US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning 
at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a 
point approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

e. Reconstructing the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Installing a traffic signal at the MD 381/A-63 intersection, provided 
said signal is deemed warranted by DPW&T and SHA. 

g. Providing a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses 
US 301 northeast of T.B. 

h. Reconstructing the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 
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i. Construction of an interchange around US 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

j. Construction of an interchange around MD 5 and A-63, north of 
T.B. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off-site) 
between the US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendree Road 
intersection and MD 5 north ofT.B. 

I. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road 
beginning at the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending 
southerly to Mattawoman Creek. 

m. Widen MD 5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at 
the T.R interrhange (US 301/MD ~) and extending northerly to a 
point approximately 2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with 
A-63. 

This condition requires payment to the Brandywine Road Club. This project's participation in the 
Brandywine Road Club was further confirmed by the recent adoption of County Council 
Resolution CR-9-2017, and that resolution elevated the construction ofMattawoman Drive 
through the subject property to the top of the priority list. Pro-rata payments should be required in 
accordance with this condition at the time of each building permit. 

t[~]21. Total development of the overall site shall be limited to uses that would 
generate no more than 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM peak-hour vehicle trips. Any 
development generating an impact greater than that identified herein above 
shall require a new preliminary plan of subdivision with a new 
determination of the adequacy of transportation facilities. 

This condition sets an overall trip cap for the entire Villages at Timothy Branch ( covered by 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902). The trip cap was based, in part, on 1,200 residences. A table is 
provided in the finding below regarding trip generation; nevertheless, the current plan complies 
with this condition. 

t[30]22. All appropriate specific design plans shall limit access to A-63 as follows: 

a. Any public or private streets shown on the approved preliminary 
plan. 

b. A maximum of two driveways within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the 
site to serve the commercial development. 
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c. A maximum of two driveways within the R-M-zoned portion of the 
site to serve Residential Module 5. 

The A-63 facility is Mattawoman Drive and the access points shown on the SDP are in 
conformance with this condition. 

Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the 
applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a final report 
detailing the Phase II investigations and ensure that all artifacts are curated 
in accordance with the Guidelines for Archeological Review. 

The applicant submitted four copies of the final report on June 17, 2010 and the reports were 
accepted by the Historic Preservation Section on July 20, 2010. The applicant provided 
documentation that the artifacts have been curated at the Maryland Archaeological Conservation 
Lab in November 2011. This condition has been satisfied. 

Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the 
applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any 
interpretive signage to be erected and public outreach measures (based on 
the findings of the Phase I and Phase II archeological investigations). The 
location and wording of the signage and the public outreach measures shall 
be subject to approval by the Historic Preservation Commission and the 
M-NCPPC staff archeologist. The SDP shall include the timing for the 
installation of the signage and the implementation of public outreach 
measures. 

In 2014, the applicant submitted a plan for two interpretive signs discussing the prehistoric and 
historic occupation of the subject property. The wording of the signage was reviewed and 
approved by the Historic Preservation Section. The applicant proposes to place the interpretive 
signage in the lobby of the clubhouse. This is an appropriate location of the signage, as this will be 
a place within the development that will be frequently visited by both the residents and guests. The 
interpretive signage should be installed prior to issuance of the use and occupancy permit for the 
clubhouse. 

t[34]26. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 
coordinate all Section 106 review with the Historic Preservation Section 
(M-NCPPC), federal agencies, and the Maryland Historical Trust. The 
National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 requires federal agencies to 
take into account the effects of the development on historic resources, to 
include archeological sites. 

The applicant should continue to coordinate with the Historic Preservation Section on any 
archeological review required by the State and federal agencies. 
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t[J5)27. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force 
and effect. 

Review of applicable basic plan conditions of approval is discussed in Finding 7 above. The 
Planning Board determined that the SDP is in conformance with the basic plan. 

For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an 
inventory of the existing quantities of uses (if any) in the development, 
expressed in cumulative square footage or number of the varying types of 
residential units and information as to the exact square footage/number of 
units and types proposed, so that conformance with the overall approved 
land uses can be evaluated. Each plan of development shall also contain 
information demonstrating conformance to the density increment analysis 
completed in association with CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

The suhmitted SDP provides tracking charts and notes with an inventory of total proposed 
development in this phase. 

t[38]30. An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings 
proposed in this subdivision, unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS 
Department determines that an alternative method of fire suppression is 
appropriate. 

This requirement shall be noted on the architectural sheet set. 

t[4Q)32. Prior to the approval of any SOP for the Villages of Timothy Branch 
development, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or 
assignees shall work with Historic Preservation staff to develop names for 
the subdivision streets that reflect the history of the property, the adjacent 
Brandywine community, and its associated families. 

The applicant has worked with the Historic Preservation Section as required, and the proposed 
street names generally reflect the history of the property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and 
its associated families. 

11. Specific Design Plan SDP-1304: Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 for infrastructure only, 
including rough grading, construction of a stormwater management pond, and dedication and 
construction ofMattawoman Drive, was approved by the Planning Board on October 23, 2014 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116), subject to three conditions. None of those conditions are 
applicable to this SDP. 

12. Prince George's County Landscape Manual: Per Section 27-528(a)(l) of the Zoning 
Ordinance, a SDP must conform to the applicable standards of the 2010 Prince George's County 
Landscape Manual (Landscape Manual). The proposed residential units in the R-M Zone are 
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subject to Section 4.1, Residential Requirements; Section 4.2, Requirements for Landscape Strips 
Along Streets; Section 4.3, Parking Lot Requirements; Section 4.6, Buffering Development From 
Streets; Section 4. 7, Buffering Incompatible Uses; Section 4.9, Sustainable Landscaping 
Requirements, and Section 4.10, Street Trees Along Private Streets, of the Landscape Manual. 

a. Section 4.1, Residential Requirements-Section 4.1 requires a certain number of plants 
for different types of residential lots. The submitted SDP provides the correct schedules 
showing the requirements being met for all the residential lots. 

b. Section 4.2, Requirements for Landscape Strips Along Streets-About the subject 
application, Section 4.2 requires a landscape strip where a parking lot abuts public street, 
such as those around the clubhouse. The submitted SDP provides the correct schedule 
showing the requirements being met. 

c. Section 4.3, Parking Lot Requirements-Section 4.3 requires a percentage of the 
parking lots that are over 7,000 square feet in size to provide interior planting area. This 
occurs in one area of visitor parking within Block 'C' and in the two parking compounds 
adjacent to the clubhouse. The submitted SDP provides the correct schedule showing the 
requirements being met. 

d. Section 4.6, Buffering Development from Streets-Section 4.6 requires that, when rear 
yards of single-family detached or attached dwellings are oriented toward a street, a buffer 
area should be provided between the yard and the street. On the subject application, which 
includes multiple single-family detached lots with rear yards fronting on a street. 
Appropriate landscape schedules are provided on the plan. However, no schedules were 
provided for the affected townhouse lots within Block 'E.' Therefore, a condition 
requiring this revision has been included in this resolution. 

e. Section 4.7, Buffering Incompatible Uses-The subject application requires a buffer 
along the property line around the eastern edge of the larger Timothy Branch property. 
The landscape plan provides the correct schedules showing the requirements being met as 
the existing stream valley provides for the setback and buffer requirements along that 
edge. 

f. Section 4.9, Sustainable Landscaping Requirements-Section 4.9 requires that a 
certain percentage of plants within each plant type (including shade trees, ornamental 
trees, evergreen trees, and shrubs) be native species (or the cultivars of native species). 
The minimum percentage of plants of each plant type required to be native species and/or 
cultivars is specified below: 

Shade trees 50 percent 
Ornamental trees 50 percent 
Evergreen trees 30 percent 

Shrubs 3 0 percent 
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The landscape plan provides 59 percent native shade trees, 100 percent native ornamental 
trees, 7 5 percent native evergreen trees, and 72 percent native shrubs, and therefore, meets 
the above requirements. 

g. Section 4.10, Street Trees Along Private Streets-Section 4.10 provides specifications 
for the planting of street trees along private streets, which apply to the townhouse portions 
of the subject development. The submitted landscape plan provides the required schedules 
showing some of the requirements of this section not being met. The applicant filed a 
request for Alternative Compliance, AC-17007, from the requirements of Section 4.10, 
Street Trees Along Private Streets, as follows: 

The applicant has filed this request for Alternative Compliance from Section 4.10, Street 
Trees Along Private Streets, to allow an alternative configuration from the requirement in 
Section 4.10( c )(1) that states that "Street Trees shall be located in a space not less than 
five (:'i) feet wide hetween the street curh or edge of planting and the sidewalk." Instead, 
the applicant requests to use an alternate sidewalk and green space configuration along the 
proposed private streets serving the townhouses within the site that would place the 
sidewalk along the street curb and the green space behind the sidewalk. 

REQUIRED: 4.10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Graham Patrick A venue 

Length of street frontage 
Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

381 feet 

12 

PROVIDED: 4. 10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Graham Patrick A venue 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

381 feet 
14 

REQUIRED: 4.10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Grace Kellen Avenue 

Length of street frontage 
Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

488 feet 

15 

PROVIDED: 4. 10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Grace Kellen A venue 

Length of street frontage 
Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

488 feet 

22 
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REQUIRED: 4.10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Hunt's Farm Road 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

664 feet 

19 

PROVIDED: 4. 10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Hunt's Farm Road 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

664 feet 

27 

REQUIRED: 4.10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Lord Stirling Lane 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

176 feet 

6 

PROVIDED: 4. 10 Street Trees Along Private Streets, along Lord Stirling Lane 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

Total number of street trees provided for the entire Subdivision 

REQUIRED: 4.10 Street Trees Along Private Streets 
Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

PROVIDED: 4. 10 Street Trees Along Private Streets 

176 feet 

8 

1,709 feet 
52 

Length of street frontage 

Street trees (1 per 35 linear feet) 

1,709 feet 

71 

(136 percent of required amount) 

Justification of Recommendation 
The applicant is requesting Alternative Compliance from Section 4.10, Street Trees Along 
Private Streets, along all private roads on the site for the location of the proposed street 
trees. The 2010 Prince George's County Landscape Manual requires that street trees be 
located in a space not less than five feet in width between the curb and the sidewalk in 
order to subdivide the streetscape, increasing pedestrian comfort and, create sufficient 
room for canopy growth. In some areas of the site, the relocation of the sidewalk to the 
curb is due to a matter of simply not having enough space. In other areas, the site plan 
should be amended to relocate the sidewalk to provide for the required location for street 
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trees, where spacing permits for instance in areas where there are no driveways or 
on-street parking. The applicant is proposing to exceed the required number of street trees 
on the project overall by 36 percent. The Planning Director finds the proposed alternative 
compliance measures to be equally effective as normal compliance with Section 4.10 of 
the Landscape Manual Along Private Streets in Timothy Branch. 

The Planning Board approved Alternative Compliance for Section 4.10, along Graham 
Patrick Avenue, Grace Kellen Avenue, Hunt's Farm Road, and Lord Stirling Lane of the 
2010 Prince George's County Landscape Manual, for Timothy Branch, Specific Design 
Plan SDP 1701, subject to one condition, which has been included in this resolution. 

13. Prince George's County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance: This site 
is subject to the provisions of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance (WCO) 
because the entire site has a previously approved Type I tree conservation plan and a portion of the 
site has an approved and implemented TCPII. Additionally, a revised TCPII prepared in 
accordance with the current woodland conservation requirements has been submitted with this 
application. 

a. Tree Conservation-The TCPII covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres 
of upland woodlands and 28.69 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCPII shows two phases 
of development. Phase 1 is 320 acres and Phase 2 is 13.63 acres. The current application 
is for the development of an area in Phase 1. No development is proposed in Phase 2 with 
this application, but clearing is proposed. Phase 1 includes the subject application area and 
proposes to clear 124.11 acres of upland woodlands and 1.00 acre of wooded floodplain. 
An additional 13. 64 acres of clearing is proposed in Phase 2 for future development. 

The woodland conservation threshold on this property is 53.77 acres. Based upon the 
proposed clearing, the woodland conservation requirement is 103.26 acres (89.42 in the 
Phase 1 and 13.84 in Phase 2). The plan proposes to meet the woodland conservation 
requirement in Phase 1 with 33.44 acres of on-site preservation, 44.22 acres of on-site 
afforestation/reforestation and 1. 73 acres of off-site credit being provided on the site. The 
worksheet proposes to meet the remainder of the requirement with off-site credits as part 
of Phase 2. 

Several revisions are required. The worksheet shows the clearing of 13. 84 acres of 
woodland in an area of 13.63 acres ofland. Woodland acreage cannot exceed land 
acreage. The worksheet needs to be revised to show the correct acreage and/or clearing. 
Type II Tree Conservation Plan TCPII-068-93-02 as submitted shows the overall area on 
the cover sheet, but does not include detail sheets for the overall area of the Timothy 
Branch development as previously approved. The TCPII must be revised to include detail 
sheets for the entire area of the development (Phase 1 and 2) because the woodland 
conservation requirement is distributed over the entire site. 
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The TCP II requires various technical revisions to meet the requirements of the applicable 
WCO that have been included as conditions in this resolution. 

b. Environmental Impacts-The site contains regulated environmental features. Nontidal 
wetlands, streams, and 100-year floodplains are found to occur on this property. These 
features and the associated buffers comprise the primary management area (PMA) in 
accordance with Section 24-101 (b )(22) of the Subdivision Regulations. A statement of 
justification for impacts to the PMA was reviewed with the associated PPS 4-09003. 

Eight proposed PMA impacts were evaluated with the PPS. All of the requested impacts 
were supported by the Environmental Planning Section as necessary for development, 
except for Impact 5 for construction of the noise berm along US 301 because the criteria 
for avoidance and minimization had not been met. The location of the berm was 
subsequently relocated to avoid all PMA impacts per PPS conditions of approval. The 
impacts approved were for the installation of sanitary sewer lines, construction of master 
planned roads, installation of stormwater management outfalls, and connection to a trunk 
sewer line. 

Impacts proposed to the regulated environmental features with the current SDP and TCPII 
are consistent with those proposed and approved with PPS 4-09003, and no additional 
impacts are proposed under the current application. 

14. Prince George's County Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance: Subtitle 25, Division 3, the Tree 
Canopy Coverage Ordinance, requires a minimum percentage of tree canopy coverage (TCC) on 
projects that require a building or grading permit for 5,000 square feet or greater of gross floor 
area or disturbance. Properties that are zoned L-A-C and R-M are required to provide a minimum 
of 10 and 15 percent, respectively, of the gross tract area in tree canopy. The subject property is 
322.41 acres in size, resulting in a blended TCC requirement of 44.75 acres. A TCC schedule was 
provided showing that the requirement is being met on-site by existing woodland preservation and 
reforestation, in addition to the proposed plantings. 

15. Further Planning Board Findings and Comments from Other Entities: The subject 
application was referred to the concerned agencies and divisions. The referral comments are 
summarized as follows: 

a. Archeological Review/Historic Preservation-The Planning Board made the following 
findings: 

(1) A Phase I archeological survey was completed on the subject property from 
March to July 2009. The Phase I archeological survey of the Timothy Branch 
property consisted of surface survey 9f all plowed fields and the excavation of 
1,762 shovel test pits (STPs). The survey located one previously recorded historic 
archeological site, l 8PR454, and one previously recorded prehistoric site, 
18PR974. Five new archeological sites were delineated and included a late 

SDP-1701-03_Backup   309 of 378



PGCPB No. 17-119 
File No. SDP-1701 
Page 44 

nineteenth or early twentieth century domestic site, 18PR991; a prehistoric site, 
18PR992, likely dating to the Archaic period (7,500-1,000 BC); a mid-nineteenth 
century domestic site, 18PR993; a colonial period domestic occupation, 18PR994; 
and a mid- to late-twentieth century domestic ruin, 18PR995. Sites 18PR992, 
18PR993, and 18PR994 were noted to potentially contain significant information. 

The Planning Board concurred with the recommendation of the draft Phase I 
report that Sites 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 could potentially contain 
significant information on the history of Prince George's County. Although a 
portion of Site 18PR454 has been impacted by gravel extraction and grading for 
sediment control features, the western part of the site possibly retained some 
integrity. The Planning Board required that Phase II investigations be conducted 
on Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994. On these sites, 
close-interval shovel testing was recommended to help identify the possible 
locations of subsurface features and was used to guide the placement of 1-x-1 
meter test units. A Phase TT work plan for Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, 
and 18PR994 was submitted to the Historic Preservation Section for review and 
approval on November 30, 2009. 

Phase II investigations were conducted on Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, 
and 18PR994 in December 2009. Phase II investigations of Site 18PR992 
consisted of the excavation of 50 STPs at 25-foot intervals across 12 transects. 
Artifacts were concentrated in transects F to Lon a piece of high ground. Nine 
3-x-3-foot test units were placed in the northern portion of the site and 
732 prehistoric artifacts were recovered. The site contained two components: a 
late Middle Archaic (6,000-4,000 B.C.) or early Late Archaic (4,000-2,000 B.C.) 
Halifax occupation and a Terminal Late Archaic/Transitional broadspear 
occupation. There was a high concentration of fire-cracked rock, but no 
subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of intact features and the 
effects on the site from erosion, no further work was recommended on 
Site 18PR992. 

Phase II investigation of Site 18PR993 consisted of the excavation of 43 STPs at 
25-foot intervals across seven transects. Only 20 historic artifacts were recovered 
and no subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of significant 
archeological deposits and intact features, no further work was recommended on 
Site 18PR993. 

Phase II investigations of Site 18PR994 consisted of the excavation of 45 STPs at 
25-foot intervals across five transects. Only one porcelain shard and one 
prehistoric quartz flake were recovered from the STPs. A metal detector survey 
failed to locate any metal objects other than modern machine parts and tools. Due 
to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, no further 
work was recommended on Site 18PR994. 
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Phase II investigations of Site 18PR454 consisted of the excavation of 61 STPs at 
25-foot intervals across six transects and five 3-x-3-foot test units. An intensive 
metal detection survey was also conducted across the site. Artifacts recovered 
included glass, nails, whiteware, pearlware, black-glazed redware, and brick. The 
five test units were placed in areas where the highest concentration of artifacts 
was noted. The eastern portion of the site was impacted by earlier construction 
activities. One intact subsurface feature was identified in Test Units 4 and 5. This 
feature possibly represents a cellar hole filled with the debris from dismantling the 
house that formerly stood on the property. The types of artifacts recovered 
indicated that the house was occupied from the late 18th to the first half of the 
19th century. 

In a review letter dated March 27, 2010, the Planning Board concurred with the 
report's conclusions and recommendations that Sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 
18PR993, and 18PR994 are not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places or meet the criteria for designation as county historic sites. The 
Planning Board also concurred with the report's recommendation that no further 
work is necessary on these sites, as they lack subsurface integrity and have limited 
research value. The applicant submitted four copies of the final report on 
June 17, 2010 and the reports were accepted by the Historic Preservation Section 
on July 20, 20 I 0. All artifacts recovered from the Phase I and II excavations were 
curated with the Maryland Archaeological Conservation Lab in Calvert County in 
November 2011. 

(2) If state or federal monies, or federal permits are required for this project, 
Section 106 review may require archeological survey for state or federal agencies. 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires federal agencies to 
consider the effects of their undertakings on historic properties, to include 
archeological sites. The applicant shall provide proof to the Historic Preservation 
Section that they have forwarded all necessary materials to the Maryland 
Historical Trust for their review of potential effects on historical resources on the 
subject property prior to certification of this SDP. 

The Planning Board approved Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 with the following 
condition: 

• - Prior to issuance of the first use and occupancy permit for the clubhouse, the 
applicant shall install the two interpretive signs detailing the findings of the 
Phase I and II archeological surveys and provide proof of its installation to the 
Historic Preservation Section. 
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b. Community Planning-The Planning Board made the following findings: 

The subject property is located within the Established Communities growth policy area 
designated in Plan Prince George's 2035 Approved General Plan (Plan Prince George's 
2035). Plan Prince George's 2035 classifies the Established Communities as "most 
appropriate for context-sensitive infill and low- to medium-density development. 
Plan 2035 recommends maintaining and enhancing existing public services (police and 
fire/EMS), facilities (such as libraries and schools), and infrastructure in these areas (such 
as sidewalks) to ensure that the needs of existing residents are met." (page 20) 

Pursuant to Part 8, Division 4, Subdivision 2 of the Zoning Ordinance, Master Plan 
conformance is not required for this application. The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master 
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (Subregion 5 Master Plan and SMA) recommends 
mixed-use land uses on the subject property. In addition, the Subregion 5 Master Plan and 
SMA also makes recommendations that affect the subject property, which is part of the 
designated Brandywine Community Center. The previous PPS evaluated the 
development's conformance with the master plan recommendations for the center. 

This application is partially located within the 65-70 dBA Ldn noise contour in the Joint 
Base Andrews Military Installation Overlay (M-I-O) Zone. Section 27-548.55(b) of the 
Zoning Ordinance requires the interiors of all new residential construction within the 
Noise Intensity Contours, including additions, must be certified to 45 dBA Ldn or less by 
an Acoustical Engineer or qualified professional of competent expertise. 

c. Transportation Planning-The Planning Board analyzed the SDP's conformance with 
transportation-related conditions in previous approvals, which is incorporated into 
Findings 7, 9, and 10 above, as well as the following summarized discussion: 

The site is in the L-A-C and R-M Zones. The SDP is a requirement for all development in 
comprehensive design zones. The review focuses on conformity to the approved 
Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. In addition to reviewing the plan 
against the prior approved plans, attention is given to building and landscape design, 
drainage, conformity with prior tree conservation plans and landscape standards, and other 
environmental factors. Additionally, there is a requirement that the development be 
adequately served within a reasonable period oftime with existing or programmed public 
facilities, or facilities otherwise provided as part of the development. The underlying 
subdivision is PPS 4-09003, and this plan will be compared against that plan for 
conformity to trip caps and other conditions as well. There is a prior SDP for 
infrastructure, Specific Design Plan SDP-1304. That plan has no transportation-related 
conditions. 

As noted above, the plan proposes 323 residences, including 39 single-family detached, 
212 townhouses/duplexes, and 72 two-over-two residences (the two-over-two residences 
are considered a townhouse type for purposes of trip generation). 
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The following table summarizes trip generation for the current proposal (and any past 
approved proposals) for comparison to the approved trip cap. It is determined, as noted 
above, that the proposal conforms to the approved trip cap: 

Trip Generation Summary, SDP-1701, Timothy Branch 

Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Land Use Quantity Metric In Out Tot In Out Tot 

Current Proposal 

Residential Townhouse 212 units 30 119 149 110 59 169 

Residential Two-Over-Two 
72 units 10 40 50 37 20 57 

Units 

Residential Single-Family 
39 units 6 23 29 23 12 35 

Detached 

Total Proposal 46 182 228 170 91 261 

Prior Approvals: SDP-1304 

Infrastructure Only; No 
0 0 0 0 0 0 Development Approved 

Per CDP-0901/CDP-0902/4-09003 

Trip Cap 1,269 1,775 

Less Than or Equal To Trip Cap Yes Yes 

In reviewing the circulation, Transportation Planning offered the following comments: 

(a) The overall circulation system conforms in large part to the underlying PPS. 

(b) Due to the presence of the two-over-two units, Transportation Planning 
recommended that the alleys serving them be 22 feet in width (an increase from 
18 feet and 20 feet). 

( c) On the PPS, Grace Kellen A venue and Graham Patrick A venue were sized at 
26 feet of pavement, while the subject plan sizes these streets at 24 feet. While it 
is understood that Subtitle 27 allows a minimum of 22 feet, the uses have not 
changed. Therefore, the Planning Board required that these private streets be 
shown with 26 feet of pavement. 

The overall site is affected by several planned transportation facilities. 
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• The F-9 facility, which is along existing US 301/MD 5, is a planned freeway 
facility. This facility is not adjacent to the area proposed for development under 
the current plan. 

• The A-63 facility traverses the site from north to south. Correct dedication of a 
120-foot right-of-way is shown on the plan. 

• The master plan includes 1-503, a planned facility that was originally included in 
the 1993 Subregion V Master Plan and intended to connect industrial land uses 
between the A-63 facility and Short Cut Road, along with the Schraf, Meinhardt, 
and M&M Joint Venture properties to Short Cut Road, and to the Mattawoman 
Drive facility in the future. This facility is not adjacent to the area proposed for 
development under the current plan. 

• The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment 
reflects a future transit facility between Charles County and the Branch A venue 
Metrorail Station. This facility is not adjacent to the area proposed for 
development under the current plan. 

d. Subdivision Review-The Planning Board analyzed the site plan's conformance with 
Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 and attached conditions as follows: 

(1) Prior to certification of the SDP the following technical corrections shall be 
required: 

(a) Revise the development tracking chart to include the proposed lot and 
parcel counts and to include the approved development data from 
PPS 4-09003 as follows: 

Lots 
Outlots 
Parcels 
Dwelling Units: 

One-family Detached 
One-family Semidetached 
Townhouse 
Two-family Attached 

Multifamily 
Retail/Commercial 

580 
1 

68 
1,200 
101 
100 

379 
352 
268 

305,000 sq. ft. 

(b) Label all alleys and private streets with an alphabetic parcel designation, 
area, and indicate they are to be conveyed the homeowners association. 
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( c) Label all proposed public streets with the area and indicate they are to be 
dedicated to public use. 

( d) Label all open space parcels, which are to be conveyed to the 
homeowners association with an alphabetic parcel designation. 

( e) Open space areas abutting the lots proposed in this application and the 
eastern boundary of the overall site shall be shall be shown within this 
phase of development, given homeowners association parcel designations, 
and be platted in sequence with this phase of development. 

(2) The final plat shall note the lots which contain yard areas impacted by noise levels 
exceeding 65 dBA Ldn. 

e. Trails-The Planning Board analyzed the SDP for conformance with the 2009 Approved 
Countywide Master Plan a/Transportation (MPOT) and the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 
Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (area master plan) in order to implement 
planned trails, bikeways, and pedestrian improvements. 

Two master plan trails impact the subject application. A stream valley trail is 
recommended along Timothy Branch and a sidepath ( or wide sidewalk) is recommended 
along Mattawoman Drive (A-63). These master plan trails were addressed via prior 
approvals. The Complete Streets section of the MPOT includes the following policies 
regarding sidewalk construction and the accommodation of pedestrians: 

Policy 1: Provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all new road 
construction within the Developed and Developing Tiers. 

Policy 2: All road frontage improvements and road capital improvement 
projects within the developed and developing tiers shall be designed to 
accommodate all modes of transportation. Continuous sidewalks and 
on-road bicycle facilities should be included to the extent feasible and 
practical. 

f. Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR)-In a 
memorandum dated July 28, 2017, the Department of Parks and Recreation indicated that 
they had no comment on the subject application. 

g. Permits-The Planning Board's comments have been addressed through revisions to the 
plans. 
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h. Public Facilities-The Planning Board found that the required fire, rescue, and police 
facilities have been determined to be adequate. Additionally, the Planning Board analyzed 
school facilities surcharge for each dwelling unit, which was resolved at the time of PPS. 
The proposed development is in water and sewer Category 3, Community System. 

i. Environmental Planning Section-The Planning Board found that the SDP conforms to 
the environmental-related conditions of approval of the basic plan, CDP, and PPS, which 
are included in findings above as appropriate. They also analyzed the site's conformance 
with Subtitle-25, which is discussed in detail in Finding 14 above. The following is 
additional discussion: 

(1) The subject property is located in the southeast quadrant of the intersection of 
Crain Highway (US 301) and Brandywine (MD 381) Road. Current air photos 
indicate that two-thirds of the site is wooded. This site contains streams, 100-year 
floodplain and wetlands associated with Timothy Branch in the Mattawoman 
Creek watershed and the Potomac River Basin. According to information obtained 
from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage Program 
there are no rare, threatened, or endangered species found to occur on or near this 
property. Brandywine Road (MD 381), which borders the site on the north, is a 
designated historic road. The portion of Brandywine Road west of Matta woman 
Drive is classified as an industrial road in the Master Plan of Transportation 
(MPOT) as is Short Cut Road, which is also adjacent to this site. The section of 
Robert S. Crain Highway (US 301), which borders the site to the west, is a master 
planned freeway, and an existing source of traffic-generated noise. Mattawoman 
Drive and A-55, which are internal to the site, are both classified as arterials, 
which are generally regulated for noise impacts when associated with residential 
development. According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey (1967), the 
principal soils on the site are in the Beltsville, Bibb, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, 
Leonardtown and Sassafras series. Marlboro clay does not occur in this area. 

The site is located within the Established Communities of the Growth Policy Map 
and Environmental Strategy Area 2 (formerly the Developing Tier) of the 
Regulated Environmental Protection Areas Map as designated by Plan Prince 
George's 2035 Approved General Plan. According to the Countywide Green 
Infrastructure Plan of the 2017 Approved Prince George's County Resource Plan: 
A Countywide Functional Master Plan, most of the subject property is Regulated 
Area and Evaluation Area. 

(2) A revised, approved Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) Equivalence letter 
(NRI-002-07-02) for the Villages at Timothy Branch was approved 
August 10, 201 7. The letter finds that the information on the recently expired NRI 
plan, which reflects the stream buffer widths and PMA in conformance with the 
current environmental regulations, is sufficient for review with this application. 
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The environmental information is correctly reflected on the SDP and TCPII. No 
additional information regarding the NRI is required at this time. 

(3) Policies contained in the General Plan call for the reduction of adverse noise 
impacts to meet the State of Maryland noise standards. Robert S. Crain Highway 
(US 301) is an existing source of traffic-generated noise, and a master planned 
freeway. Mattawoman Drive is a master planned arterial roadway that may have 
noise impacts on the subject application. Residential development located along 
the east side ofMattawoman Drive require evaluation for noise impacts. 

A Phase I noise study was prepared and submitted for the subject property (The 
Villages of Timothy Branch Phase I Noise Analysis, prepared by Phoenix Noise 
and Vibration, LLC, dated April 13, 2010), to evaluate transportation-related 
noise impacts to proposed residential areas along the southeast side of 
Mattawoman Drive. 

The TCPl and PPS were revised to correctly show the location of all 65 dBA Ldn 
unmitigated noise contours adjacent to roads classified as arterials or higher. The 
plans also showed conceptually how noise mitigation would be provided. 

A Phase II noise analysis for Timothy Branch-Phase 1, prepared by Phoenix 
Noise and Vibration and dated May 11, 2017, was submitted with the current 
application. This analysis included: 

• Computer modeling. 

An analysis of noise levels in outdoor activity areas. 

• An evaluation of the proposed duplex, single family home, townhome, 
and two-over-two condominium models to be offered in Phase 1. 

• Specification of the building construction necessary to maintain interior 
noise levels at the required limit. 

The conclusion of the noise analysis states the following: 

"Timothy Branch Phase 1 will be exposed to transportation noise levels 
above 65 dBA Ldn, and up to 74 dBA Ldn. Although these levels are 
above required noise limits, noise levels will be maintained at the Prince 
George's County outdoor and interior limits when incorporating required 
modifications for noise mitigation into standard building construction. 
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"Except for one single family home (Lot 28), roadway noise levels will be 
below 65 dBA Ldn in all public (pool and playgrounds) and private (rear 
yards of duplexes, single family homes, and front-load townhomes) 
Phase 1 outdoor activity areas due to the distance of these areas from the 
roadways and the noise reduction provided by residential buildings along 
Mattawoman Drive. Mitigation for the side yard of the Lot 28 
single-family home is not recommended. 

"Due to the proximity of the site to the Andrews Air Force Base 65 dBA 
Ldn noise contour, all Phase 1 residential buildings will be exposed to 
noise levels equal to or greater than 65 dBA Ldn; however not all 
residences will require modifications to proposed building construction to 
maintain interior noise levels below 45 dBA Ldn. The standard building 
construction to be used at Phase 1 will be capable of reducing noise levels 
up to approximately 66 to 67 dBA Ldn to an interior level of 45 dBA Ldn 
depending upon the home model, such that the proposed exterior wall 
construction and standard window and door products selected for Phase 1 
can be used in most of the residences. 

"Modifications to standard building construction will be limited to the 
two-over-two condominiums and rear-load townhomes closest to 
Mattawoman Drive, as well as the Lot 28 single family home closest to 
Mattawoman Drive. For these residences, modifications will be limited to 
upgraded windows and doors. If these residences are built using the 
specified STC rated building elements, all Phase 1 residences will be 
following the 45 dBA Ldn limit." 

(3) Brandywine Road is a historic road, and is subject to the provision of a scenic 
easement in accordance with the requirements for Special Roadways contained in 
the Master Plan of Transportation (2009) and the Prince George's County 
Landscape Manual (2010). The PPS and CDP delineated a 40-foot-wide scenic 
easement along Brandywine Road, the scenic easement delineated on the CDP 
and PPS, shall also be delineated on the current SDP. Reducing the width of the 
scenic easement may be addressed by alternative compliance during the review of 
an SDP for development fronting on Brandywine Road. 

(4) An approved Stormwater Management Concept Plan (11355-2009-00) and letter, 
extended on May 9, 2017 and valid through May 9, 2020, was submitted with this 
application, which included sixteen conditions of approval and six traffic safety 
comments. Technical stormwater management (SWM) design is subject to 
approval by the Department of Permitting, Inspection and Enforcement (DPIE). 
Previous conditions have been recommended related to SWM final design, and 
requiring the submittal oflandscape plans and DPIE concurrence, if woodland 
conservation is proposed within a stormwater management easement. 
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(5) According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the 
site are in the Beltsville, Bibb, Chillum, Croom, Elkton, Iuka and Leonardtown 
series. Beltsville soils are highly erodible, have perched water tables, and impeded 
drainage. Bibb soils are highly erodible and hydric. Chillum soils are highly 
erodible. Croom and Sassafras soils pose few difficulties for development. Elkton 
and Iuka soils are highly erodible and hydric. Leonardtown soils are highly · 
erodible, have perched water table, poor drainage, and typically have wetlands. 
High groundwater is problematic for both foundations and basements. 

This information is provided for the applicant's benefit, and may affect the 
architectural design of structures, grading requirements, and storm water 
management elements of the site. Additional soils information may be requested 
by DPIE to address specific areas of concern. 

j. Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department-The Fire/EMS Department, in a 
memorandum dated July 5, 2017, provided standard comments regarding fire apparatus, 
hydrants, and lane requirements. Those issues will be enforced by the Fire/EMS 
Department in its separate permitting process. 

k. Prince George's County Department of Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement 
(DPIE)-DPIE did not provide comments on the subject application. The previously 
approved Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 included the construction of the stormwater 
management ponds on-site. In that application, DPIE commented that the ponds had 
received technical approval. 

l. Prince George's County Police Department-The Police Department did not provide 
comments on the subject application. 

m. Prince George's County Health Department-In a memorandum dated August 9, 2017, 
the Health Department stated that they had completed a health impact assessment review 
of the SDP. They provided the following summarized comments: 

(1) Research shows that access to public transportation can have major health benefits 
as it contributes to good connectedness and walkability. Submit specific 
information related to the proposed means of connecting to neighboring 
communities through public transportation. 

Transportation for the proposed development was analyzed in the previous PPS approvals 
and found to be adequate. 
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(2) The specific design plans should include open spaces and "pet friendly" amenities 
for pets and their owners. Designated park areas may consist of the appropriate 
safe playing grounds, signage, and fencing. Pet refuse disposal stations and water 
sources are recommended at strategic locations around any park/dog walk 
locations. 

Recreational features for the property have been determined through the previous 
approvals and are not being revised with the subject application. The applicant should 
consider providing the suggested amenities for pets, as appropriate. 

(3) There is an increasing body of scientific research suggesting that community 
gardens enhance nutrition and physical activity and promote the role of public 
health in improving quality of life. The developer should consider setting aside 
space for a community garden. 

There are multiple open areas provided within the residential pods that could be feasible 
for community gardens if the homeowners choose to create such a facility in the future. 

(4) Several large-scale studies demonstrate that increased exposure to fine particulate 
air pollution is associated with detrimental cardiovascular outcomes, including 
increased risk of death from ischemic heart disease, higher blood pressure, and 
coronary artery calcification. In addition, there is scientific evidence indicating 1 

that fine particulate air pollution from traffic is associated with childhood asthma. 

This is noted and transmitted to the applicant. The applicant is encouraged to consider the 
indoor air quality of the proposed dwelling units. 

(5) Published scientific reports have found that road traffic, considered a chronic 
environmental stressor, could impair cognitive development in children, such as 
reading comprehension, speech intelligibility, memory, motivation, attention, 
problem-solving, and performance on standardized tests. The Timothy Branch 
project is shown to be located along a major transportation artery, US 301/MD 5 
Crain Highway. 

The effects on the property from US 301/MD 5 were considered during previous plan 
reviews and various conditions were enacted to provide mitigation. The Phase 1 of the 
development proposed with this SDP is not adjacent to US 301. 

n. Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA)-In an e-mail received June 15, 2017, 
SHA referred to their memorandum dated August 18, 2014, in which they concurred with 
Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 for infrastructure approval for this project pursuant to all 
access being from Mattawoman Drive. Any work within the SHA right-of-way would 
require SHA plan review, approval, and permit as applicable. 
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o. Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC)-In a memorandum dated 
July 7, 2017, WSSC provided a standard response on issues such as pipe and easement 
requirements. All the requirements ofWSSC will be enforced in its separate permitting 
process. 

p. Verizon-Verizon did not offer comments on the subject application. 

q. Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative (SMECO)-SMECO did not offer comments 
on the subject application. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to Subtitle 27 of the Prince George's 
County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission adopted the findings contained herein and APPROVED Specific Design Plan 
SDP-1701, and further APPROVED Alternative Compliance AC-17007 for the above-described land, 
subject to the following conditions: 

1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SOP), the applicant shall: 

a. Include a cross section for Mattawoman Drive with the plan sheets, as previously 
approved in Specific Design Plan SDP-1304 for infrastructure. 

b. Correct notes regarding the gross acreage of the property, subtracting previously dedicated 
areas. 

c. Revise the trail cross section to include both the paved trail and the equestrian trail along 
Timothy Branch. 

d. Revise the development tracking chart to include the approved development data from 
Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, as follows: 

Lots 

Outlots 

Parcels 

Dwelling Units: 

One-family Detached 

One-family Semidetached 

Townhouse 

Two-family Attached 

Multifamily 

Retail/Commercial 

580* 

1 

68* 

1,200 

101* 

100* 

379* 

352* 

268 

305,000 sq. ft. 
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*Unless otherwise modified pursuant to Section 24-108(a)( 6)(B) (CB-72-2016) of the 
Subdivision Regulations, and/or as modified and provided on future SDPs, which shall be 
in substantial conformance with the approved preliminary plan of subdivision. 

e. Label all alleys and private streets with an alphabetic parcel designation, square footage, 
and indicate they are to be conveyed to the homeowners association. 

f. Label all proposed public streets with the area and indicate they are to be dedicated to 
public use. 

g. Label all open-space parcels to be conveyed to the homeowners association with an 
alphabetic parcel designation. 

h. Display within this phase of development the open-space areas abutting the lots proposed 
in this application, the eastern boundary of the overall site, and the homeowners 
association parcel designations. 

i. Revise the Type II tree conservation plan and the SDP to show the required 40-foot-wide 
scenic easement along the frontage of Brandywine Road. 

j. Delineate and label all stormwater easements on the SDP and Type II tree conservation 
plan in accordance with the approved final technical plan. 

k. Revise the SDP and Type II tree conservation plan to show the 75dBA Ldn unmitigated 
noise contours in accordance with the Phase I noise study reviewed with Preliminary Plan 
of Subdivision 4-09003. 

I. Revise the SDP and Type II tree conservation plan to delineate and label the area of the 
nontidal wetland mitigation easement. The final technical design plans for the nontidal 
wetlands mitigation area shall be reviewed with the delineated mitigation area to confirm 
the design of the wetlands mitigation area, so a determination can be made whether it can 
be credited as on-site woodland conservation. 

m. Add a note to the SDP and Type II tree conservation plan as follows: 

"The nontidal wetlands mitigation easement area shown on this site reflects 
requirements ofMDE Tracking No. 11-NT-0173 and USACOE permit number 
2011-60707 for 2.24 acres of mitigation for nontidal wetland impacts, and 
1.26 acres of additional mitigation for on-site primary management impacts per 
Condition 6 of PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A)." 
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n. Place the "Table of STC Rating Requirements" from Drawing 2 of the Timothy Branch
Phase 1, Phase II noise analysis on the tracking chart on Sheet C-13 of the SDP, including 
a note indicating the source of the table. The table shall be revised to include the lot and 
block number to which each of the treatments is applicable. 

o. Submit a photometric plan that meets County illumination shandards showing the 
proposed light levels in all alleys, private streets, and common areas that may result in 
adjustments to the lighting plan, to be reviewed and approved by the Urban Design 
Section as the designee of the Planning Board. 

p. Revise the landscape plan as follows: 

(1) Revise the Tree Canopy Coverage schedule to reflect the correct gross acreage of 
the property and adjust the requirement as necessary. 

(2) Revise the SDP and landscape plan to provide the street trees along private streets 
to be located in a five-foot-wide strip between the street curb and sidewalk, 
specifically where common open space and end units of townhouses are proposed, 
unless spacing, street crossings, and/or utilities conflict with the design. 

(3) Provide Section 4.6 schedules demonstrating conformance with the requirements 
to applicable single-family attached lots within Block 'E'. 

q. Revise the architecture as follows: 

(1) Provide a note stating the following: 

"An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new 
buildings proposed in this subdivision, unless the Prince George's County 
Fire/EMS Department determines that an alternative method of fire 
suppression is appropriate." 

(2) Correct the note that the following lots are determined to be highly visible and 
require enhanced architectural treatment pursuant to Condition 5(e) of 
Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, including a minimum of three 
architectural features: 

Block C: 

BlockD: 

Block E: 

Lots 12, 15, 30, 35, 36, 42, 47 52, 63 and 84; Specified end units 
on Parcels I, 2, 3 and 6 

Lots 1 and 28 · 

Lots I, 24, 25, 48 and 52 
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BlockG: 

BlockH: 

Block I: 

Lot 1, 6 and 12 

Lots I, 6, 8 and 13 

Lots 1 and 5. 

(3) Add a note that the following buildings in any horizontal, continuous, attached 
group of townhouse or two-family buildings shall have a roof feature containing 
either a reverse gable or dormer window(s): 

(a) Three buildings in any building group containing five or six buildings; or 

(b) Two buildings in any building group containing four buildings; or 

( c) One building in any building group containing three buildings. 

(4) Add a note that states "No two units located next to each other may have identical 
front elevations." 

(5) Revise the single-family semi-detached architecture to demonstrate the option for 
units facing a public street and for the side elevations of the same unit facing a 
public street (corner lots) to be finished with up to 60 percent of high-quality 
materials such as brick, stone or stucco ( excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and 
doors) or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

r. Revise the Type II tree conservation plan (TCPII) as follows: 

(1) Revise the worksheet to correct the land area and clearing acreage for Phase 2. 

(2) Include the entire boundaries of the development site consistent with the approved 
Type I tree conservation plan. 

(3) The scale shall be the same as the SDP. 

(4) The cover sheet shall provide a key to all sheets for the development site. 

(5) All woodland conservation less than 50 feet in width shall be eliminated as 
woodland conservation, or revised to meet the minimum design criteria for width. 

(6) Revise the general notes as necessary to reflect the current TCPII. Add a note to 
include the liber and folio of the recorded woodland conservation easements in the 
general notes. 
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(7) Add an owner's awareness certificate to the TCPII, to be signed prior to signature 
approval. 

(8) Show metes and bounds on all legal property lines. 

(9) Within the woodland conservation area, show all existing and proposed 
easements. In addition, show all existing stormwater management and utility 
easements. 

(10) Label each woodland conservation area by type, with an identifier, and provide a 
summary table of all woodland conservation areas on each sheet. 

(11) Reduce the size of the graphic for woodland conservation signage so it is 
proportional to other elements on the plan sheet and does not obscure other 
information on the sheet. 

(12) After all required revisions are made, revise the woodland conservation worksheet 
to correctly reflect the woodland conservation required and fulfilled for the site. 

(13) Condition 2( a)(l) of the approved preliminary plan of subdivision shall be added 
to the TCPII, below the worksheet. 

(14) Have the revised plan signed and dated by the qualified professional who 
prepared it. 

2. At the time of final plat, the applicant shall: 

a. Provide a final plat note as follows: 

"The nontidal wetlands mitigation easement area shown on this plat reflects 
requirements ofMDE Tracking Permit No. l l-NT-0173 and USACOE permit 
number 2011-60707 for 2.24 acres of mitigation for nontidal wetland impacts, and 
1.26 acres of additional mitigation for on-site primary management area impacts 
per Condition 6 of PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 l 7(A)." 

b. Note the lots which contain yard areas impacted by noise levels exceeding 65 dBA Ldn. 

3. Prior to grading permit approval, except for grading permits issued in accordance with a specific 
design plan and Type II tree conservation plan (TCPII) for infrastructure only, woodland 
conservation easements shall be recorded in the land records for all proposed woodland 
conservation areas on-site. Copies of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the 
Environmental Planning Section, M-NCPPC, for inclusion in the tree conservation plan file, and 
the liber and folio of the recorded easements shall be added to a note placed on the TCPII plan 
prior to signature approval. 
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4. Prior to issuance of building permits for Phase 1 (except for building permits for any model 
homes), all afforestation/reforestation planting, permanent tree protection fencing, and signage 
shall be installed and completed on adjacent parcels. 

5. Prior.to issuance of building permits for any residential lot located in Phase 1 and identified within 
the tracking chart on Sheet C-13, an acoustical shell certification for the required mitigation 
identified in the Phase II noise analysis shall be submitted. The results of the Phase II noise 
analysis have been based upon the proposed site plan, building layout, architectural plans (exterior 
wall dimensions and construction; window and door dimensions, room dimensions, building 
elevation, floor plans), and roadway/railway information available at the time of this analysis. If 
these elements are modified during the planning, design, or construction phases of development, 
additional analysis will be required to determine if the results and recommendations presented are 
still capable of maintaining interior and outdoor noise levels in compliance with Prince George's 
County's Noise Policy guidance for residential development. 

6. Prior to issuance of building permits, a list of the building materials for residential lots that will be 
impacted by noise levels above 65 dBA Ldn shall be submitted to the acoustical engineer for 
review for conformance with Condition 11 of Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003. 

7. Prior to issuance of the use and occupancy permit for the clubhouse, the applicant shall install the 
two interpretive signs detailing the findings of the Phase I and II archeological surveys and provide 
proof of its installation to the Historic Preservation Section. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board's action must be filed with 
the District Council of Prince George's County within thirty (30) days following the final notice of the 
Planning Board's decision. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on the 
motion of Commissioner Geraldo, seconded by Commissioner Bailey, with Commissioners Geraldo, 
Bailey, Doerner, and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Washington absent at 
its regular meeting held on Thursday. September 14, 2017, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 14th day of September 201 7. 

By 

EMH:JJ:JK:rpg 

GAL sumcmNcv 

M-NCf P Lepil Department 

Date '1 / [q } f 1 

Elizabeth M. Hewlett 
Chairman 

q-~Op<w 
Jessica Jones 
Planning Board Administrator 
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pp 
"IC 
Timothy Branch Inc. 
2124 Priest Bridge Drive, Suite 18 
Crofton, MD 21114 

Dear Applicant: 

July 31, 2018 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

Re: Notification of Planning Board Action on 
Specific Design Plan - SDP-1701-01 
Timothy Branch, Phase 1 

This is to advise you that the above-referenced Specific Design Plan was acted upon by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board on July 26, 2018 in accordance with the attached Resolution. 

Pursuant to Section 27-528.01, the Planning Board's decision will become final 30 calendar days 
after the date of the final notice July 31, 2018 of the Planning Board's decision unless: 

1. Within the 30 days, a written appeal has been filed with the District Council by the 
applicant or by an aggrieved person that appeared at the hearing before the Planning 
Board in person, by an attorney, or in writing and the review is expressly authorized in 
accordance with Section 25-212 of the Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of 
Maryland; or 

2. Within the 30 days (or other period specified by Section 27-291), the District Council 
decides, on its own motion, to review the action of the Planning Board. 

(You should be aware that you will have to reactivate any permits pending the outcome of this 
case. If the approved plans differ from the ones originally submitted with your pennit, you are required to 
amend the permit by submitting copies of the approved plans. For infonnation regarding reactivating 
permits, you should call the County's Permit Office at 301-636-2050.) 

Please direct any future communications or inquires regarding this matter to Ms. Redis C. Floyd, 
Clerk to the County Council, at 301-952-3600. 

Attachment: PGCPB Resolution No. 18-64 

Sincerely, 
James Hunt, Chief 
Development Review Division 

By. lu -In I -i/Jlvq 
Reviewer 

cc: Redis C. Floyd, Clerk to the County Council 
Persons of Record 
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THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
l'jC 
PGCPB No. 18-64 

RESOLUTION 

1 14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

File No. SDP-1701-01 

WHEREAS, the Prince George's County Planning Board is charged with approval of Specific 
Design Plans pursuant to Part 8, Division 4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the Prince George's County Code; 
and 

WHEREAS, in consideration of evidence presented at a public hearing on July 12, 2018, 
regarding Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-01 for Timothy Branch, Phase 1, the Planning Board finds: 

1. Request: The subject approval is for additional architectural models and to modify the maximum 
allowed lot coverage for Phase 1 of the overall development. 

2. Development Data Summary: 

EXISTING APPROVED 
Zones R-M/M-I-O R-M/M-1-0 
Use Vacant Residential 
Gross Total Acreage 322.41 322.41 

R-M Zone 250.15 250.15 
L-A-C Zone 72.26 72.26 

Residential Units in SDP-1701 323 323 
Single-Family Detached 0 39 
Single-Family Semidetached 0 18 
Single-Family Attached 0 194 
Two-Family Attached 0 72 
Lot Coverage 30/35 percent 60 percent 

3. Location: Phase 1 is in the middle of the larger development known as Timothy Branch, which is 
a tract of land consisting of wooded, undeveloped land and open farmland located on the east side 
of US 301 (Robert Crain Highway), and south of MD 381 (Brandywine Road), in Planning Area 
SSA, Council District 9. 

4. Surrounding Uses: The entire Timothy Branch property consists of 322.41 acres and is bounded 
to the north by MD 3 81 (Brandywine Road), to the northwest by Short Cut Road, to the east by the 
Timothy Branch Stream Valley, to the south by vacant and light industrial uses in the 1-1 (Light 
Industrial) and 1-3 (Planned Industrial/Employment Park) Zones, to the west by US 301 (Robert 
Crain Highway), a single-commercial parcel zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial), and 
multiple I-I-zoned industrial parcels along the US 301 frontage. Additionally, there is an internal 
parcel (Parcel E) located in the central northern portion of the property, which is split zoned 1-3 
and E-1-A (Employment and Institutional Area) and is developed as an existing warehouse. The 
72.26-acre L-A-C-zoned (Local Activity Center) portion of the property is in the northeast corner, 
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just south of MD 381, and the 250.15-acre, R-M-zoned (Residential Medium Development) 
portion is located to the south, abutting US 301. Phase 1, the subject of this SDP, is located wholly 
in the R-M Zone. 

5. Previous Approvals: Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987 and A-9988 were 
approved by the Prince George's County District Council on July 11, 2008, rezoning the property 
from the 1-3 and E-1-A Zones to the L-A-C and R-M Zones, subject to 12 conditions and 
1 consideration. The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment 
(Subregion 5 Master Plan and SMA), retained the subject property in the R-M and the L-A-C 
Zones. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion was approved by the 
Prince George's County Planning Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-111). 
The District Council elected to review the case at a hearing on November 14, 2011 and issued an 
order of approval on January 23, 2012, subject to 46 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant 
requested a reconsideration of the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Board on March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-11 l(A)), 
including 3 8 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion was approved by the 
Planning Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). The District Council elected 
to review the case at a hearing on November 14, 2011. The District Council remanded the case to 
the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the Planning Board on 
April 5, 2012. The District Council reviewed the revised approval and issued an order of approval 
on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Subsequently, the applicant requested a 
reconsideration to the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the Planning Board on 
March 19, 2015. The final resolution (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 IO(A)) including 
42 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on the same day. 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision (PPS) 4-09003, which included the entire Timothy Branch 
project, was approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution 
No. 10-117). The applicant's request for a reconsideration of this decision was granted on 
April 5, 2012. The Planning Board heard testimony regarding the reconsideration and approved 
PPS 4-09003 subject to 32 conditions contained in PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A/1). 

An SDP for infrastructure, Specific Design Plan SDP-1304, which included rough grading, 
dedication and construction of Matta woman Drive, and a storm.water management pond, was 
approved by the Planning Board on October 23, 2014 (PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116). 

Specific Design Plan SDP-1701, was approved by the Planning Board on September 14, 2017 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 17-119) for 39 single-family detached, 18 single-family semidetached, 
194 single-family attached, and 72 two-family attached residential units, lmown as Phase I of the 
overall development. 
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The site development approved herein has an approved Stormwater Management (SWM) Concept 
Plan, 11355-2009-00, which was approved on May 9, 2017 and is valid through May 9, 2020. 

6. Design Features: The subject approval is for additional architectural models and to amend the 
maximum lot coverage development standard for both single-family detached lots in Blocks D-G 
and Hand single-family semidetached lots in Block H within Phase I. The following architectural 
models are proposed: 

NVR Homes 

Two-family Attached 

Model 
Matisse 
Picasso 

Elevations 
10 

Base Square Footage 
1,606 

10 

Single-family attached (Townhouse) 

Model 
Mozart 
Mozart Attic 
Strauss E 
Strauss Attic E 
McPherson (24 feet wide) 
McPherson Grand (24 feet wide) 

Single-family semidetached (Duplex) 

Model 
Allegheny 
Ballenger 

Single-family detached 

Model 
Allegheny 
Ballenger 
Palermo 
Columbia 
Hudson 
Lehigh 
Seneca 
York 

Elevations 
3 
3 

Elevations 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
5 
3 

2,617 

Elevations 
2 

Base Square Footage 
1,709 

2 
6 
6 
10 
10 

2,202 
1,989 
2,257 
2,307 
2,677 

Base Square Footage 
1,823 
2,114 

Base Square Footage 
1,823 
2,114 
2,264 
2,423 
2,718 
3,010 
3,306 
3,656 
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The single-family attached units approved herein range in size from 1,709 square feet to 
2,677 square feet. The two single-family semidetached ( duplex) units approved herein measure 
1,823 and 2,114 square feet. The single-family detached units range in size from 1,823 to 
3,656 square feet. The two-family attached units measure 1,606 and 2,617 square feet. 

The two-family attached models (the Matisse and the Picasso) approved herein present an 
attractive four-story architectural design. Brick is included as the primary architectural material for 
the model and is utilized on the first story of all fa9ades except the pediment and on the rear and 
side elevations. The roofline is well articulated on the front fa9ade, where dormers or a pediment 
create some visual interest. The front doors to the units are recessed, providing some protection 
from the elements. The windows are of varying design, including bay, double, and triple designs, 
some with shutters and most with a row lock forming the lintel of the window with a keystone in 
the center. Decorative oval or louvred windows provide accents in the design. 

The townhouse models approved herein are a simpler design with brick or stone used more 
sparingly and with window·design somewhat less varied, but the architectural design is acceptable. 
All side elevations have several optional end-wall features. A condition, of this approval, requires 
that, prior to certificate approval, the applicant include a side elevation with a minimum of three 
standard (not optional) end-wall features for use on lots designated "highly visible." In addition, 
the Planning Board found a design anomaly on the McPhearson (24-foot-wide model) in that brick 
is wrapped from the front to the side elevation and extended on the water table, but not above. A 
condition of this approval requires that the brick in this location be removed, simply wrapped, or 
be extended as shown in the full length of the side elevations. 

The side elevations are required by Condition 5( e )(8) of Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, 
to have a minimum of two architectural features in a reasonably balanced arrangement. A small 
window that is louvered or paned would not, in this instance, be considered a full-sized 
architectural feature. A condition of this approval requires that the applicant revise the architecture 
as indicated. 

Condition 1 ( q)(2) of Specific Design Plan SDP-1701, identifies the highly visible lots located in 
Phase 1 and states that the specified lots require enhanced architectural treatment pursuant to 
Condition 5( e) of CDP-0902, including a minimum of three architectural features. As the 
following models have only two full-sized architectural features, a condition of this approval 
requires that, prior to certificate approval, the applicant revise the architecture of the side 
elevations, as necessary, to enable all units to be utilized on any lot regardless of its status as 
"highly visible:" 

• Allegheny duplex 
• Allegheny single-family detached 
• Lehigh single-family detached 
• Palermo single-family detached. 
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As the design on highly-visible lots should be superior, and no specific architecture is included for 
the highly-visible lots, a condition of this approval requires that, prior to certificate approval, the 
plans should be revised to include a side elevation for all models containing additional 
architectural detail and/or brick on the first story. 

The duplex models herein approved (the Allegheny and the Ballenger), which are also offered in 
single-family detached models, and the additional single-family detached models were 
under-designed on their side and rear elevations, offering little variety in form and massing 
minimal fenestration with entirely unadorned windows and doors and virtually no architectural 
detail. A condition of this approval requires that the side and rear architecture of these units be 
improved to include a minimum of two full-sized architectural features in a reasonably balanced 
arrangement and additional architectural detail, fenestration, and/or brick, with the fmal design of 
these elevations to be approved by the Planning Board or its designee. A side elevation, including 
a minimum of three full-sized architectural features in a reasonably balanced arrangement and 
additional architectural detail, fenestration, and/or brick shall also be provided for use on lots 
deemed highly visible. 

Requested Lot Coverage Increase 
The applicant has requested and the Planning Board herein approves that the lot coverage for both 
the single-family detached lots in Blocks D, G, and H, and the single-family semidetached lots in 
Block H be increased from a maximum of 30 percent and 35 percent respectively, to 60 percent. 
Development standards, including lot coverage, were established for the R-M-zoned portion of the 
site in Condition 5(c) of the approval ofCDP-0902 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 lO(A)). For a 
detailed discussion of the applicant's request to increase lot coverage, see Finding 9 of this 
approval. As the General Notes on the plans still reflect 30 and 35 percent lot coverage, a 
condition of this approval requires that the allowed lot coverage be revised therein to 60 percent. 

COMPLIANCE WITH EVALUATION CRITERIA 

7. Zoning Map Amendment (Basic Plan) A-9987: Basic Plan A-9987-C was approved by the 
District Council on July 11, 2008 subject to 12 conditions and 1 consideration. The subject project 
does not affect previous fmdings of conformance with the requirements of Zoning Map 
Amendment (Basic Plan) A-9987 and none of the conditions or the considerations of this approval 
are relevant to the subject SDP amendment approval. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan 
A-9987-C shall remain in full force and effect. 

8. Prince George's County Zoning Ordinance: The subject SDP is in general compliance with the 
applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance as follows: 

a. The subject approval is in conformance with the applicable requirements of 
Section 27-507, Purposes; Section 27-508, Uses; and Section 27-509, Regulations, 
governing development in the R-M Zone. 
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b. Military Installation Overlay (M-1-O) Zone: A portion of the project is also located within 
the Noise Impact Zone (65-70 dBA noise contour) of the M-I-O Zone. The subject SOP 
amendment does not impact previous findings of conformance with the requirements in 
the M-1-O Zone. 

c. Section 27-528 of the Zoning Ordinance sets forth the following criteria for approval of a 
SOP: 

(a) Prior to approving a Specific Design Plan, the Planning Board shall find 
that: 

(1) The plan conforms to the approved Comprehensive Design Plan, the 
applicable standards of the Landscape Manual, and except as 
provided in Section 27-528(a)(l.1), for Specific Design Plans for 
which an application is filed after December 30, 1996, with the 
exception of the V-L and V-M Zones, the applicable design guidelines 
for townhouses set forth in Section 27-274(a)(l)(B) and (a)(ll), and 
the applicable regulations for townhouses set forth in 
Section 27-433(d) and, as it applies to property in the L-A-C Zone, if 
any portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail station, 
the regulations set forth in Section 27-480(d) and (e); 

As discussed in Findings 9 and 13 below, the plan conforms to the 
requirements of the approved comprehensive design plan and the 2010 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual (Landscape Manual). In 
addition, the architectural models approved herein conform to the 
requirements of Section 27-274(a)(l)(B) and Section 27-274(a)(ll) of the 
Prince George's County Zoning Ordinance, as found in the original 
SDP-1701 approval. Conformance to the regulations for townhouses in 
Section 27-433(d) of the Zoning Ordinance was demonstrated previously 
in CDP-0902 and SDP-1701, with conditions as appropriate, which are 
still applicable to the subject amendment approval. As the portion of the 
project discussed herein is located in the R-M Zone, not the L-A-C Zone, 
the final portion of this subpart does not apply to the subject approval. 

(1.1) For a Regional Urban Community, the plan conforms to the 
requirements stated in the definition of the use and satisfies all 
requirements for the use in Section 27-508 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

As the subject project is not a Regional Urban Community, this required 
finding is not applicable. 
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(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable 
period of time with existing or programmed public facilities either 
shown in the appropriate Capital Improvement Program, provided 
as part of the private development or, where authorized pursuant to 
Section 24-124(a)(8) of the County Subdivision Regulations, 
participation by the developer in a road club. 

The subject amendment approval does not affect the previous fmding of 
conformance with this requirement by the Planning Board at the time of 
approval of SDP-1701. 

(3) Adequate provision has been made for draining surface water so that 
there are no adverse effects on either the subject property or 
adjacent properties. 

The applicant has an approved SWM plan {l l 355-2009-00), which was 
approved on May 9, 2017 and is valid until May 9, 2020. The subject 
approval has made adequate provision for draining surface water, with no 
adverse effects. 

( 4) The plan is in conformance with an approved Type 2 Tree 
Conservation Plan. 

The subject amendment approval will not affect the prior finding in the 
approval of SDP-1701 of conformance with Type II Tree Conservation 
Plan TCPII-068-93-02. 

(5) The plan demonstrates that the regulated environmental features are 
preserved and/or restored to the fullest extent possible in accordance 
with the requirement of Subtitle 24-130(b )(5). 

The subject amendment approval does not affect the fmding in the 
approval of SDP-1701 of conformance to this requirement. 

9. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902: Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, for the 
R-M-zoned portion of the subject property, was originally approved by the Planning Board on 
October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). It was then remanded by the District Council to 
the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was reapproved by the Planning Board on 
April 5, 2012. The District Council elected to review the remand and issued an order affirming the 
Planning Board's approval on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Subsequently, the 
applicant requested a reconsideration to the decision, which was reviewed and approved by the 
Planning Board on March 19, 2015. 
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The final resolution, including 42 conditions, was adopted by the Planning Board on 
March 19, 2015 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 IO{A)). The following conditions of that approval 
warrant discussion: 

5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as follows: 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to 
the standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board 
at the time of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

One-family Two-family Single-family Single-family 
detached attached semidetached8• 9 attached3• 8• 9 Multifamily 

Minimum Net Lot Area 6,000 sq. ft. NIA 3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 60 NIA 36 feet 20 feet NIA 
Minimum frontage - corner lot 70 NIA 40 feet 30 feet NIA 
Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 30 354 35 354 504 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

Minimum building setback from 
Robert Crain ffighway (US 301) TBD10 TBD10 TBD10 TBDIO 200 feet10 

Minimum front setback5 25 NIA 20 feet 3,6 7 

Minimum side setbacks 10 NIA 10 feet 6 7 

Minimum rear setbacks 20 NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Minimum side setback to street5 ZS NIA 20 feet 6 7 

Maximum residential building height11 40 55 feet 45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

Maximum percentage of total units NIA NIA NIA 502 252 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 40 NIA NIA NIA NIA 

1 AU parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

2 Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which 
allows a maximum 30 and 10 percent respectively of units in the R-M Zone. 

3 Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a 
minimum 25-foot front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 
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4 This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

5 Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

6 Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced 
to 500 square feet for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks 
may project into rear yards only. 

7 For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for 
Mattawoman Drive, which requires a 50-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides 
sufficient area to adequately buff er the units. 

8 Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without 
meeting setback requirements. 

9 On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

10 The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall 
be determined at the time of SDP review. 

11 These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning 
Board at the time of SDP. 

With respect to the increase in the maximum allowed lot coverage requirement for the 
single-family detached lots in Blocks D, G, and H from 30 to 60 percent and for the 
single-family semidetached Lots in Block H from 35 percent to 60 percent, the applicant 
offered the following: 

"The added architecture conforms to the development standards, with the 
exception of modifications to the maximum lot coverage development standard 
for single-family detached lots in Blocks D, G, and H, and the single-family 
semidetached lots (duplex) in Block H. 

"The amendment is to increase the maximum lot coverage for the single-family 
detached units in the R-M Zone from 30 percent to 60 percent in Blocks D, G, 
and H, and for the single-family semidetached (duplexes) in the R-M Zone from 
35 percent to 60 percent in Block H, which are located in residential pod RM-2. 
The entirety of the RM-2 residential pod has extensive environmental constraints 
that have been taken into consideration with the design of SDP-1701 and 
SDP-1701-01. The development proposed in RM-2 was carefully designed to stay 
within the limited development envelope, as to not further impact the regulated 
environmental features that bound this portion of the development pod on three 
sides (i.e., the north, east, and south). However, in so doing, and in order to 
maintain the development densities envisioned with previous approvals, the 
applicant hereby requests a modification to this development standard to increase 
the maximum lot coverage for the single family detached units in the R-M Zone 
from 30 percent to 60 percent for certain single-family detached lots within 
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Blocks D, G, and H, and a modification to the single-family semidetached units in 
the R-M Zone from 35 percent to 60 percent within Block H. Thus, the applicant 
contends that the requested increase to the maximum lot coverage for the single 
family detached units in the R-M Zone from 30 percent to 60 percent, and the 
increase to the maximum lot coverage for the single-family semidetached units in 
the R-M Zone from 35 percent to 60 percent, will not adversely impact the future 
development or future residents of said lots, but will offer the residents more 
architecture choices, while preserving the significant on-site environmental 
features that this community will offer. Prior variance approvals to Subtitle 25 for 
the Timothy Branch development have already determined that the property is 
unique given its elongated shape, size, and significant environmental features that 
include, among other things, a large stream valley. The totality of the environs 
presents special conditions peculiar to the property that focus development to the 
middle of the site in order to accommodate the desired development pattern while 
protecting regulated environmental features. It is also worth noting that similar 
comprehensive design zoned developments, have been approved with a greater 
percentage of lot coverage for similar sized lots, ranging from 60 percent to 
7 5 percent" 

The applicant requested additional architectural models that, if placed on certain lots in the 
subdivision, would result in lot coverage greater than 30 or 35 percent, up to 60 percent. 
The applicant's assertion that a number of similar comprehensive-design-zoned 
developments were permitted a greater lot coverage, with no negative affect, is true. 
Examples of CDPs that meet this criterion include Springdale Estates, CDP-9601-01, 
approved for 75 percent; Parkside, CDP-0501, approved for 75 percent; and Beechtree, 
CDP-9706, approved for lot coverages varying from 40 percent to 75 percent. The 
additional coverage does not affect the finding required by Section 27-528(a)(3) of the 
Zoning Ordinance that adequate provision has been made for draining surface water; so 
there are no adverse effects on adjacent properties. The project has an approved SWM 
concept plan (11355-2009-00), dated May 9, 2017 and valid until May 9, 2020, which 
will not be impacted by the increase in lot coverage. As there are no planning-related 
concerns connected with the request, the Planning Board herein grants this requested 
modification. Further, this aspect of the approval is a modification to the standards in 
accordance with the lead-in clause approved at the time of the CDP to allow flexibility 
at the time of SOP . 

. e. The following Architectural Design Parameters shall apply and be revised in 
the CDP text: 

(1) A minimum of 60 percent of all townhouse units shall have a full 
front fa~ade (excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors) and all 
highly-visible endwalls, which shall be identified at the time of SDP, 
shall be brick, stone or stucco, or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 
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Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP demonstrating 
conformance with this requirement. 

(2) Townhouses and single-family semidetached dwellings facing a 
public street and the side elevation of the same unit facing a public 
street ( corner lots) shall be faced up to 60 percent with high-quality 
materials such as brick, stone or stucco ( excluding gables, bay 
windows, trim, and doors) or other masonry materials of equivalent 
quality. 

The architecture for the single-family attached, duplex, and single-family 
detached architecture approved herein do not provide options showing the 
ability to have a front and/or side elevation faced with up to 60 percent 
masonry materials. Therefore, a condition of this approval requires this to 
be added prior to certificate approval. 

(3) All residential buildings with front elevations facing Mattawoman 
Drive shall have a full front fa~ade of brick, stone or stucco 
(excluding gables, windows, doors, and trim), or other masonry 
materials of equivalent quality as long as the buildings are within, 
100 feet of the Mattawoman Drive right-of-way. 

The subject approval does not affect previous findings of conformance 
with this requirement, and architectural elevations are provided as 
appropriate. 

(4) Front elevations of townhouses and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall have dormers or gables to reduce the single 
plane of roof. 

The subject approval does not affect previous findings of conformance 
with this requirement. 

(5) Front elevations of townhouse and two-family attached units facing 
Mattawoman Drive shall be offset by a minimum of two feet. 

The subject approval does not affect previous findings of confoi:mance 
with this requirement. 

(6) Architecture for multifamily buildings shall be faced with at least 
60 percent brick, stone, stucco or equivalent, or other masonry 
materials of equivalent quality. Elevations of multifamily buildings 
facing Mattawoman Drive and those that are determined at SDP to 
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have highly-visible corner fa~ades shall be faced with a minimum of 
80 percent brick, stone or stucco ( excluding gables, bay windows, 
trim, and doors), or other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

No multifamily buildings are approved with this SOP. 

(7) A minimum of 60 percent of one-family detached dwellings shall 
have a full front fa~ade ( excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and 
doors) of brick, stone, or stucco, or other masonry materials of 
equivalent quality. 

Notes and a tracking chart are provided on the SDP and conformance 
with this requirement is demonstrated. 

(8) Side and rear walls of all residential buildings shall be articulated 
with windows, recesses, chimneys, or other architectural treatments. 
All residential endwalls shall have a minimum of two architectural 
features, except endwalls in highly-visible locations, which shall be 
identified at the time of SDP, shall have additional architectural 
features creating a well-balanced composition. 

Most residential end walls show a minimum of two architectural features. 
A condition of this approval ensures all side elevations have a minimum 
of two architectural features, and highly-visible lots will have a minimum 
of three architectural features. 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall have a tree canopy coverage schedule 
indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject application. 

The subject SDP and TCP2 contain a tree canopy coverage schedule indicating how the 
TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject approval in accordance with this 
requirement. However, the subject approval does not affect previous findings of 
conformance with this requirement. 

17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the f"mal site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 
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A Phase II noise study was submitted for review with SDP-1701. The noise study 
identified one single-family detached lot (Lot 28, Block D) that requires noise mitigation 
for traffic noise generated by Matta woman Drive. If one of the architectural models 
approved herein is selected for placement on that lot, it will require a certification on it by 
an acoustical engineer at time of issuance of a building permit stating that the inside noise 
levels will be attenuated to 45 dBa or lower in accordance with the findings and 
recommendations of the noise study. 

10. Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003: The relevant PPS, 4-09003, was originally approved 
by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010. Subsequently, the applicant requested a 
reconsideration, which the Planning Board heard and approved on April 5, 2012 
(PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 l 7(A/1 )), subject to 32 conditions. The following conditions 
warrant discussion in relation to the subject SDP amendment approval: 

For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an 
inventory of the existing quantities of uses {if any) in the development, 
expressed in cumulative square footage or number of the varying types of 
residential units and information as to the exact square footage/number of 
units and types proposed, so that conformance with the overall approved 
land uses can be evaluated. Each plan of development shall also contain 
information demonstrating conformance to the density increment analysis 
completed in association with CDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

The submitted SDP provides tracking charts and notes with an inventory of total 
development in this phase in accordance with this requirement. 

An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings 
proposed in this-subdivision, unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS 
Department determines that an alternative method of fire suppression is 
appropriate. 

A note on the plans indicates that an automatic fire suppression system will be 
provided in all new buildings proposed in this development, unless the 
contingency is met, in accordance with this requirement. 

11. Specific Design Plan SDP-1304: SDP-1304 was for infrastructure only, and includes rough 
grading, dedication and construction of Mattawoman Drive, and SWM ponds, and was approved 
by the Planning Board on October 23, 2014 (PGCPB Resolution No. 14-116), subject to three 
conditions. None of those conditions are relevant to the subject amendment approval. 

12. Specific Design Plan SDP-1701: SDP-1701 was approved by the Planning Board, subject to 
seven conditions (PGCPB Resolution No.17-119), as adopted on September 14, 2017 for Phase I 
of the Timothy Branch development, which included 39 single-family detached, 18 single-family 
semidetached, 194 single-family attached, and 72 two-family attached residential units. Condition 
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1 ( q) of this approval is relevant to the subject discussion. Condition 1 ( q) of that approval required 
revisions to the architecture to include certain notes and architectural modifications for the 
single-family semi-detached architecture for side elevations facing a public street. A review of the 
submitted architecture indicates that some, but not all, the submitted architecture complies with 
these requirements. Therefore, a condition of this approval ensures that these required revisions are 
made as necessary to all the models approved herein. Note that all conditions, findings, and notes 
approved in SDP-1701 remain applicable, except as modified herein. 

13. 2010 Prince George's County Landscape Manual: The addition of architectural models and an 
increase in the permitted lot coverage has no impact on the previous findings of conformance to 
the 2010 Prince George's County Landscape Manual (Landscape Manual) made in conjunction 
with the approval of the previous SDP on the subject site. 

14. Prince George's County Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance: The 
approval of architectural models and an increase in the permitted lot coverage has no impact on the 
previous fmdings of conformance with the requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat 
Conservation Ordinance made in conjunction with the approval of previous SDPs for the subject 
site. 

15. Prince George's County Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance: The approval of architectural 
models and an increase in the permitted lot coverage has no impact on the previous findings of 
conformance with the requirements of Subtitle 25, Division 3, the Tree Canopy Coverage 
Ordinance. 

16. Further Planning Board Findings and Comments from Other Entities: The subject approval 
of architecture and an increase in permitted lot coverage was not referred because the issues raised 
by the approval are not of concern to outside agencies and other divisions. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that p1:)l'suant to Subtitle 27 of the Prince George's 
County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission adopted the findings contained herein and APPROVED Specific Design Plan 
SDP-1701-01 for the above-described land, subject to the following conditions: 

1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the applicant shall apply these 
recommendations: 

a. Architecture to be used on lots designated as highly visible shall be provided and labeled 
"side elevations for use on highly-visible lots." Such elevations shall include a minimum 
of three full-sized architectural features in a reasonably balanced arrangement. Such 
elevations may include additional architectural detail and fenestration and/or brick on the 
first story. Final design of these side elevations shall be approved by the Urban Design 
Section as designee of the Planning Board. 
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b. The side elevations of the following architectural models shall be revised to have a 
minimum of two full-sized architectural features in a reasonably balanced arrangement, 
and may include additional architectural detail, fenestration, and/or brick. Final design of 
these side elevations shall be approved by the Urban Design Section, as designee of the 
Planning Board. 

• Allegheny Duplex 
• Allegheny Single-family Detached 
• Palermo Single-family Detached 
• Lehigh Single-family Detached 

c. The architecture for the single-family attached, single-family semidetached, and 
single-family detached architecture shall provide options showing the ability to have a 
front and/or side elevation finished with a minimum of 60 or 100 percent high-quality 
materials such as brick, stone, stucco ( excluding gables, bay windows, trim, and doors), or 
other masonry materials of equivalent quality. 

d. All conditions of Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 (PGCPB Resolution 
No. 10-1 l0(a)) and Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 (PGCPB Resolution No. 17-119), 
remain in full force and effect, including the requirements that certain notes be provided 
on all architecture and a version of the single-family semidetached architecture side 
elevations to be used when the unit faces a public street be provided. 

e. The side and rear elevations of the Allegheny and the Ballenger architectural models shall 
be improved to include a minimum of two full-sized architectural features for use on 
regular lots, and three full-sized architectural features for use on highly-visible lots, in a 
reasonably balanced arrangement, and additional architectural detail, fenestration, and/or 
brick with final design to be approved by the Urban Design Section as designee of the 
Planning Board. 

f. The applicant shall revise the general notes to reflect that a lot coverage for residential 
uses of 60 percent is permitted for the specified blocks and lots. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board's action must be filed with 
the District Council of Prince George's County within thirty (30) days following the final notice of the 
Planning Board's decision. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the action taken by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission on the 
motion of Commissioner Washington, seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with Commissioners 
Washington, Geraldo, Bailey, and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Doerner 
absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday, July 12, 2018, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 26th day of July 2018. 

EMH:JJ:RG:gh 

Elizabeth M. Hewlett 
Chairman 

9JJ),l)~a«, ~ 
By Jessica Jones 

Planning Board Administrator 
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INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY 

POLICE DEPARTMENT  
 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE: April 14, 2020 

TO: Planning Coordinator, Urban Design Application Section 

 Development Review Division 

FROM: Captain Wendy Contic, Assistant Commander, Planning & Research Division 

SUBJECT:    SDP-1701-03 Timothy Branch   

 
 
Upon review of the site plans, there are no comments at this time.  
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Date:    April 15, 2020 
 
To: Adam Bossi, Urban Design, M-NCPPC 
 
From: Adebola Adepoju, Environmental Health Specialist, Environmental Engineering/ Policy 

Program 
    

 Re: SDP-1701-03, Timothy Branch 
 
The Environmental Engineering / Policy Program of the Prince George’s County Health 
Department has completed a health impact assessment second review of the specific design plan 
submission for Timothy Branch community, and has the following comments / 
recommendations: 
 

1. Health Department permit records indicate there are approximately 10 existing carry-
out/convenience store food facilities and approx. 3 markets/grocery stores within a ½ 
mile radius of this location. Research has found that people who live near an abundance 
of fast-food restaurants and convenience stores compared to grocery stores and fresh 
produce vendors, have a significantly higher prevalence of obesity and diabetes. The 
applicant should consider setting aside retail space for a tenant that would provide access 
to healthy food choices in the area. 
 

2. Research shows that access to public transportation can have major health benefits as it 
contributes to good connectedness and walkability.  Submit specific information related 
the proposed means of connecting to neighboring communities through public 
transportation. 

 
3. The Timothy Branch project is shown to be located along a major transportation 

artery, US 301/ MD 5 Crain Highway.  Several large-scale studies demonstrate that 
increased exposure to fine particulate air pollution is associated with detrimental 
cardiovascular outcomes, including increased risk of death from ischemic heart disease, 
higher blood pressure, and coronary artery calcification.  In addition there is scientific 

~ EALTH 
DEPARTMENT 
Prince George's County 

Di,•ision of En,•ironmental Health/Disease Control 

Environmental Engineering/Policy Program 
Largo Government Center 
9.201 Basil Court, Suite 318, Largo, Ml) .20774 
Office 301-883-7681,Fax 301-883-7266, m1/STS Dial 7 11 

~;,;:,';' www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/health 
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evidence indicating that fine particulate air pollution from traffic is associated with 
childhood asthma.  
 

4. During the construction phases of this project, noise should not be allowed to adversely 
impact activities on the adjacent properties. Indicate intent to conform to construction 
activity noise control requirements as specified in Subtitle 19 of the Prince George’s 
County Code. 

 
5. During the construction phases of this project, no dust should be allowed to cross over 

property lines and impact adjacent properties. Indicate intent to conform to construction 
activity dust control requirements as specified in the 2011 Maryland Standards and 
Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control.  

 
If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at 301-883-7677 or 
aoadepoju@co.pg.md.us.  
  
         
 

~ EALTH 
DEPARTMENT 
Prince George's County 

Di,•ision of En,•ironmental Health/Disease Control 

Environmental Engineering/Policy Program 
Largo Government Center 
9.201 Basil Court, Suite 318, Largo, Ml) .20774 
Office 301-883-7681,Fax 301-883-7266, m1/STS Dial 7 11 

~;,;:,';' www.princegeorgescountymd.gov/health 
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March 3, 2020 
 
 
 
 

May 8, 2020 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Adam Bossi, Urban Design Section, Development Review Division 
  
VIA: Bryan Barnett-Woods, Transportation Planning Section, Countywide Planning 

Division 
 
FROM: Noelle Smith, Transportation Planning Section, Countywide Planning Division 
 
SUBJECT: Specific Design Plan Review for Pedestrian and Bicyclist Transportation Master 

Plan Compliance  

 
The following specific design plan (SDP) was reviewed for conformance with the Approved 
Countywide Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT) and the 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan 
to provide the appropriate pedestrian and bicycle transportation recommendations.  
  

Specific Design Plan Number:  _SDP-1701-03 
 
Development Case Name:  Villages at Timothy Branch  
 

Type of Master Plan Bikeway or Trail 
 

Private R.O.W.  Public Use Trail Easement   

County R.O.W.           Nature Trails    

SHA R.O.W.       M-NCPPC – Parks  

HOA  Bicycle Parking  

Sidewalks         X Trail Access  

Addt’l Connections X Bikeway Signage  

 
 

Development Case Background  
Building Square Footage (non-residential) n/a 
Number of Units (residential)  251 units  
Abutting Roadways  Mattawoman Drive, Short Cut Road, MD 381 

(Brandywine Road) 
Abutting or Nearby Master Plan Roadways Mattawoman Drive (A-63), MD 381 (C-613) 
Abutting or Nearby Master Plan Trails  Side path along A-63 & A-55 (planned), Timothy 

Branch Trail (planned) 
Proposed Use(s) Residential  
Zoning R-M 
Centers and/or Corridors  Branch Ave Corridor, Brandywine Center  
  

N.S 

MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

II 11 14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
r- r- Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 Ml C TTY: (301) 952-4366 

www.mncppc.org/pgco 
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Prior Approvals on Subject Site A-9987, CDP-0902, 4-09003, SDP-1304, SDP-
1701, -01, -02  

Subject to 24-124.01: No  
Bicycle and Pedestrian Impact Statement Scope 
Meeting Date 

n/a  

 
Background  
The subject application proposed 251 single-family units within the RM-3 and RM-4 of the Villages 
of Timothy Branch development.  
 
Previous Conditions of Approval 
The subject site has several prior approvals that include conditions related to pedestrian, bicycle, 
and transit transportation. However, the subject application does not alter the conditions related to 
the alignment or widths of the required trail, bicycle, and transit facilities. 
 
Prior approval of 4-09033 includes the following condition related to pedestrian and bicycle 
infrastructure applicable to the subject application: 
 

17. In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation and the  
Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, the applicant and the  
applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide the following: 
 

a. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or side path along the subject site’s entire frontage of 
Brandywine Road, unless modified by SHA. 
 

b. Pedestrian routes between commercial buildings and from parking areas to 
commercial buildings will be evaluated in more detailed at the time of SDP. 
 

c. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or side path along the subject site’s entire frontage of 
the east side of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive 
extension), unless modified by DPW&T. 
 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site’s frontage of the entire west side of 
Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive extension), unless 
modified by DPW&T. 
 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated along Mattawoman Drive at 
the time of SDP, unless modified by DPW&T. 
 

f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads excluding 
alleys, unless modified by DPW&T. 
 

g. The location, width, and surface treatment shall be indicated for all bikeways, 
sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

 
h. Sidewalk, side path, and trail cross sections and details shall be provided at the time 

of SDP, consistent with current DPW&T and DPR standards and guidelines. 
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i. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and active recreational 
facilities at the time of SDP. The number and location of bicycle parking spaces shall 
be determined at that time. 
 

Comment:  A detailed exhibit provided by the applicant included all the relevant components of 
Condition 17 of 4-09033 that impacted the subject sites of RM-3 and RM-4.  
 
Review of Proposed On-Site Improvements  
The subject application proposes five foot-wide sidewalk along both sides of all the internal 
roadways, except Ring House Road, eight foot-wide sidewalk along the east side of Mattawoman 
Drive, five foot-wide sidewalk along the west side of Mattawoman Drive, and Inverted U-style 
bicycle racks at the proposed recreation areas within RM-3 and RM-4. Staff recommend the 
sidewalk be extended along the east side of proposed Ring House Road near General Maxwell Drive 
for a continuous pedestrian connection.   
 
Staff find that the proposed facilities included in the specific design plan conform to the approved 
comprehensive design plan, pursuant to Section 27-528(a)(1). The proposed pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities, along with the below recommendation, are appropriate and convenient to serve 
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists. 
 
Review of Connectivity to Adjacent/Nearby Properties  
The subject site is adjacent to residential and industrial areas with no current pedestrian or bicycle 
connections. The planned pedestrian and bicycle facilities included in this development will 
support future connections.  
 
Review of Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT) Compliance 
Three master plan trail facilities impact the subject site, including a planned side path along A-63, a 
side path along A-55, and the planned Timothy Branch Trail. The Complete Streets element of the 
MPOT reinforces the need for multi-modal transportation and include the following policies 
regarding the accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists (MPOT, p. 9-10): 
 

Policy 1: Provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all new road construction within 
the Developed and Developing Tiers. 

 
Policy 2: All road frontage improvements and road capital improvement projects within the 
Developed and Developing Tiers shall be designed to accommodate all modes of 
transportation. Continuous sidewalks and on-road bicycle facilities should be included to 
the extent feasible and practical.  
 
Policy 4: Develop bicycle-friendly roadways in conformance with the latest standards and 
guidelines, including the 1999 AASHTO Guide for the Development of Bicycle Facilities. 

 
Comment: The submitted plans reflect the relevant pedestrian and bicyclist facilities and policies 
recommended in the MPOT. However, the alignment of master planned roadway A-55 does not 
impact the subject site, and therefore will not be included in this development. 
 
Review of Area Master Plan Compliance 
The 2013 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan recommend a dual route along Brandywine Road. The 
area master plan also includes the following policies related to pedestrian and bicycle 
transportation: 
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• Promote pedestrian and bicycle opportunities as part of a multi-modal transportation 

network.  
 

• Promote and encourage cycling and walking for commuting purposes as an alternative 
to driving a car.  

 
Comment: The submitted plans reflect the relevant recommendations from the Area Master Plan, 
and do not alter the previously approved facilities.  
 
Recommended Conditions of Approval 
Based on the findings presented above, staff conclude that the pedestrian and bicycle access and 
circulation for this plan conform to the approved comprehensive design plan, pursuant to 
Section 27-528(a)(1), and is acceptable, if the following condition is met: 
 
1. Prior to certification, the applicant and the applicant’s heirs, successors, and/or assignees 

shall revise the site plan to provide the following:  
 

a. A sidewalk connection along the east side of proposed Ring Horse Road, extending 
from lot 1, to the sidewalk along General Maxwell Drive, for a continuous pedestrian 
connection. 
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Countywide Planning Division 
  Special Projects Section 
 
         May 8, 2020 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
                         
TO: Adam Bossi, Planner Coordinator, Urban Design Section, Development Review 

Division 
 
VIA: Whitney Chellis, Acting Planning Supervisor, Special Projects Section, Countywide 

Planning Division   
 
FROM:   Ivy R. Thompson, Senior Planner, Special Projects Section, Countywide Planning 

 Division   
 
SUBJECT: SDP-1701-03 Villages of Timothy Branch 

      
Project Summary:  
This project is an amendment of a specific design plan within a Comprehensive Design Zone for 
residential development in the R-M Zone. This property is located outside the I-495 Beltway.  
 
This Specific Design Plan (SDP) amendment was accepted for processing by the Planning 
Department on April 6, 2020. 
 
Section 27-528(a)(2) of the Prince George’s County Code of Ordinances requires that prior to 
approval, the Planning Board shall find that the SDP will be adequately served within a reasonable 
period of time with existing or programmed public facilities either shown in the appropriate Capital 
Improvement Program, provided as part of the private development or (for transportation APF) as 
authorized pursuant to Section 24-124(a)(8) with participation by the developer in a road club.  
 
Subtitle 24 of the County Code provides the only methodology for testing adequate public facilities 
to ensure that the development will be served by adequate public facilities within a reasonable 
period of time, as set forth below. 
 
RESIDENTIAL  
 

Water and Sewer:  

Using Section 24-122.01(b)(1) of the Prince George’s County Code of Ordinances, Subdivision 
Regulations which states “the location of the property within the appropriate service area of the 
Ten-Year Water and Sewerage Plan is deemed sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned 
availability of public water and sewerage for preliminary or final plat approval.”  The 2018 Water 
and Sewer Plan placed this property in the 2018 Water and Sewer Plan placed this property in the 
Water and Sewer Category 3, Community System. 
 

WC 

IRT 

MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL 

pp •c 
PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 
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2  SDP-1701-03 Villages of Timothy Branch 
 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP):  
The Prince George's County FY 2020-2025 Approved CIP identifies two CIP school projects- the 
Gwynn Park Middle School and the Gwynn Park High School- in Planning Area 85A-Brandywine 
Vicinity.  
 
Police Facilities: 
This Specific Design Plan was reviewed for adequacy of police services in accordance with Section 
24-122.01(c) of the Subdivision Regulations. The subject property is in Police District V, Clinton, 
located at 6707 Groveton Drive in Clinton, Maryland. The response time standards established by 
Section 24-122.01(e) is ten-minutes for emergency calls (priority) and 25-minutes for non-
emergency calls (non-priority). The test is applied on the date the application is accepted or within 
the three (3) monthly cycles following acceptance, pursuant to Section 24-122.01(e)(2). The 
specified criteria must be met n one of the four cycles or mitigation will be required. The times are 
based on a rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The SDP was accepted for processing by 
the Planning Department on April 6, 2020.  
 

Reporting Cycle 

 
Effective 12 Month Cycle Priority Non- Priority 

Acceptance Date 

 April 6, 2020 
 12 9 

Cycle 1  

May, 2020 
 12 9 

Cycle 2  

June, 2020 
   

Cycle 3 

July, 2020 
   

 

The response time standards of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance and the following 
May cycle and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority calls. The applicant has two additional 
monthly cycles, to pass the police response time test, which includes both priority and non-priority 
response times. This referral will be updated as the proceeding three cycles become available prior 
to the Planning Board hearing. 
 
Fire and Rescue: 
This Specific Design Plan was reviewed for adequacy of fire and rescue services in accordance with 
Section 24-122.01(d) of the Subdivision Regulations. The response time standard established by 
Section 24-122.01(e) is a maximum of seven-minutes travel time from the first due station. Prince 
George’s County Fire and EMS Department representative, James V. Reilly, stated in writing (via 
email) that as of February 20, 2020 the proposed project passed the seven-minute travel time 
standard from the Brandywine Volunteer Fire/EMS Co. 840, located at 13809 Brandywine Road, in 
Brandywine, Maryland. 
 

Schools 

This Specific Design Plan was reviewed for impact on school facilities in accordance with Section 
24-122.02 of the Prince George’s County Code of Ordinances, Subdivision Regulations, and 
CR-23-2001 and CR-38-2002, and the 2020 Updated Pupil Yield Factors and Public School Clusters. 
This property is located outside the I-495 Beltway. Staff conducted an analysis and the results are 
as follows: 
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Impact on Affected Public School Clusters by Dwelling Unit Type 
[ALL CALCUATIONS ARE ROUNDED TO THE NEAREST WHOLE NUMBER] 

 
 

Affected School Cluster  
 

Elementary 
School 

        Cluster 6 

 
Middle School 

Cluster 6 

 
High School 

Cluster 6 

Total Proposed  
Dwelling Units (DU) 

251 DU 251 DU 251 DU 

Single-Family Detached DU 125 125 125 

Pupil Yield Factor 0.158 0.98 0.127 

Total [PYF*DU] 20 13 16 

Townhouses 96 96 96 

Pupil Yield Factor 0.114 0.73 0.091 

Total [PYF*DU] 11 7 9 

Single-Family Attached (Duplex) 30 30 30 

Pupil Yield Factor 0.141 0.097 0.11 

Total [PYF*DU] 4 0 0 

Total Future Subdivision 
Enrollment 

35 
20 25 

Adjusted Student Enrollment 
9/30/2019 

4856 2912 3490 

Total Future Enrollment [TFE] 4891 2932 3515 

State Rated Capacity [SRC] 6381 3340 5206 

Percent Capacity [TFE/SRC] 77% 88% 68% 

Section 10-192.01 establishes school surcharges and an annual adjustment for inflation, 
unrelated to the provision of Subtitle 24. The current amount is $9,741 per dwelling if a 
building is located between Interstate 495 and the District of Columbia; $9,741 per dwelling 
if the building is included within a Basic Plan or Conceptual Site Plan that abuts an existing or 
planned mass transit rail station site operated by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority; or $16,698 per dwelling for all other buildings. This fee is to be paid to Prince 
George’s County at the time of issuance of each building permit.   
 

At the writing of this referral the Special Projects Section recommends approval with the 
following conditions: 
 

1. Prior to the Planning Board approval of the SDP, the applicant shall enter and 
submit a ratified Public Safety Mitigation Fee agreement with M-NCPPC -Prince 
George’s County Planning Department for 251 dwellingsi.in accordance with the 
Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety 
Infrastructure (CR-078-2005). 

2.  
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3. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit for the development, A Public Safety 

Mitigation Fee shall be paid in the amount of $1,246,968 ($4,968 x 251 dwelling 

units). Notwithstanding the number of dwelling units and the total fee payments 

noted in this condition, the final number of dwelling units shall be as approved by 

the Planning Board and the total fee payment shall be determined by multiplying 

the total dwelling unit number by the per unit factor noted above. The per unit 

factor of $4,968 is subject to adjustment on an annual basis in accordance with the 

percentage change in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers. The actual 

fee to be paid will depend upon the year the grading permit is issued. 
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	 	 		Countywide	Planning	Division	
	 	 		Transportation	Planning	Section	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 301-952-3680	
	

May	11,	2020	
	
MEMORANDUM	
	
TO:	 	 Adam	Bossi,	Urban	Design	Review	Section,	Development	Review	Division	
	
FROM:	 Tom	Masog,	Transportation	Planning	Section,	Countywide	Planning	Division	
	
VIA:	 Katina	Shoulars,	Acting	Chief,	Countywide	Planning	Division	
	
SUBJECT:	 SDP-1701-03:	Timothy	Branch	
	
Proposal	
The	applicant	is	proposing	residential	development	within	areas	RM-3	and	the	northern	portion	of	
RM-4	of	the	larger	development	known	as	Villages	at	Timothy	Branch.	
	
Background	
The	site	is	in	the	R-M	Zone.	The	specific	design	plan	(SDP)	is	a	requirement	for	all	development	in	
comprehensive	design	zones,	with	the	R-M	being	part	of	that	zone	family.	The	review	focuses	on	
conformity	to	the	approved	comprehensive	design	plan	CDP-0902.	In	addition	to	reviewing	the	
plan	against	the	prior	approved	plan,	attention	is	given	to	building	and	landscape	design,	drainage,	
conformity	with	prior	tree	conservation	plans	and	landscape	standards,	and	other	environmental	
factors.	Additionally,	there	is	a	requirement	that	the	development	be	adequately	served	within	a	
reasonable	period	of	time	with	existing	or	programmed	public	facilities,	or	facilities	otherwise	
provided	as	part	of	the	development.	
	
The	underlying	subdivision	is	Preliminary	Plan	of	Subdivision	4-09003,	and	this	plan	will	be	
compared	against	that	plan	for	conformity	to	trip	caps	and	other	conditions	as	well.	There	is	a	prior	
SDP	for	infrastructure,	SDP-1304.	That	plan	has	no	transportation-related	conditions.	Prior	
application	A-9987	contains	several	traffic-related	conditions;	those	conditions	will	be	verified	
herein.	
	
Review	Comments	
The	applicant	proposes	251	residences,	including	125	single-family	detached	and	126	
townhouses/duplexes.	
	
The	table	below	summarizes	the	trip	generation	in	each	peak	hour	that	will	be	used	to	demonstrate	
conformance	to	the	PPS	trip	cap	for	the	site:	
	

MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
•c 

#\ 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 
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Trip	Generation	Summary:	SDP-1701-03:	Timothy	Branch	

Land	Use	
Use	

Quantity	 Metric	
AM	Peak	Hour	 PM	Peak	Hour	

In	 Out	 Tot	 In	 Out	 Tot	
Current	Proposal	
Single-Family	Detached	 125	 units	 19	 75	 94	 74	 39	 113	
Townhouse	 126	 units	 18	 70	 88	 66	 35	 101	
Total:	Current	Proposal	 37	 145	 182	 140	 74	 214	

	
Other	Approvals	and	Pending	Proposals	
SDP-1701-01	Single-
Family	Detached	 39	 units	 6	 23	 29	 23	 12	 35	

SDP-1701-01	
Townhouse	 212	 units	 30	 118	 148	 110	 60	 170	

SDP-1701-01	Two	Over	
Two	 72	 units	 10	 40	 50	 38	 20	 58	

SDP-1701-04	
Multifamily	 243	 units	 24	 102	 126	 95	 51	 146	

Total	Trips	for	Approved/Pending	Proposals	 70	 283	 353	 266	 143	 409	
Total	Trips	Including	Current	Proposal	 107	 428	 535	 406	 217	 623	
Trip	Cap:	Per	CDP-0901/CDP-0902/4-09003	 	 	 1,269	 	 	 1,775	
	
Access	and	circulation	are	acceptable.	The	overall	circulation	system	conforms	in	large	part	to	the	
underlying	preliminary	plan.	All	internal	streets	are	adequately	sized.	
	
The	overall	site	is	affected	by	several	planned	transportation	facilities.	
	
•	 The	F-9	facility,	which	is	along	existing	US	301/MD	5,	is	a	planned	freeway	facility.	This	

facility	is	adjacent	to	the	area	proposed	for	development	under	the	current	plan,	and	
sufficient	right-of-way	was	determined	pursuant	to	PPS	4-09003.	

	
•	 The	A-63	facility	traverses	the	site	from	north	to	south.	Correct	dedication	of	a	120-foot	

right-of-way	is	shown	on	the	plan.	
	
•	 The	master	plan	includes	I-503,	a	planned	facility	that	was	originally	included	in	the	1993	

Subregion	V	Master	Plan	and	intended	to	connect	industrial	land	uses	between	the	A-63	
facility	and	Short	Cut	Road,	along	with	the	Schraf,	Meinhardt,	and	M&M	Joint	Venture	
properties	to	Short	Cut	Road,	and	to	the	Mattawoman	Drive	facility	in	the	future.	Outlot	B	
shown	on	this	plan	was	explicitly	included	as	a	future	means	of	addressing	this	access	need,	
and	a	sound	wall	is	shown	along	the	rears	of	Lots	13	to	20	Block	J	as	a	means	of	addressing	
potential	future	impacts.	

		
•	 The	2009	Approved	Subregion	5	Master	Plan	and	Sectional	Map	Amendment	reflects	a	

future	transit	facility	between	Charles	County	and	the	Branch	Avenue	Metrorail	station.	
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This	facility	is	adjacent	to	the	area	proposed	for	development	under	the	current	plan.	The	
plan	reflects	approximately	200	feet	of	buffering	and	berming	to	accommodate	this	future	
need.	

	
Prior	Approvals	
Basic	Plan/Zoning	Map	Amendments	A-9987/A-9988	for	this	site	were	reviewed	and	approved	by	
the	District	Council	on	June	16,	2008	(District	Council	Zoning	Ordinance	No.	17-2008).	The	District	
Council	approved	the	basic	plan	with	two	traffic-related	conditions	which	are	applicable	to	the	
review	of	this	DSP	and	warrant	discussion,	as	follows:	
	

1.	 At	the	time	of	Comprehensive	Design	Plan,	the	Transportation	Planning	Staff	
shall	make	Master	Plan	transportation	facility	recommendations	consistent	
with	the	Subregion	V	Master	Plan.	

	
This	condition	was	met	during	CDP	and	PPS	review.	
	
2.	 At	the	time	of	Comprehensive	Design	Plan	and	Preliminary	Plan	of	

Subdivision,	the	Transportation	Planning	Staff	shall	review	a	traffic	impact	
study	as	a	means	of	making	findings	of	the	adequacy	of	transportation	
facilities.	The	traffic	study	shall,	at	a	minimum,	include	the	following	as	critical	
intersections:	

	
a.	 MD	5	and	Brandywine	Road	(signalized)	
b.	 US	301	and	MD	381/Brandywine	Road	(signalized)	
c.	 MD	381	and	Mattawoman	Drive	(unsignalized)	
d.	 US	301	and	Mattawoman	Drive	(proposed)	
e.	 US	301/MD	5	and	proposed	A-55	(future)	
f.	 US	301/MD	5	and	Matapeake	Business	Drive/Clymer	Drive	
	 (signalized)	
g.	 US	301/MD	5	and	Cedarville	Road/McKendree	Road	(signalized)	
h.	 Future	Mattawoman	Drive	and	proposed	A-55	(future)”	

	
This	condition	was	met	during	CDP	and	PPS	review.	Findings	regarding	all	intersections	
were	provided	during	those	reviews.	
	

Comprehensive	Design	Plan	(CDP)-0902	for	this	site	was	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Planning	
Board	on	October	7,	2010	(PGCPB	Resolution	No.	10-110),	reconsidered	and	approved	by	the	
Planning	Board	on	March	15,	2015	(PGBPB	Resolution	No.	10-110(A)),	with	both	actions	affirmed	
by	the	District	Council.	The	Planning	Board	approved	the	CDP	with	five	traffic-related	conditions	
which	are	applicable	to	the	review	of	this	DSP	and	warrant	discussion,	as	follows:	
	

2.	 The	total	areas	within	the	L-A-C	zone	(CDP-0901)	and	the	R-M	zone	(CDP-
0902)	comprise	a	combined	total	trip	cap	of	1,269	trips	in	the	AM	and	1,775	
trips	in	the	PM.	If	the	densities	of	the	L-A-C	zone	or	the	R-M	zone	are	modified	
for	any	reason,	trips	may	be	re-allocated	between	these	two	zones	(CDP-0901	
&	CDP-0902)	such	that	the	overall	trip	cap	of	1,269	AM	and	1,775	PM	trips	is	
not	exceeded.	
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This	condition	establishes	an	overall	trip	cap	for	the	subject	property	of	1,269	AM	and	1,775	
PM	peak-hour	trips	for	the	overall	Villages	at	Timothy	Branch	site.	The	proposal,	which	
combined	with	prior	approvals	and	another	pending	case,	would	generate	535	AM	and	623	
PM	peak-hour	trips	as	noted	in	the	table	above.	
	
37.	 At	the	time	of	preliminary	plan	approval,	the	plan	shall	reflect	the	following	

rights-of-way:	
	

a.	 A	120-foot	right-of-way	along	A-63,	Mattawoman	Drive,	from	north	to	
south	through	the	subject	property.	

	 	 	
b.	 A	right-of-way	of	40	feet	from	centerline	along	C-613,	MD	381,	along	

the	site’s	entire	frontage.	
	
Appropriate	dedication	was	shown	on	the	preliminary	plan	of	subdivision.	
	
38.	 The	applicant	and/or	the	applicant’s	heirs,	successors	and/or	assignees	shall	

provide	the	following	transportation	improvements	as	proffered	in	the	July	
2009	traffic	impact	study.			

	
a.	 A	third	northbound	through	lane	along	US	301	through	the	MD	381	and	

the	Mattawoman	Drive	intersections,	beginning	approximately	1,000	
feet	south	of	MD	381	and	continuing	approximately	2,500	feet	north	of	
MD	381.		The	elimination	of	left	turns	at	the	US	301/MD	381	
intersection	coincident	with	the	construction	of	a	northbound	left-turn	
lane	along	US	301	at	Mattawoman	Drive	shall	be	constructed	by	the	
applicant	if	required	by	SHA.	

	
b.	 A	northbound	left-turn	lane	along	US	301	at	Mattawoman	Drive,	

subject	to	SHA	approval.	
	
c.	 The	signalization	of	the	MD	381/Mattawoman	Drive	intersection,	along	

with	the	addition	of	a	westbound	left-turn	lane	along	MD	381	at	
Mattawoman	Drive.	

	
d.	 The	extension	of	Mattawoman	Drive,	south	of	the	subject	property	to	

connect	to	Matapeake	Business	Drive.			
	
This	condition	is	discussed	under	Condition	19	of	the	PPS.		

	
39.	 The	applicant	and	the	applicant’s	heirs,	successors,	and/or	assignees	shall	

contribute	toward	and	participate	in	the	construction	of	certain	additional	off-
site	transportation	improvements	as	identified	hereinafter.		These	
improvements	shall	be	funded	and	constructed	through	the	formation	of	a	
road	club	that	will	include	the	applicant,	the	Montgomery	Ward’s	Brandywine	
Distribution	Center,	the	Brandywine	Commerce	Center,	the	Mattawoman-
Brandywine	Commerce	Center,	the	Brandywine	Business	Park,	the	
Brandywine/301	Industrial	Park,	the	Hampton	CDZ,	and	other	property	
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owners	in	the	area	designated	as	Employment	Area	C	in	the	Subregion	5	
Master	Plan,	as	well	as	any	properties	along	US	301/MD	5	between	T.B.	(the	
intersection	of	US	301	and	MD	5	in	Prince	George’s	County)	and	Mattawoman	
Creek,	and	any	other	properties	for	which	participation	is	deemed	necessary	
by	the	Planning	Board.		For	development	on	the	subject	property,	the	
applicant’s	sole	funding	responsibility	toward	the	construction	of	these	off-
site	transportation	improvements	shall	be	payment	of	the	following:	

	
For	commercial	buildings,	a	fee	calculated	as	$1.41	per	gross	square	
foot	of	space	X	(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	
index	at	time	of	payment)	/	(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	
Construction	Cost	Index	for	first	quarter,	1993).	
	
For	each	single-family	detached	unit,	a	fee	calculated	as	$1,306	x	
(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	Index	at	time	of	
payment)	/	(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	
Index	for	first	quarter,	1993).	
	
For	each	townhouse,	duplex,	two	over	two	unit,	a	fee	calculated	as	
$1,187	X	(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	Index	
at	time	of	payment)	/	(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	
Cost	Index	for	first	quarter,	1993).		
	
For	each	multi-family	unit,	a	fee	calculated	as	$886	X	(Engineering	
News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	Index	at	time	of	payment)	/	
(Engineering	News-Record	Highway	Construction	Cost	Index	for	first	
quarter,	1993).			

	
This	condition	(the	quote	above	drops	the	means	of	payment	and	the	extensive	list	of	
improvements	intended	for	funding)	requires	payments	to	the	Brandywine	Road	Club.	This	
project’s	participation	in	the	Brandywine	Road	Club	was	further	confirmed	by	the	recent	
adoption	of	Council	Resolution	CR-9-2017,	and	that	resolution	elevated	the	construction	of	
Mattawoman	Drive	through	the	subject	property	to	the	top	of	the	priority	list.	Pro-rata	
payments	shall	be	required	in	accordance	with	the	condition	at	the	time	of	each	building	
permit.	
	
40.	 The	R-M	portion	of	the	CDP	shall	be	modified	to	indicate	that	the	portion	of	A-

63	between	the	more	southerly	traffic	circle	and	the	southern	property	line	
shall	be	labeled	as	A-63,	and	shall	make	provision	for	a	120-foot	right-of-way.	

	
The	modification	was	made,	and	appropriate	dedication	was	shown	on	the	preliminary	plan	
of	subdivision.	

	
PPS	4-09003	for	this	site	was	reviewed	and	approved	by	the	Planning	Board	on	October	28,	2010	
(PGCPB	Resolution	No.	10-117(A/1)).	The	Planning	Board	approved	the	PPS	with	four	traffic-
related	conditions	which	are	applicable	to	the	review	of	this	DSP	and	warrant	discussion,	as	follows	
(Conditions	20	and	21	of	the	PPS	are	substantially	identical	to	Conditions	46	and	2	of	CDP-0902	
respectively):	
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18.	 At	the	time	of	final	plat	approval,	the	applicant	shall	dedicate	the	following	
rights-of-way	as	reflected	on	the	approved	preliminary	plan	of	subdivision:	

	
a.	 A	120-foot	right-of-way	along	A-63,	Mattawoman	Drive,	from	north	to	

south	through	the	subject	property.	
	 	 	
b.	 A	right-of-way	of	40	feet	from	centerline	along	C-613,	MD	381,	along	

the	site’s	entire	frontage.	
	
Appropriate	dedication	was	shown	on	the	preliminary	plan	of	subdivision	and	will	be	
accomplished	as	the	property	is	platted.	
	
19.	 The	applicant	and/or	the	applicant’s	heirs,	successors	and/or	assignees	shall	

provide	the	following	transportation	improvements	as	proffered	in	the	July	
2009	traffic	impact	study.			

	
a.	 A	third	northbound	through	lane	along	US	301	through	the	MD	381	and	

the	Mattawoman	Drive	intersections,	beginning	approximately	1,000	
feet	south	of	MD	381	and	continuing	approximately	2,500	feet	north	of	
MD	381.		The	elimination	of	left	turns	at	the	US	301/MD	381	
intersection	coincident	with	the	construction	of	a	northbound	left-turn	
lane	along	US	301	at	Mattawoman	Drive	shall	be	constructed	by	the	
applicant	if	required	by	SHA.	

	
b.	 A	northbound	left-turn	lane	along	US	301	at	Mattawoman	Drive,	

subject	to	SHA	approval.	
	
c.	 The	signalization	of	the	MD	381/Mattawoman	Drive	intersection,	along	

with	the	addition	of	a	westbound	left-turn	lane	along	MD	381	at	
Mattawoman	Drive.	

	
d.	 The	extension	of	Mattawoman	Drive,	south	of	the	subject	property	to	

connect	to	Matapeake	Business	Drive.			
	
As	a	means	of	determining	that	the	development	will	be	adequately	served	within	a	
reasonable	period	of	time	with	existing	or	programmed	transportation	facilities,	or	facilities	
otherwise	provided	as	part	of	the	development,	a	phasing	plan	for	each	improvement	has	
been	provided	by	the	applicant.	

	
The	submitted	phasing	plan	states	that	the	CDP	and	PPS	resolutions	already	allow	Villages	
at	Timothy	Branch	to	move	forward	based	solely	on	payment	of	the	Brandywine	Road	Club	
fees,	and	the	order	of	construction	is	based	upon	the	availability	of	funds	and	the	phased	
construction	of	items	as	required	in	CR-9-2017.	This	is	not	completely	true,	as	this	
statement	seems	to	be	in	conflict	with	Condition	38	of	CDP-0902	which	states	that	the	
applicant	“shall	provide	the	following	transportation	improvements”	as	noted	in	the	
condition	and	as	proffered	in	the	traffic	study	provided	for	review.	The	phasing	for	each	
item,	as	noted	by	the	applicant,	is	described	below:	
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a.	 A	third	northbound	through	lane	along	US	301:	This	improvement	is	subject	

to	the	payment	of	fees	through	the	Brandywine	Road	Club.	Pursuant	to	the	
priority	project	listing	within	Council	Resolution	CR-9-2017,	this	
improvement	is	a	later	priority,	and	higher	priorities	within	CR-9-2017	
would	be	constructed	earlier	subject	to	available	funding	under	the	
Brandywine	Road	Club.	

	
b.	 A	northbound	left-turn	lane	along	US	301	at	Mattawoman	Drive:	This	

improvement	is	subject	to	the	payment	of	fees	through	the	Brandywine	
Road	Club.	Pursuant	to	the	priority	project	listing	within	Council	Resolution	
CR-9-2017,	this	improvement	is	a	later	priority,	and	higher	priorities	within	
CR-9-2017	would	be	constructed	earlier	subject	to	available	funding	under	
the	Brandywine	Road	Club.	

	
c.	 The	signalization	of	the	MD	381/Mattawoman	Drive	intersection,	along	with	

the	addition	of	a	westbound	left-turn	lane	along	MD	381	at	Mattawoman	
Drive:	The	signalization	is	subject	to	warrants	being	met	at	the	MD	
381/Mattawoman	Drive	intersection.	An	initial	signal	warrant	analysis	has	
been	done,	and	the	signal	warrant	analysis	will	be	redone	upon	completion	
of	the	full	Mattawoman	Drive	connection	from	MD	381	to	Matapeake	
Business	Drive.	This	will	allow	the	State	to	determine	if	the	warrants	are	
satisfied,	and	to	make	a	decision	on	when	the	traffic	signal	should	be	
installed.	This	is	a	reasonable	timeframe	for	the	completion	of	this	
improvement.	

	
d.	 The	extension	of	Mattawoman	Drive,	south	of	the	subject	property	to	

connect	to	Matapeake	Business	Drive:	This	improvement	is	subject	to	the	
payment	of	fees	through	the	Brandywine	Road	Club.	Pursuant	to	the	priority	
project	listing	within	Council	Resolution	CR-9-2017,	this	improvement	is	an	
earlier	priority.	The	applicant	is	currently	working	with	the	County	to	
complete	the	Mattawoman	Drive	connection	from	MD	381	to	Matapeake	
Business	Drive,	and	it	is	currently	under	construction	(aerial	photography	
confirms	this).	The	applicant	expects	this	connection	to	be	open	to	traffic	in	
late	2020.	This	is	a	reasonable	timeframe	for	the	completion	of	this	
improvement.	

	
Conclusion	
From	the	standpoint	of	transportation	and	in	consideration	of	the	findings	contained	herein,	it	is	
determined	that	this	plan	is	acceptable	if	the	application	is	approved.	
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        Date May 11, 2020 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO: Adam Bossi, Urban Design 

FROM: Tempi Chaney, Permit Review Section 

SUBJECT:  SDP-1701-03 - Timothy Branch  

 

1. Provide the correct use for the industrial property to the rear of Lots 16-18, Blk. J. Industrial 
is not a use. 
 

2. If a 4.7 bufferyard is required behind the above referenced lots, demonstrate the buffer yard 
and the 4.7 landscape schedule on the landscape plans. 
 

3. Will Sections RM-3 and RM-4 be using the same house architecture as previous sections? 
 

4. Dimensions of all houses should be provided on the site plan either on individual lots or on 
a template sheet. 

MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
• c 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
www.pgplanning.org 
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5/12/2020

THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
Department of Permitting, Inspections and Enforcement 

Site/ Road Plan Review Division DPIE' 
DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING, 

INSPECTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT 
Angela D. Alsobrooks 

County Executive MEMORANDUM 

May 13 , 2020 

TO : Adam Bossi , Subdivision and Zoning Section 
Deve l opment Review Division, M- NCPPC 

FROM : Mary C. Gi les , P .E., Associate Director-_ ~ - ~ ,o. _ 
Site/Road Plan Review Division, OP IE -~ c ~ 

RE: Timothy Branch 
Specific Design Plan No . 1701-03 

CR: Mattawoman Drive 

I n response to the Specific Design Plan No . 1701 - 03 
referral , the Department of Permitting , Inspections and 
Enforcement (OPIE) offers the following : 

- The property is located on the south side of Brandywine 
Road, approximate l y 1 , 000 feet from the intersection wi th 
Short Cut Road. Mattawoman Drive is a Master - planned 
Arterial Roadway (120' R/W). Roadway improvements and 
right - of- way dedication for Mattawoman Drive are required 
in accordance with Arterial roadway spec i fication and 
standards . 

The proposed SDP-1701-03 i s to accommodate a revision of 
the specific design plan in accordance with comprehensive 
design zones for residential development in RM-3 and 
portion of RM-4 , wh i ch are located on the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive. 

- Sidewa l ks and ADA ramps are required along all roadways 
within the property limits in accordance with Sections 
23 - 105 and 23 - 135 of the County Road Ordinance . 

9400 Peppercorn Place, Suite 230, Largo, Maryland 20774 
Phone: 301.636.2060 • http://dpie.mypgc.us • FAX: 301. 925. 8510 
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Adam Bossi 
May 13, 2020 
Page 2 

- The proposed specific design plan is consistent with 
approved Stormwater Management Concept Plan No. 11355 - 2009-
02 dated January 24, 2020 

If you have any questions or need additional information, 
please contact Mr. Nanji Formukong, District Engineer for the 
area , at 301 . 636 .,2060. 

MAA : NF:dar 

cc: Rene Lord-Attivor , Chief , Traffic Engineering, OPIE 
Nanji Formukong, District Engineer, S/RPRD , OPIE 
Salman Babar, CFM , Engineer , S/RPRD , OPIE 
Yonas Tesfai, P .E., Engineer, S/RPRD, OPIE 
Timothy Branch, Inc. , 2124 Priest Bridge Drive , Suite 18 

Crofton, Maryland 21114 
McNamee & Hosea 6411 Ivy Lane, suite 200, Greenbelt, 

Maryland 20770 
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April 18, 2019 
 
Re: Amended Letter of Findings #8, WSSC Project No. DA9381Z92, Timothy 

Branch 
 
Michael Gardiner 
Timothy Branch, Inc. 
2124 Priest Bridge Drive 
Suite 18 
Crofton, MD  21114 
 
Dear Mr. Gardiner: 
 

The letter of findings for the Timothy Branch project has been amended per your 
request.  This amendment supersedes any previous letter of findings.  The following 
changes have been approved:  Parts 22 and 23 were added. 

 
Please refer to the updated 200’-scale sketch enclosed along with the summary table and 
an all-inclusive list of project conditions provided below: 
 
HYDRAULIC SUMMARY TABLE 
Proposed Development:  225 SFDU; 557 TH; 399 APT; 286,150 SF OFFICE; 60.700 SF 
RETAIL; 300,000 SF WAREHOUSE; 4.200 SF CLUBHOUSE; POOL 
200-ft Sheet:  218, 219, 220 SE 7&8 
SEWER WATER 
WWTP Service Area:  Mattawoman Hydraulic Zone Group:  Prince George’s High 
Mini-Basin Number:  21-993 & 21-996    Pressure Zone: 385B 
 High Grade: 385 feet 
 Low Grade:  326 feet 

 

wssc 
Where Water Matters 

14501 Sweitzer Lane • Laurel , Maryland 20707-5901 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission 

COMMISSIONERS 

T. Eloise Foster, Chair 
Chris Lawson, Vice Chair 

Fausto R. Bayonet 
Omar M. Boulware 

Howard A. Denis 
Thomasina V. Rogers 

GENERAL MANAGER 
Carla A. Reid 

301-206-WSSC (9772) • 301-206-8000 • 1-800-828-6439 • TTY: 301-206-8345 • www.wsscwater.com 
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The following is a list of conditions that apply to this project and must be met 

before a Systems Extension Permit (SEP) will be issued.   
 
MANDATORY REFERRAL PROCESS 
This project may be subject to the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission’s Mandatory Referral Program, depending on its planned water / 
sewer infrastructures and associated appurtenances.  It is the Applicant’s 
responsibility to contact the appropriate County’s Department of Park and 
Planning for specific guidance and their standards for Mandatory Referral 
Review.  During Phase 2 Design Review, WSSC must be notified, if the project is 
subject to the Mandatory Referral Process.   
 
CORROSION CONTROL 
Based on your responses within the Corrosion Survey Checklist and our review of 
this site, it appears that sources of stray current have been identified within 2,000 
feet of this site.  In accordance with the requirements of the latest WSSC Pipeline 
Design Manual Part 3 Section 28, the Form “B” Corrosion Documentation will be 
required to be submitted as part of the design and cathodic protection may be 
required for this project.  If you would like to discuss the corrosion control 
requirements for this site or locations of testing prior to the submission of the 
design plans, please contact Mark Lanham within the Engineering and 
Environmental Services Division at 301-206-8573. 
 
SANITARY SEWER CONDITIONS 
 
REQUIRED SANITARY SEWER MAIN SIZES  
Gravity sewers larger than 8-inch may be required.  The table below shows the 
design flow required for the segments indicated on the sketch.  Refer to the latest 
WSSC Pipeline Design Manual for the list of standard maximum sewer sizes at 
allowable minimum slopes. All other sewer shall be 8-inch diameter gravity 
sewer.   
 
 

 

 
EXTRA-DEPTH SEWER 
Due to the topography / grade of the street, it will be necessary to construct extra-
deep sewer ranging from 10 to 25 feet.  See the latest WSSC Pipeline Design 
Manual, Section C-2.2, for easement width requirements for deep sewers.  Any 
pipe deeper than 20 feet (trench bottom) will require a special design that takes 
into consideration future maintenance of the deep sewer.   

Segment Design Flow (mgd) 
A-B 0.69 
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SHALLOW-DEPTH SEWER 
Due to the topography / grade of the street, it will be necessary to construct 
shallow sewer.  A minimum cover of 3 feet must be maintained over the sanitary 
sewer.   
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  
The proposed sewer main outfall will impact wetlands, stream buffers, 100-year 
flood plain, steep slopes, and possibly large trees.  The alignment may need 
adjustment during the design stage.   
 
SHOW MINIBASIN BOUNDARY ON DESIGN PLANS 
This project will be served by more than one sewer system minibasin.  Design plans 
that encompass more than 1 minibasin should indicate the boundary as shown on the 
attached sketch.  
  
 
WATER MAIN EXTENSION CONDITIONS 
 
LARGE DIAMETER WATER MAINS IN THE VICINITY 
 
There are 16-inch and 30-inch diameter water mains located in the vicinity of this 
project.  WSSC records indicate that the pipe material is Ductile Iron (DI). Prior 
to submittal of Phase 2 System Integrity review, it is the applicant’s responsibility 
to test pit the line and determine its exact horizontal and vertical location as well 
as to verify the type of pipe material.  The applicant’s engineer is responsible for 
coordinating with WSSC for monitoring and inspecting test pits for this project. 
Results of the test pit findings must be accurately depicted on ALL Phase 2 plan 
submittals and support documents.   
 
Please refer to the latest WSSC Pipeline Design Manual, Part 3, Section 11, 
Loading Analysis, for additional general information and guidance.   
 
REQUIRED WATER MAIN SIZES 
The diameters of the proposed mains, 4, 8, 10 and 16 inches, are shown on the 
attached sketch.   
 
INSTALL TWO 14-INCH ISOLATION VALVES ON THE EXISTING 16-INCH 
WATER MAIN  
Install two 14-inch isolation valves on the existing 16-inch water main, with Parts 6 
and 23.  The location of the valves is shown on the sketch.  Provide sufficient 
numbers of isolation valves on the additional new mains to provide redundancy. 
Isolation valves are required on existing public mains when a proposed main 
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connects to an existing public main.  Keep valves Open.  The installation of these 
valves must be coordinated with WSSC. 
 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP) 
This project has been designated a “major project” since 5,750 feet of 16-inch 
diameter water main are required.  Therefore, County approval is required.  CIP 
Project No.  W-120.14 (Parts 6, 9, and 22), are included in WSSC’s CIP.   Please 
submit a cost estimate for the CIP projects to the Development Services Group, as 
well as the estimated start date and duration of construction, in order to update the 
project in the CIP.   
 
Costs paid by the Applicant to construct a CIP-sized main may entitle the 
Applicant to a credit or reimbursement of the System Development Charge (SDC) 
imposed by WSSC.  The amount of the credit will be subject to an SDC Credit 
Agreement.    Please declare in writing if you want this project to be considered 
for SDC credits and/or reimbursement.  The declaration must be received no later 
than the first design plan submittal to be considered for SDC credits and/or 
reimbursement.   
 
If the total construction costs plus the other costs is equal to or greater than 
$500,000, then prevailing wages are required for the portions of CIP projects that 
are eligible for SDC Credit/Reimbursement. 
 
PRESSURE REDUCING VALVES REQUIRED 
Due to high water pressure conditions (greater than 80 psi), the on-site plumbing 
system requires pressure reducing valves for buildings with first floors 
below 200 feet.   
  
INSTALL BOOSTER PUMPS 
Due to low water pressure conditions (less than 40 psi), the on-site plumbing 
system requires booster pump installation.  Booster pumps are required for 
buildings with first floor levels above elevation 233 feet.   
 
OUTSIDE METERS 
Any residential water service over 300 feet in length will require an outside meter.  
For commercial water service connections, built to serve a standard or minor site 
utility (on-site) system over 80 feet in length, WSSC would prefer an outside meter 
in a vault, however an indoor meter may be allowed under certain conditions. 
 
METERS FOR PRINCE GEORGE’S COUNTY CONDOMINIUMS 
Pursuant to HB218, which was enacted June 1, 2018, condominium projects may 
not be served by a master meter for billing purposes.  Each unit shall be provided 
with a separate billing meter.  Any SU, MSU, SEP or Plumbing Plan that has not be 
submitted prior to this date is required to follow the new law.  Design plans for such 
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projects will be place on hold until appropriate new or revised policies and 
guidelines are developed by WSSC. 
  
SERVICE DEPENDENT ON OTHER CONSTRUCTION  
Since this project will be built in separate parts, the following table provides 
information on which parts are dependent on the other parts being constructed and 
released for service: 

 
Part Dependencies Part Dependencies 
5,7 None 14 6,12 

6 14”V Installation on 
16”W 15 6,12,14 

8 6 16 6,8,9 
9 6 17 6 
10 7 18 6,9 

11 6, 8 19 23 - 14”V Installation 
on 16”W 

12 6 20, 21 None 
13 6,12 22 9 

  23 None 
 

EASEMENT CONDITIONS 
 
GENERAL 
WSSC easements must be free and clear of other utilities, including storm drain 
systems, ESD devices, gas, electric, telephone, CATV, etc.,  with the exception of 
allowed crossings designed in accordance with the WSSC Pipeline Design Manual.  
Landscaping and Hardscaping are also not allowed without approval. Under certain 
conditions (and by special request) the items listed above may be permitted within 
the WSSC easement.  However, this will be evaluated on a case by case basis and if 
allowed, will require execution of a special agreement and/or Hold Harmless 
Agreement between WSSC and the developer. 
 
PRIVATE STREET & ALLEY EASEMENT REQUIREMENTS 
Service mains proposed for this project are located in roadways that are or may be 
private.  Private water and sewer mains are preferred in private streets and alleys.  If 
the applicant desires public water and sewer mains in these private streets and alleys, 
then the following criteria must be met: 

• All separation requirements in the latest WSSC Pipeline Design Manual 
(PDM) must be met.  

• A 10 foot Public Utility Easements (PUE) shall be provided on both sides of 
the private street and/or alley or space within the private street will be 
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provided to assure PDM separations are met and limiting utility crossings of 
the WSSC water and sewer lines.   

• Blanket easements for other utilities (gas, electric, telephone, CATV, fiber 
optic, etc.) within the private street and/or alley parcel will not be allowed.  
The HOA documents shall not provide for a blanket easement across and 
under a private street and/or alley parcel.  

• Dry utilities are to be located in the PUE or as described above. No dry 
utilities are to be placed within the WSSC easement for public water and 
sewer except to cross perpendicular to the public water and sewer mains.  

• The storm drain system located in a private street and/or alley containing 
public water and sewer mains shall also be public and maintained by the 
County. 

 
COORDINATION WITH OTHER BURIED UTILITIES 
Refer to the latest WSSC Pipeline Design Manual Pages G-1 and G-2 for utility 
coordination requirements.  No structures or utilities (manholes, vaults, pipelines, 
poles, conduits, etc.) are permitted in the WSSC easement unless specifically 
approved by WSSC.  Longitudinal occupancy of WSSC easements (by other 
utilities) is not permitted.  Proposed utility crossings of WSSC pipelines or 
easements that do not adhere to WSSC’s pipeline crossing and clearance 
standards will be rejected at the design plan review phase.  Refer to the latest 
WSSC Pipeline Design Manual Part Three, Section 3.  Failure to adhere to WSSC 
crossing and clearance standards may result in significant impacts to the 
development plan including impacts to proposed street and building layouts.   
 
The applicant must provide a separate “Utility Plan” to ensure that all existing and 
proposed site utilities have been properly coordinated with existing and proposed 
WSSC facilities and easements.  Upon completion of the site construction, any 
utilities that are found to be located within WSSC’s easements (or in conflict with 
WSSC pipelines) must be removed and relocated at the applicant’s expense.   
 
IMPACTS DUE TO GRADING / PIPE LOADING CHANGES 
Any grading, change in pipe loading (including but not limited to proposed fill or 
excavation), adjustment to manhole rims, fire hydrant relocations, placement of 
access roads or temporary haul roads, temporary sediment control devices, paving 
construction or construction related activity of any kind over an existing WSSC 
water or sewer main or within an existing WSSC easement requires advance 
approval by WSSC.  Any proposed public street grade establishment plan (GEP) 
with an existing WSSC water or sewer main of any size located within the 
existing or proposed public street easement requires WSSC approval directly on 
the original GEP prior to approval of the GEP by the County Department of 
Public Works and Transportation.  Any work (design, inspection, repair, 
adjustment, relocation, or abandonment) of existing WSSC facilities is done at the 
sole expense of the applicant / builder / developer.  For Relocations work 
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associated with a Systems Extension Project or a Site Utility Project, contact the 
Development Services Division.  Please arrange for this review before plan 
submittal.  See WSSC Design Manual C-11.   
 
PROVIDE FREE EASEMENT TO WSSC 
Easements across your property for water and sewer line placement must be 
provided at no cost to the WSSC.  The Applicant shall execute and deliver on-
property easements prior to plan approval in accordance with the Development 
Services Code, which shall constitute an irrevocable offer by the Applicant to 
convey all on-property easements to WSSC. 
 
ADHERE TO MINIMUM EASEMENT WIDTHS 
The minimum easement width for a normal (14 inches diameter or less) 
extension, either water or sewer, installed at normal depth is 20 feet.  A minimum 
easement width of 30 feet is required when both normal-diameter water and 
gravity sewer lines are installed in the same easement at normal depth.  
Installation of deep or large water and / or sewer mains will require additional 
easement width.  For minimum horizontal separation between a building and a 
WSSC pipeline, refer to the requirements in the latest WSSC Pipeline Design 
Manual, Part Three, Section 3.c.2.  Based on WSSC requirements, the minimum 
spacing between adjacent buildings with both water and sewer lines between them 
should be at least 40 feet and, in some cases, greater when connections, fire 
hydrants, or deep sewer or water lines are involved.  Balconies and other building 
appurtenances are not to be within the easement.  Additionally, water and sewer 
pipeline alignment should maintain 5 feet horizontal clearance from storm drain 
pipeline / structures and other utilities.   
 
 
CONNECTION AND SITE UTILITY CONDITIONS 
 
MINIMIZE CONNECTION LENGTHS 
The length of all connections should be minimized.   
 
SITE UTILITY PROCESS REQUIRED  
The Site Utility process is usually required for water lines greater than 2 inches in 
diameter or sewer lines greater than 4 inches.  Contact Permit Services at 301-206-
8650 or at www.wsscwater.com for more information on electronic submittal of 
Site Utility plans. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
The applicant must resolve all environmental issues directly with the 
Environmental reviewer.  All outstanding environmental issues must be resolved 
prior to the Design Phase.   
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The next step in the process is Phase 2, Review for System Integrity.  Contact 
Permit Services at 301-206-8650 or at www.wsscwater.com for more information on 
electronic submittal of System Integrity Review Packages.   

 
This Letter of Findings will expire if no “actions” are taken by the applicant over 

the 3-year period following the date of this letter. For definition of “actions”, see the 
latest Development Services Code, Section 405.1.1.  

 Should you wish to schedule a pre-design meeting, or if you have any additional 
questions or concerns, please contact me at (301) 206-8823, or arussel@wsscwater.com.  

  
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Ann M. Russell 
Project Manager 
Development Services Division 

 
 
Enclosure: 200’-scale sketch 
 
cc: Ben Dyer – Mike Novy, Yev Galchevskiy  

Ms. Beth O’Connell - Development Section Manager 
Ms.  Shirley Branch - Department of Permitting, Inspections & Enforcement 
(DPIE) 
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-WSSC Standard Comments for All Plans

Created by: Dave Margolis
On: 04/09/2020 03:00 PM
1.  WSSC comments are made exclusively for this plan review based on existing system conditions at this time. We will reevaluate the design and system conditions at the time of application for water/sewer service.

2.  Coordination with other buried utilities:

a.  Refer to WSSC Pipeline Design Manual pages G-1 and G-2 for utility coordination requirements. 
b.  No structures or utilities (manholes, vaults, pipelines, poles, conduits, etc.) are permitted in the WSSC right-of-way unless specifically approved by WSSC. 
c.  Longitudinal occupancy of WSSC rights-of-way (by other utilities) is not permitted. 
d.  Proposed utility crossings of WSSC pipelines or rights-of-way that do not adhere to WSSCs pipeline crossing and clearance standards will be rejected at design plan review. Refer to WSSC Pipeline Design Manual Part Three, Section 3. 
e.  Failure to adhere to WSSC crossing and clearance standards may result in significant impacts to the development plan including, impacts to proposed street, building and utility layouts. 
f.  The applicant must provide a separate Utility Plan to ensure that all existing and proposed site utilities have been properly coordinated with existing and proposed WSSC facilities and rights-of-way. 
g.  Upon completion of the site construction, utilities that are found to be located within WSSCs rights-of-way (or in conflict with WSSC pipelines) must be removed and relocated at the applicants expense. 

3.  Forest Conservation Easements are not permitted to overlap WSSC existing or proposed easements. Potential impacts to existing Forest Conservation Easements (due to proposed water and/or sewer systems) must be reviewed and approved by County staff.

4.  Unless otherwise noted: ALL extensions of WSSCs system require a request for Hydraulic Planning Analysis and need to follow the System Extension Permit (SEP) process.  Contact WSSC’s Permit Services Section at (301-206-8650) or visit our website at https://www.wsscwater.com/business--construction/developmentconstruction-services.html for requirements.  For information regarding connections or Site Utility (on-site) reviews, you may visit or contact WSSC’s Permit Services Section at (301) 206-4003.

--------- 0 Replies ---------




-WSSC Plan Comments

Created by: Dave Margolis
On: 04/09/2020 03:01 PM
Plan #SDP-1701-03
Timothy Branch Outlots C and D
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1  -  -WSSC Standard Comments for All Plans

Created by: Dave Margolis
On: 04/09/2020 03:00 PM

1.  WSSC comments are made exclusively for this plan review based on existing system 
conditions at this time. We will reevaluate the design and system conditions at the time of 
application for water/sewer service.

2.  Coordination with other buried utilities:

a.  Refer to WSSC Pipeline Design Manual pages G-1 and G-2 for utility coordination 
requirements. 
b.  No structures or utilities (manholes, vaults, pipelines, poles, conduits, etc.) are permitted in 
the WSSC right-of-way unless specifically approved by WSSC. 
c.  Longitudinal occupancy of WSSC rights-of-way (by other utilities) is not permitted. 
d.  Proposed utility crossings of WSSC pipelines or rights-of-way that do not adhere to WSSCs 
pipeline crossing and clearance standards will be rejected at design plan review. Refer to WSSC 
Pipeline Design Manual Part Three, Section 3. 
e.  Failure to adhere to WSSC crossing and clearance standards may result in significant impacts 
to the development plan including, impacts to proposed street, building and utility layouts. 
f.  The applicant must provide a separate Utility Plan to ensure that all existing and proposed site 
utilities have been properly coordinated with existing and proposed WSSC facilities and 
rights-of-way. 
g.  Upon completion of the site construction, utilities that are found to be located within WSSCs 
rights-of-way (or in conflict with WSSC pipelines) must be removed and relocated at the 
applicants expense. 

3.  Forest Conservation Easements are not permitted to overlap WSSC existing or proposed 
easements. Potential impacts to existing Forest Conservation Easements (due to proposed water 
and/or sewer systems) must be reviewed and approved by County staff.

4.  Unless otherwise noted: ALL extensions of WSSCs system require a request for Hydraulic 
Planning Analysis and need to follow the System Extension Permit (SEP) process.  Contact 
WSSC’s Permit Services Section at (301-206-8650) or visit our website at 
https://www.wsscwater.com/business--construction/developmentconstruction-services.html for 
requirements.  For information regarding connections or Site Utility (on-site) reviews, you may 
visit or contact WSSC’s Permit Services Section at (301) 206-4003.

--------- 0 Replies ---------

2  -  -WSSC Plan Comments

Created by: Dave Margolis
On: 04/09/2020 03:01 PM

Plan #SDP-1701-03
Timothy Branch Outlots C and D
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BEARING LINE 
LINE BEARING 

L1 S15'14'08"E 
L2 N75"38'16°E 
L3 N27"02'JB"E 
L4 N3T27'54"E 
L5 N50"58'1rE 
L6 N76"02'2TE 
L7 N42"55'06"E 
LB NOT01 '43"E 
L9 N43"48'19"E 

LIO N73"14'48"E 
L 11 526'49'01 "E 
LI 2 ss4•os•4o"E 
LI 3 N06"29'22T 
L14 N19"02'49°E 
LI 5 N37"35'2rE 
L16 N04"03' 14 "w 
L17 N22"26'53"E 
LIB N29"15'58"W 
L19 N2Z35'52''W 
L20 N55"13'16'W 
L21 N25'51 '00"W 
L22 N50'33'20"w 
L23 N86'45'48"W 

/ BRANDYWINE VILLAGE " / BRANDYWINE HEIGHTS ' OWNERS BY LOT NUMBER ADDITION NO. RADIUS 

MARCUS A, & NECANDRA T. WILLIAMS 
OWNERS BY LOT NUMBER 

25 
UBER 12571, FOLIO 635 

36 CHARLES R. &CAROLYN F, HALEY 

KIMBERLY A, BRISCOE 
UBER 12202, FOLIO 617 

26 
UBER 11923, FOLIO 651 JEFFREYS. & JUANITA M MATEIK 29 
BRANDYWINE VILLAGE HOMEOWNERS 

UBER 9770, FOLIO 682 
I.) 

ASSOCIATION INC. JACK D. & RUTH A. ROBINSON "' 19 "' UBER 8770, FOLIO 402 UBER 2721, FOLIO 147 CL 

1 535.00' 

2 1340 00' 

3 1460.00" 

4 2979.79' 

5 53205.15' 

6 50.00' 

27 HESRO & MICHELLE R JOHNSON 9 DAVID L & DORA M. ROLLINS 
UBER 13534, FOLIO 668 UBER 3363, FOLIO 83 

28 JANET R. HARRIS 
UBER 13390, FOLIO 398 

KENNETH S. GOODWIN II 
/ BRANDYWINE HEIGHTS 

29 UBER 18254, FOLIO 695 OWNERS BY LOT NUMBER 

FRANCES L GREENE 29 ROBERT D. & EVELYN R DIORIO 
30 UBER 21001 , FOLIO 56 UBER 20331, FOLIO 14 
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Missing Information

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:16 AM
This submission is missing developmental information.  Information submitted to WSSC includes proposed development in this location.  

Please see attached Approved HPA LOF and Sketch under Contract# DA9381Z92.


--------- 0 Replies ---------




Missing Information

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:20 AM
This submission is missing developmental information.  Information submitted to WSSC includes proposed development in this location.  

Please see attached Approved HPA LOF and Sketch under Contract# DA9381Z92.

--------- 0 Replies ---------




Design Comment/Hydraulic Comments 

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:23 AM
On July 6, 2017 I provided the following comments which have not altered, except that the HPA has been updated on April of 2019: 

A proposed site development project was previously submitted to WSSC (DA9381Z92) and is a conceptually approved project.  Contact Ann Russell at (301) 206-8823 or Ann.Russell@wsscwater.com for information.

Because this has been approved, any modfications or changes may require an Amendment to be submitted to reflect the changes that are shown on this SDP.

See the attached Letter of Findings for existing WSSC project number DA9381Z92 approved on April 18, 2019.
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1  -  Missing Information

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:16 AM

This submission is missing developmental information.  Information submitted to WSSC includes 
proposed development in this location.  

Please see attached Approved HPA LOF and Sketch under Contract# DA9381Z92.

--------- 0 Replies ---------

2  -  Missing Information

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:20 AM

This submission is missing developmental information.  Information submitted to WSSC includes 
proposed development in this location.  

Please see attached Approved HPA LOF and Sketch under Contract# DA9381Z92.

--------- 0 Replies ---------

3  -  Design Comment/Hydraulic Comments 

Created by: Fred Mejias
On: 04/16/2020 08:23 AM

On July 6, 2017 I provided the following comments which have not altered, except that the HPA 
has been updated on April of 2019: 

A proposed site development project was previously submitted to WSSC (DA9381Z92) and is a 
conceptually approved project.  Contact Ann Russell at (301) 206-8823 or 
Ann.Russell@wsscwater.com for information.

Because this has been approved, any modfications or changes may require an Amendment to be 
submitted to reflect the changes that are shown on this SDP.

See the attached Letter of Findings for existing WSSC project number DA9381Z92 approved on 
April 18, 2019.
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Timothy Branch 
SDP-1701-03 

* * * * * * * * * 

Applicant’s Proposed Amended Finding: 

* * * * * * * * * 

8. Prince George’s County Zoning Ordinance: The subject application has been reviewed for
compliance with the requirements in the R-M and M-I-O Zones of the Zoning Ordinance.
Since no development is proposed within the L-A-C Zone portion of the property by this
SDP amendment, conformance with those requirements is not required at this time.

* * * * * * * * * 

(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of
time with existing or programmed public facilities either shown in the
appropriate Capital Improvement Program, provided as part of the private
development or, where authorized pursuant to Section 24 124(a)(8) of the
County Subdivision Regulations, participation by the developer in a road club;

The subject property of the Villages at Timothy Branch is governed by an approved and 
valid PPS, 4-09003, that meets the adequacy test for the required transportation facilities 
serving this development through conditioned traffic improvements and contribution to the 
Brandywine Road Club. In addition, the development will be served with adequate public 
facilities including water, sewer, schools, and fire and rescue services. 

The response time standards established by Section 24-122.01(e) of the Prince George’s 
County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for emergency calls (priority) and 25 minutes 
for non-emergency calls (non-priority). The test is applied on the date the application is 
accepted, or within the three monthly cycles following acceptance, pursuant to Section 24-
122.01(e)(2). The specified criteria must be met in one of the four cycles or mitigation will 
be required. The times are based on a rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The SDP 
was accepted for processing by the Planning Department on April 6, 2020. The response 
time standards of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance, and the following May 
cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority calls. 

As such, the development will not be served by adequate public facilities (for police 
emergency service only) and a public safety mitigation agreement is required, and 
associated fee must be contributed, as conditioned herein. 

Regarding police facilities and response times, Subtitle 24 of the County Code provides the 
only authority for the Planning Board to test adequate police facilities.  The property is 
governed by an approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, and at the 
time of preliminary plan, the development was tested and met all of the requirements for 
adequate public facilities, including police response time testing.  The Planning Board’s 
powers and authority to test police response times and require a mitigation agreement is 
set forth in Section 24-122.01(e)(1)(D)(2) and Section 24-122.01(e)(2) of the Subdivision 
Regulations and in the “Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public 
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Safety Infrastructure” (adopted with CR-78-2005), which states that the police response 
time test shall be conducted at the time an application for a preliminary plan of subdivision 
is accepted, and any mitigation agreement required therein may only be applied to approve 
a preliminary plan of subdivision.  The Planning Board has no other legal authority or 
power to require the police response time test or mandate mitigation at the time of SDP 
under State or County law.  SDP-1701-03 is consistent and in conformance with the 
approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, which governs this 
development.  Moreover, the adopted FY 21 Budget includes funding for a new District V 
Police Station (CIP No.: 3.50.0002) to better serve the area.  As such, the development will 
be adequately served with existing or programmed public facilities.   
 

* * * * * * * * * 

Applicant’s Proposed Amended Conditions: 

 

RECOMMENDATION 

 
Based upon the foregoing evaluation and analysis, the Urban Design staff recommends that 

the Planning Board adopt the findings of this report and APPROVE Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-
03 and Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan TCP2-068-93-05 for Timothy Branch, subject to the 
following conditions: 

 
1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the applicant shall provide the  

following information and/or revise the site plan to provide the following: 
 
a. Show a sidewalk connection along the east side of Ring Hourse Road,  

extending from Lot 1 to the sidewalk along General Maxwell Drive, for a 
continuous pedestrian connection. 

 
b. Identify the townhouse and single-family dwelling lots in need of noise 

mitigation measures on the SDP. 
 
c.  Revise the exterior light detail provided and add the following note to the 

SDP: “All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to 
reduce glare and light spill-over.” 

 
e. Provide seven shade trees within Parcel A, Block Q open space to provide 

relief to the playground and portions of the open field. 
 
f. Revise the SDP and the photometric plan to show sufficient lighting within 

the alleys. 
 
g. The applicant shall enter and submit a ratified Public Safety Mitigation Fee 

agreement with the Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission Prince George’s County Planning Department for 251 dwellings, 
in accordance with the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 
Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure (Prince George’s County Council 
Resolution CR-078-2005). 

 
h. Update the Development Data Summary to correctly reflect a total of 250 

dwelling units and 124 single-family detached units  
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2. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the Type 2 tree conservation  
plan (TCP2) shall be revised, as follows: 
 
a. Fully delineate and label the required 40-foot-wide scenic easement on the  

frontage of MD 381 (Brandywine Road). 
 

b. Include all recommended noise barriers proposed for RM-3 and RM-4 with 
SDP-1701-03 on the plan. To provide maintenance access, all noise barriers 
shall be setback 5 feet from the lot line, and woodland conservation areas 
shall be set back 10 feet from a noise barrier.  Except for Lots 13-20, Block J 
and Lots 14-15, Block P, the noise barrier may be adjacent to the lot line, but 
a 5-foot-wide maintenance access easement shall be provided along the rear 
of the lots. 

 
c. The top and bottom elevation of noise buffers shall be shown on the plan. 
 
d. All woodland conservation less than 50 feet in width shall be eliminated as 

woodland conservation or revised to meet the minimum design criteria for 
width. 

 
e. Revise the General Notes if necessary, to reflect the current TCP2 revision. 
 
f. Revise the plan as necessary to be consistent with the SDP. 
 
g. Add an Owner’s Awareness Certificate to the cover sheet. 
 
h. After all required revisions are made, revise the woodland conservation 

worksheet to correctly reflect the woodland conservation required and 
fulfilled for the site. 

 
i. Have the revised plan signed and dated by Qualified Professional who 

prepared it. 
 

3. Prior to the approval of the first building permit for RM-3 and or RM-4, all 
afforestation/reforestation planting, permanent tree protection fencing, and signage 
within that development pod shall be installed and completed. 

 
4. Prior to the approval of a grading permit for the development, a Public Safety 

Mitigation Fee shall be paid in the amount of $1,246,968 ($4,968 x 251 dwelling 
units). Notwithstanding the number of dwelling units and the total fee payments 
noted in this condition, the final number of dwelling units shall be as approved by 
the Prince George’s County PlanningBoard and the total fee payment shall be 
determined by multiplying the total dwelling unit number by the per unit factor 
noted above. The per unit factor of $4,968 is subject to adjustment on an annual 
basis in accordance with the percentage change in the Consumer Price Index for All 
Urban Consumers. The actual fee to be paid will depend upon the year the grading 
permit is issued. 
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KEY: 

Underline indicates language added to findings/conditions; 

Strikethrough indicates language deleted from findings/conditions; 
Asterisks *** indicate intervening existing findings/conditions that remain unchanged. 
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McNamee Hosea 
Attorneys & Advisors 

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esquire 
Admitted in Maryland 

Electronically Submitted 
The Honorable Elizabeth M. Hewlett, Chair 

June 9, 2020 

and The Honorable Planning Board Commissioners 
Prince George's County Planning Board 
M-NCPPPC 
14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20770 

Re.: Timothy Branch (SDP-1701-03) 
Agenda Item No. 7 

Dear Chair Hewlett and Planning Board Commissioners: 

McNamee Hosea 

64ll lvylane,Suite200 o 301.441.2420 
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 F 301.982.9450 

mhlawyers.com 

E-mail: MTedesco@mhlawyers.com 
Direct Dial: Extension 222 

This Firm represents the applicant, Timothy Branch, Inc., and we respectfully submit this letter in 
response to certain recommended findings and conditions contained in the Technical Staff Report 
("TSR") for the above-referenced matter. We request that this letter/memorandum (and all exhibits 
attached hereto) be entered into the administrative record for Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-03. 

As you know, the overall development of Timothy Branch is a large tract of land currently under 
various phases of development and construction, and is located on the east side of Robert S. Crain 
Highway (US 301), southeast of its intersections with Branch Avenue (MD 5) and Brandywine Road 
(MD 381), in Planning Area 85A, Councilmanic District 9. Specifically, the development is the subject 
of a number of approvals and entitlements, which has already facilitated the construction of certain phases 
of the project. On July 11, 2008, Zoning Map Amendments (Basic Plans) A-9987 and A-9988 were 
approved by the District Council (to wit: Zoning Ordinance No. 17-2008), which rezoned the overall 
property from the I-3 and E-1-A Zones to the L-A-C and R-M Zones, subject to 12 conditions and one 
consideration. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902, for the R-M-zoned portion of the subject 
property, was approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-110). The 
District Council elected to review the case, which they did at a hearing on November 14, 2011. The 
District Council remanded CDP-0902 to the Planning Board on January 23, 2012, and the case was 
reapproved by the Planning Board on April 5, 2012. The District Council reviewed the second approval 
and issued an order of approval on November 4, 2013, subject to 50 conditions. Preliminary Plan of 
Subdivision 4-09003 was originally approved by the Planning Board on October 28, 2010 (PGCPB 
Resolution No. 10-117), subject to 41 conditions. However, on December 9, 2011, the owner/applicant 
requested reconsideration of Finding 14 and Condition 41 related to the Police Department's response 
time reporting. On January 5, 2012, the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration. On 
April 5, 2012, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the reconsideration and reapproved 
Preliminary Plan 4-09003 whereby it corrected Finding 14 and deleted Condition 41 (PGCPB Resolution 
No. 10-117(A)). A Specific Design Plan, SDP-1304, for Infrastructure, which included, among other 
things, clearing, grading, roadway extension of Mattawoman Drive (A-63 a/k/a the "Spine Road"), 
frontage improvements, utility pipes, and stormwater pond construction for the entire site, was approved 
by the Planning Board on November 13, 2014 (PGCPB No. 14-116), subject to 3 conditions. On March 
19, 2015, the Planning Board approved an amendment to CDP-09002 (PGCPB No. 10-ll0(A)) to adjust 

McNAMEE, HOSEA, JERNIGAN, KIM, GREENAN & LYNCH, P.A. 
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the findings and conditions associated with off-site recreation facility improvements, and instead required 
a fee in lieu for the same. Specific Design Plan SDP-1701 was approved by the Planning Board on 
September 14, 2017 (PGCPB No. 17-119) that covered the overall development and included the first 
phase of residential construction in RM 1 and portions of RM 2, to include 39 single-family detached 
units, 18 single-family semidetached units, 194 single-family attached units, and 72 two-family attached 
residential units, collectively known as Phase I of the overall development. This phase is currently under 
construction with a number of home sales having already occurred with new residents residing in RM 1 
and RM 2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 are photographs taken on June 5, 2020 depicting images of the 
status of Phase I. I am happy to report that the pace of sales for Phase 1 has elevated the Timothy Branch 
project as one of the fastest selling projects in all of Prince George's County. 

SDP-1701-03 contemplates the continued development of the project in RM 3 and RM 4, 
consisting of 124 single-family detached units, 30 single-family semidetached units, and 96 single-family 
attached units, collectively known as Phase II. For clarity, the area in question is depicted below: 

/~ 
' Rat.D 

~
/::I 
, 

We have reviewed the TSR that has been published in this case, and although we greatly 
appreciate Staff's recommendation of approval, we very strongly object to certain findings and conditions 
related to Staff's re-testing of the police response times in this matter. To that end, we are requesting that 
Staff's recommended findings and conditions related to police response times be revised and deleted, as 
provided in Exhibit 2. In further support thereof, we offer the following: 
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I. At the time specific design plan, the Planning Board has no authority under Section 27-
528(a)(2), specifically, or Subtitle 27, generally, to either re-test police response times or 
impose/require a mitigation agreement.1 

As it will be a common theme throughout this document, the applicant strongly contends that 
Staff erred in this matter when it re-tested the police response times during its review of SDP-1701-03. 
Specifically, based on the date that the application for SDP-1701-03 was accepted (i.e., April 6, 2020), the 
Special Projects Section erroneously conducted a new test of the police response times pursuant to 
Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D). This analysis was subsequently incorrectly adopted by the Urban Design 
Staff and is memorialized on page 13 of the TSR in Finding 8, under the Section 27-528(a)(2) analysis. 

This, however, is a misapplication of law and seeks to have the Planning Board make findings 
and impose conditions beyond any authority granted to the Planning Board at the time of specific design 
plan. 

a. The Land Use Article and the County Code grant separate powers to the Planning 
Board related to Subdivision and Zoning. 

The concept of zoning and subdivision, while related, are nonetheless separate and distinct 
functions. Although "subdivision" refers to the division and consolidation of parcels of land, or the land 
that has been divided or consolidated, (see Land Use Article §§ 1-l0l(r), 14-l0l(q)), the regulations 
controlling how, when, and under what circumstances subdivision may occur are used to promote 
development that is beneficial to the community. See People's Counsel for Baltimore Cty v. Surina, 400 
Md. 662, 689, 929 A.2d 899, 915 (2007); Coffey v. Maryland-National Capital Park & Planning 
Commission, 293 Md. 24, 27-28, 441 A.2d 1041, 1043 (1982). Specifically, subdivision controls aim to 
ensure that developments will be able to support the uses for which the land is zoned. Surina, 400 Md. at 
689, 929 A.2d at 915. Among the considerations addressed are the aesthetic planning of the 
neighborhood, safety and convenience of streets and walkways, access by police and fire protection 
authorities, adequacy of utilities and other infrastructure, and the off-site effect of the development. J 
James A. Kushner, Subdivision Law and Growth Mgmt. § 1:5 (2d ed. 2012); see also L.U. § 23-106(a). 
Subdivision regulations attempt to respond to issues that are not so well-addressed through wning . . .. 
County Council of Prince George's County v. Zimmer Development Co., 444 Md. 490, 120 A.3d 677, 
697 (2015). Included in these subdivision controls are provisions that require the developer/property 
owner to construct infrastructure improvements of various types necessary to support "uses" pennitted in 
the zone by the applicable zoning regulations. Surina, 400 Md. at 688-89, 929 A.2d at 914-15. In other 
words, subdivision creates the test or methodology necessary to detennine whether tl1e uses permitted in 
the applicable zone are adequately served by public facilities. 

Indeed, the Land Use Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland distinguishes Subdivision (Title 
23) from Zoning (Title 22), and the former grants the Planning Board with exclusive authority to review 
and approve the same.2 Section 23-106(a) of the Land Use Article provides that the County Council of 

1 The arguments put forth by the applicant in Section I are further supported by Mr. Stan Brown, Esq., People's 
Zoning Council, who provided undersigned counsel with a written summary of his legal opinion related to the same. 
Mr. Brown's letter is attached as Exhibit 14. 

2 See Brzowski v. Maryland Home Imp. Comm'n, 114 Md. App. 615, 626, 691 A.2d 699, 704 (1997) 
("Administrative agencies derive all their authority and power from the enabling statutes that govern them." 
(Internal citations omitted). Stated differently, agencies have no powers beyond those that have been conferred 
upon them by statute. A determination of the limits of an agency's authority, therefore, requires a construction of an 
agency's enabling statute." (Internal citations omitted).). 
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Prince George's County, by local law, may impose standards and requirements for the purpose of 
avoiding scattered or premature subdivision or development of land because of the inadequacy of 
transportation, water, sewage, drainage, schools, or other public facilities. The County Council has done 
just that pursuant to its adoption of Subtitle 24 of the County Code. Specifically, pursuant to CB-100-
1989 (Exhibit 3), Subtitle 24 contains the exclusive authority of the Planning Board to administer the 
adequate public facilities test(s) to a development in accordance with the Adequate Public Facilities 
Ordinance. 

The public facility adequacy test, including the police response time test (and any mitigation 
required thereunder), as authorized by the County Council and the Land Use Article, remains soundly 
within Subtitle 24, and not Subtitle 27. Simply stated, the Planning Board's authority to actually 
administer a new public facilities adequacy test, which is distinguishable from a comparative analysis 
later in the development process, is solely limited to applications for a preliminary plan of subdivision -
under Subtitle 24, and not an application for a specific design plan - under Subtitle 27. 

b. The police response time test is required to be done at the time an application for a 
preliminary plan of subdivision is accepted, and not at the time the specific design 
plan application is accepted. 

The police response time test was initially created by CB-89-2004 (Exhibit 4) and further 
amended by CB-56-2005 (Exhibit 5), and is codified in Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) of the Subdivision 
Regulations. (Exhibit 6). That section is within Subtitle 24 of the County Code, which deals exclusively 
with "Subdivisions." A preliminary plan of subdivision, and the Planning Board's review and approval of 
the same, pursuant to the division of authority granted to the Planning Board under the Regional District 
Act, is the appropriate and only application to test and determine the adequacy of public facilities. 
Indeed, Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D), requires the Police Chief to provide the "rolling twelve-month 
average, adjusted monthly, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision." 
(Emphasis added). There is absolutely no authority in Subtitle 27, let alone in Section 27-528(a)(2), that 
requires the Police Chief to send response times in the vicinity of tl1e property proposed for a specific 
design plan. Consequently, there is no authority granted to the Planning Board in reviewing an 
application for a specific design plan to utilize police response times since the reporting of that data (and 
the findings/conditions derived tl1erefrom) is strictly limited to property proposed for subdivision (i.e., 
property that is the subject of a preliminary plan of subdivision application). 

Most alarming in this case is that despite the fact tl1at the Planning Director, vis-a-vis a letter 
dated August 26, 2019, to County Executive Angela D. Alsobrooks and County Council Chair Todd M. 
Turner, confirmed that the police response time test is only applicable to the review of an application for a 
preliminary plan of subdivision, Staff remains committed to impermissibly apply the police response time 
test outside of the four corners of an application for a preliminary plan of subdivision. {See Exhibit 7). 
The Planning Director's letter states that "[i]t should be noted that these police response times are only 
used for residential development applications. The review of preliminary plans of subdivision for 
commercial and industrial development applications are based on the square footage of space in all 
facilities used by the Prince George's County Police Department and the County population." (Id). The 
Director's letter goes on to state, and confirm the applicant's contentions, that: 

Staff is also providing some background information to explain how 
response times are used in the development review process. Attachment 
1 contains text from the Subdivision Ordinance and CR-78-2005 and a 
graph of the location of the police districts for your ease of reference. 
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Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) of the Subdivision Regulations states that 
the Police Chief will provide a statement with the twelve-month average 
adjusted monthly (referred to as the "rolling average" hereinafter) for 
non-emergency and emergency response times. 

When the County Council adopted CR-78-2005, the Council established 
new guidelines for mitigation of adequate public facilities for public 
safety infrastructure. The response times standards in Section 24-
122. 0l(e) (1 )(D) of tlie Subdivision Ordinance were reiterated in this 
resolution, but the resolution provided a new mitigation formula if the 
rolling average for police response times was beyond the standards set. 

Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) permits an application [for a preliminary plan of 
subdivision] to be tested for three more monthly cycles if the response 
times are not met. If response times less than 20 percent above the 
required emergency response time are still not met, then the Planning 
Board may not approve the preliminary plan of subdivision until a 
mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into and 
filed with the Planning Board .... 

Page IS 

(Exhibit 7) (emphasis added). Attachment 1 to the Planning Director's August 26, 2019 letter is entitled, 
"Excerpts from the Subdivision Ordinance and Council Resolution Regarding Police Response Times." 
(Emphasis added). These excerpts, identical to what is provided herein, provide quotes from Section 24-
122.01( e )( 1 )(D), Section 24-122.0l(e)(2), and CR-78-2005. All of which deal solely and exclusively to 
the utilization of the police response time test at the time of preliminary plan of subdivision. Simply 
stated, and as repeated below based on the same, any application of the police response time test outside 
of an application for a preliminary plan of subdivision is contrary to law.3 

Staff's application of the police response time test in this specific design plan application is 
contrary to law and seeks to have the Planning Board undertake an illegal action. This contention is not 
only supported by the People's Zoning Counsel's legal opinion, but also supported by the Planning 
Director's August 26, 2019 letter, which clearly indicates that only an application for a preliminary plan 
of subdivision will trigger the police response time test. Despite this, Staff insists on illegally applying the 
police response time test in this matter. 

c. The Planning Board has no authority to require a mitigation agreement at the time 
of specific design plan to mitigate failing police response times. 

Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations authorizes the Planning Board to deny a 
preliminary plan of subdivision if the required statement by the Police Chief regarding response times 
(required by Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D)) fails to meet the criteria, unless a mitigation plan/agreement is 
entered into by the applicant and the County. (Emphasis added). Specifically, that section 
unambiguously provides: 

If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that 
meet the criteria specified in this Section on the date the application is 
accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) 

3 See also Exhibit 14. 
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monthly cycles of response time reports, then the Planning Board may 
not approve the preliminary plan until a mitigation plan between the 
applicant and the County is entered into and filed with the Planning 
Board. 

Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) (emphasis added). 
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The mitigation that may be imposed to address a failing response time test is solely limited to the 
Planning Board's review and approval of preliminary plan of subdivision. There is absolutely no 
authorizing language in Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) that allows the Planning Board to impose a mitigation 
agreement for police response times at the time of specific design plan ( or any other application under 
Subtitle 27 for that matter), Staff's recommendation to impose mitigation in this pending application for 
a specific design plan is contrary to law and seeks to have the Planning Board undertake an illegal action. 

i. Staff incorrectly and illegally applied the police response time test on the 
date the specific design plan application was accepted. 

The plain language of Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) (cited above) is unambiguous that the police 
response time test can only be conducted "on the date the application is accepted by the Planning Board 
or within the following three (3) monthly cycles," and if the test fails, the "Planning Board may not 
approve the preliminary plan until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into 
and filed with the Planning Board." (Emphasis added). Moreover, and as described further in Section 
Le.ii. below, the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety 
Infrastructure," defines "Subdivision" as a "preliminary plan of subdivision;" and requires the "Mitigation 
Plan" to "be made a part of the application and record for tlie preliminary plan[,]" and be "filed with the 
Planning Board to allow for the approval of the applicant's preliminary plan .... " (Exhibits 7 & 8) 
(emphasis added). Thus, it is clear that when Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) and the Guidelines for the 
Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure are read together, which they must 
be, that the applicability of the police response time test is limited to an "application" for a "preliminary 
plan of subdivision." 

However, in Finding 8 of the TSR, Staff's recommended finding for Section 27-528(a)(2) 
incorrectly and illegally relies upon the acceptance date of SDP-1701-03 to trigger the misapplied po lice 
response time test in this pending matter. Specifically, Staff states: 

The response time standards established by Section 24-122.0l(e) of the 
Prince George's County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for 
emergency calls (priority) and 25 minutes for non-emergency calls (non
priority). The test is applied on the date the application is accepted, or 
within the three monthly cycles following acceptance, pursuant to 
Section 24-122.0l(e)(2). The specified criteria must be met in one of the 
four cycles or mitigation will be required. The times are based on a 
rolling average for the preceding 12 months. Tlie SDP was accepted for 
processing bv tlie Planning Department on April 61 2020. The response 
time standards of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance, and 
the following May cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority 
calls. 

(TSR at p. 13) (emphasis added). Staff's application of the police response time test in this matter is 
unsupported in law, as no provision of law allows for the administering of the police response time test at 
the time of acceptance of an application for a specific design plan, Moreover, and consequently, Staff's 
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recommendation to impose mitigation in this specific design plan matter is contrary to law and seeks to 
have the Planning Board undertake an illegal action.4 

ii. The "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public 
Safety Infrastructure" are only applicable during the review and approval 
of a preliminary plan of subdivision. 

The "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure" 
("Guidelines") were adopted by resolution CR-78-2005. (Exhibit 8). As indicated above, these 
Guidelines limit the application of the police response time test and any associated mitigation to the 
review and approval of a preliminary plan of subdivision. The application of the same, as Staff 
recommends, at the time of specific design plan, exceeds the authority granted to the Planning Board, and 
if adopted by the Planning Board, results in reversible error. 5 

To further drive home this point, and although provided in Exhibit 8, the following are direct 
quotes from the Guidelines with emphasis added: 

1. INTRODUCTION: The Prince George's County Council enacted CB-
56-2005 effective August 3, 2005. Specifically, the legislation provides 
for the measurement of response times for the Police Department and the 
Fire/EMS Department to determine tlte adequacy of public safety 
services at the time of subdivision. 

2. DEFINITIONS: 

4 See al o Exhibit 14. 

5 See id. 

PRELIMINARY PLAN OF SUBDIVISION APPROVAL: The 
date of enactment of the resolution of approval by the Planning 
Board. 

MITIGATION PLAN: An agreement between the County and 
applicant detailing the applicant's commitment to either pay the 
Public Safety Mitigation Fee, provide equipment and/or facilities 
that equal or exceed the cost of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee, 
or provide a combination of in kind services and supplemental 
payment of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. For an applicant 
who does not choose to pay solely the mitigation fee, the 
applicant shall submit its proposed mitigation plan 
simultaneously to the County Council and County Executive, 
and the County Council may submit written comments on the 
plan to the County Executive for consideration in the ratified 
mitigation plan. The ratified mitigation plan shall be made a 
part of tlte application and record for the preliminary plan. 
Pursuant to CB-56-2005, the Plan must be filed with tlte 
Planning Board to allow for tlte approval of the applicant's 
preliminary plan where approval would have been otherwise 
denied due to failure of the adequate public facilities test. 

SUBDIVISION: Preliminary plan of subdivision. 
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IN KIND SERVICES: As an alternative to payment of the Public 
Safety Mitigation Fee, applicant may provide equipment and/or 
facilities from a list of identified needs that equal or exceed the 
cost of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. Equipment and/or 
facilities shall be necessary to meet the deficiencies in public 
safety resources for the proposed preliminary plan as required 
by Section 24-122.0l(e). 

POOLING RESOURCES: Two or more applicants may Jorn 
together to purchase equipment or build facilities from a list of 
identified needs that equal or exceed the cost of the Public Safety 
Mitigation Fee. Equipment and/or facilities shall be necessary to 
meet the deficiencies in public safety resources for the proposed 
preliminary plans as required by Section 24-122.0l(e). 

3. TEST PROCEDURES 
A. The Police Chief shall submit a statement that the rolling 
twelve-month average, adjusted monthly, for response times in 
the vicinity of the propertv proposed for subdivision is a 
maximum of twenty-five minutes total for non-emergency calls 
and a maximum of ten minutes total for emergency calls for 
service in each of the police districts. Response times shall be 
stated in whole numbers, rounding where necessary in the 
following manner: a) decimal places between .01 and .49 shall 
be rounded to the nearest lower whole number; and b) decimal 
places between ,50 and .99 shall be rounded to the nearest higher 
whole number. 

C. If an application for a preliminary plan is located in an area 
that fails either of the requirements mentioned above, then the 
Planning Board may not approve tlie preliminarv plan until a 
mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered 
into and filed with the Planning Board. 

4. MITIGATION PLAN 
/fan application for a preliminarv plan fails in any of the police service 
districts and the actual response times for both emergency calls and non
emergency calls do not exceed 20% above the respective required 
response times, the applicant may offer to mitigate as provided below. 

If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the police 
districts and the actual response times for emergency calls and/or non
emergency calls are greater than 20% above the required emergency 
response time, the applicant may not mitigate. 

C. POOLING RESOURCES Applicants may pool together with 
other applicants to purchase equipment or build facilities that would 
equal or exceed the cost of paying the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. 
Acceptance of pooled resources to provide in kind services are at the 
discretion of the County based on the public safety infrastructure 

~age 18 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   14 of 300

required to bring tlte subdivision in conformance with the standards 
mandated by CB-56-2005. 

Page 19 

(Exhibit 8). The clear and unambiguous language of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D), Section 24-
122.0l(e)(2), and the Guidelines, illustrate and confirm that the police response time test, and any 
mitigation triggered thereunder, is solely limited to the review and approval of a preliminary plan of 
subdivision, as required by Subtitle 24 of the County Code, and not Subtitle 27. 

Staff's recommended findings in reliance upon an impermissible and illegal re-testing of the 
police response times when SDP-1701-03 was accepted, and its recommended conditions to impose 
mitigation, is contrary to law.6 

d. The police response time test was conducted during the review and approval of 
preliminary plan of subdivision 4-09003, and cannot now be redone with SDP-1701-
03. 

Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 was originally approved by the Planning Board on 
October 28, 2010 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117), subject to 41 conditions. However, on December 9, 
2011, the owner requested reconsideration of Finding 14 and Condition 41 related to the Police 
Department's response time reporting in 2009 and 2010. On January 5, 2012, the Planning Board 
approved the request for reconsideration. On April 5, 2012, the Planning Board heard testimony 
regarding the reconsideration and reapproved Preliminary Plan 4-09003; whereby, it corrected Finding 14 
and deleted Condition 41 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-1 l 7(A) (Exhibit 9)) based on, among other things, 
the Police Department's acknowledgment that its response time reporting in 2009 - 2010 was incorrect. 
(See Exhibit 10). Simply put, the approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, which 
governs the development for the Timothy Branch project, demonstrates that the entirety of the project 
meets the police response time test, as the same passed and was deemed adequate at the time the 
preliminary plan of subdivision application was approved. 

As mentioned above, Staff, however, incorrectly and illegally re-tested the development when the 
application for SDP-1701-03 was accepted, and now incorrectly and illegally recommends conditions on 
SDP-1701-03 that requires a mitigation agreement. The Planning Board cannot adopt Staff's findings and 
conditions associated with the police response time testing conducted in April, 2020 and May, 2020 
because such testing and mitigation is predicated upon the subdivision process and obtaining the approval 
of a preliminary plan of subdivision, not the approval of specific design plan. The former having already 
occurred in this case. The imposition of the same at the time of specific design plan requires the Planning 
Board to impermissibly and illegally go back in time, and out of the proper sequence of the orders of 
approval, and read into the law provisions and authority that simply do not exist. Simply, the adequacy 
test for the police facilities for response times, pursuant to Sections 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) and 24-
122.0l(e)(2), already occurred when preliminary plan 4-09003 was approved. 

Moreover, the application of a mitigation agreement at the time of specific design plan violates 
the trigger mechanism of the payment of said mitigation fee since a grading permit, pursuant to prior 
approvals (i.e., CDP, PPS, and SDPs), has already been issued for the project, and said grading permit is 
vested. Thus, the only available trigger of the mitigation fee under the Guidelines has already passed, and 
therefore, there is no authority to now mandate the same especially since approvals and said grading 
permit is already issued and vested. Finally, and as stated previously, the requested mitigation is only 
available to avoid the denial of preliminary of subdivision, not a specific design plan. Staff's 
recommended conditions, in reliance upon Sec. 24-122.0l(e)(2), are unlawful and cannot be imposed by 

6 See Exhibit 14. 
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the Planning Board at the time of specific design plan since there is no authority (as articulated above) 
that authorizes the Planning Board to impose a mitigation agreement related to the police response time 
test outside of the preliminary plan of subdivision process. 

Staffs recommendation to impose mitigation in this specific design plan case is contrary to law 
and seeks to have the Planning Board undertake an illegal action.7 

II. The development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of time with 
existing or programmed public facilities. 

Section 27-528(a)(2) requires that Planning Board, in approving a specific design plan, to find: 

The development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of 
time with existing or programmed public facilities either shown in the 
appropriate Capital Improvement Program, provided as part of the 
private development or, where authorized pursuant to Section 24 
124(a)(8) of the County Subdivision Regulations, participation by the 
developer in a road club; 

Staff has incorrectly confused this requirement to mean that it must now, despite any supporting authority 
or language in Subtitle 24 or the Land Use Article (as articulated above), re-test the police response times 
at the time of specific design plan. As described in greater detail below, no other adequacy tests were 
separately re-tested with SDP-1701-03; instead, a comparative analysis for conformity with the approved 
preliminary plan of subdivision was conducted. Based on that comparative analysis for conformity, and 
saving the impermissible and illegal re-test of the police response times, Staff correctly determined that 
SDP-1701-03 will be adequately served. Specifically, Staff concluded that: 

(TSR at p. 13). 

The subject property of the Villages at Timothy Branch is governed by 
an approved and valid PPS, 4-09003, that meets the adequacy test for the 
required transportation facilities serving this development through 
conditioned traffic improvements and contribution to the Brandywine 
Road Club. In addition, the development will be served with adequate 
public facilities including water, sewer, schools, and fire and rescue 
services. 

a. SDP-1701-03 is consistent with and conforms to 4-09003; therefore, the Planning 
Board may rely on the police response time test conducted at the time the 
preliminary plan of subdivision was approved. 

The County Code must be read as a whole, and when read as a whole, it is clear that it is 
structured in a way to ensure, even if not explicitly stated, that each development application builds off of 
the prior application in order to ensure conformance and consistency with the specific and unique 
findings/conditions that must be made during each level of review. This is especially true for 
comprehensive design zones. So long as the specific design plan is in substantial conformance with the 
Basic Plan, comprehensive design plan, and the preliminary plan of subdivision, the findings that need to 
be made to approve the specific design plan must be based upon the findings and conditions made in 
those prior approvals. This is particularly true when certain findings and conditions (like adequate public 

7 See Exhibit 14. 
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facility tests/conditions) are exclusive to a certain aspect of the development review process. That is 
precisely what the language in Sections 27-192(d), 27-195(b)(2), 27-52l(a)(7) and 27-528(a)(2) 
contemplates. That is, to evaluate whether the development is adequately served based on specific 
analyses and tests that occur throughout the development process - namely, the preliminary plan of 
subdivision process for which adequacy of public facilities for the development are tested, determined, 
and conditioned. Only if the specific design plan is not in substantial conformance with the preliminary 
plan of subdivision (and the tests, caps, and/or conditions established therein) will a new adequacy test be 
conducted/required vis-a-vis a new preliminary plan of subdivision application. 

This comparative analysis against 4-09003 is precisely what Staff did for the other APFO tests. 
For example, on page 356-357 of the Backup, the Transportation Planning Staff correctly indicated that 
"this plan will be compared against [4-09003] for conformity to trip caps and other conditions as well." 
Transportation Planning Staff then undertook a comparative analysis (and not a new re-testing of 
adequate transportation facilities) to verify the conditions of approval regarding traffic adequacy tested 
with 4-09003 were met (or being met). A table was prepared that summarized the trip generation in each 
peak hour that was then used to "demonstrate conformance to the PPS [4-09003] trip cap for the site." 
(Backup at p. 356) (emphasis added). A similar comparative analyses was conducted regarding impacts 
to primary management areas. On page 14 of the TSR, under the Section 27-524(a)(5) finding, Staff 
correctly noted that the "primary management area impacts shown on the SOP and TSP2 plan are 
consistent with those approved with PPS 4-09003, SDP-1304 and SDP-1701." There was not a second or 
new re-test of said environmental features. 

As it relates to the police response time test, however, Staff incorrectly and illegally re-tested the 
development despite having no authority to do so since the pending application was for a specific design 
plan and not a preliminary plan of subdivision. Notwithstanding the same, the Planning Board, in making 
its Section 27-528(a)(2) finding, like Staff recommends it do for other adequacy determinations 
previously tested at the time of preliminary plan of subdivision, should rely on the police response time 
test that was conducted and passed when the preliminary plan of subdivision ( 4-09003) application was 
approved. 

In other words, since the law does not allow the police response time test to be conducted with an 
application for a specific design plan, this finding must be made independent of Staff's illegal re-test of 
the same, which can be done by relying on the following: (i) the fact that police response times were met 
when 4-09003 was approved; (ii) 4-09003 is valid and governs the Timothy Branch development; and 
(most importantly) (iii) SDP-1701-03 is consistent and in substantial conformance with 4-09003. Indeed, 
when the police response time test was conducted in accordance with the authority granted to the 
Planning Board to undertake such a test (i.e., at the time the preliminary plan of subdivision application 
was approved), the development (including all 1200 units) passed the response times for both emergency 
and non-emergency calls for service. Therefore, and because SDP-1701-03 is in substantial conformance 
with 4-09003, the Planning Board can rely upon its own finding regarding the prior police response time 
test that occurred when the application for 4-09003 was approved. (See Exhibit 2).8 

8 It should be noted that regardless of whether the police response times are met or not, the application of the police 
response time test under Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D), Section 24-122.0l(e)(2), and CR-78-2005 at the time of an 
SDP application is impermissible. In other words, even assuming that the police response times are deemed to have 
been met based on the April, 2020 and May, 2020 cycles, administering a new adequacy test at the time of specific 
design plan - in making a Section 27-528(a)(2) finding - would be equally erroneous since the test can only be 
applied at the time a preliminary plan of subdivision application is accepted. Thus, even in this scenario, the 
Planning Board can only rely upon the police response time test that was conducted at the time the preliminary plan 
of subdivision was approved, unless the proposed specific design plan application is not in substantial conformance 
with said preliminary plan of subdivision approval; in which case, this would trigger the need to re-subdivide 
(hence, file a new application for a preliminary plan of subdivision to be re-tested). 
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b. Staff omitted additional facts that support a finding that SDP-1701-03 will be served 
by programmed police facilities in the Capital Improvement Program. 

On May 29, 2020, the County Council adopted CB-24-2020, an act concerning Fiscal Year 2021 
Appropriations. (Exhibit 11). Attachment 4 to CB-24-2020, among other things, includes changes to the 
Proposed FY 2021 - FY 2026 Capital Improvement Program ("CIP"). (See Exhibit 12). As it relates to 
this matter, the adopted CIP includes CIP Item No. 3.50.0002 (Exhibit 12.a) to fund the construction of a 
new police station in Police District Von certain land procured in 2015. This land is to be located along 
the southern portion of the US 301 corridor, and the new station is planned to be approximately 18,000 
square feet and contain sufficient space for both police and administrative functions. (Id.). This project is 
funded and is planned to be in close proximity to the Timothy Branch project. 

Moreover, and as is explained in greater detail below, the actual data supplied by the Police 
Department related to the police response time testing under Subtitle 24, deserves a lot scrutiny. Indeed, 
the Police Department's Information Technology Division, in a memorandum dated August 8, 2019, 
highlighted significant issues with how the police response time test is administered under the current 
provisions of Section 24-122.0l(e). (See Exhibit 13). Due to the issues associated with how the police 
response time test is administered, one of the recommendations in this memorandum outlines a new tiered 
system for response time reporting under the adequacy test, "the intent [of which] is to move to a long
term solution by reducing sector size. Funding the project to build a new District V station on land that 
was procured in 2015 would accomplish this. By completing this project, the boundaries of sectors E, F9

, 

and W can be realigned to equally distribute geography and workload." (Id.J. 

Based on the foregoing, the development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of 
time with programmed public facilities shown in the appropriate Capital Improvement Program. 

c. The Planning Director's August 26, 2019 letter acknowledges that the police 
response time test was not applied from January, 2016 through January, 2019. 

As outlined above, the applicant contends that the Planning Board, in making the requisite 
Section 27-528(a)(2) finding, cannot re-test the police response times at the time of specific design plan. 
The reasons for this are adequately briefed herein and will not be repeated.10 Instead, and as indicated 
herein, the Planning Board must rely upon the adequacy tests, findings, and conditions imposed at the 
time the preliminary plan of subdivision was reviewed and approved (since the preliminary plan of 
subdivision is still valid and the specific design plan substantially conforms to said preliminary plan of 
subdivision approval). 

Alarmingly, from January, 2016 through January, 2019, the Planning Department, in reviewing 
every single preliminary plan of subdivision application that was accepted, processed, and presumably 
approved, relied upon police response time data from December, 2015 and earlier, and did not actually 
use data that adhered to the requirements of Section 24-122.0l(e) or CR-78-2005. Instead, because "the 
Police Department was unable to provide monthly data until January, 2019, for the purpose of subdivision 

9 The Timothy Branch development is in F Sector, Beat F7. 

•0 See also Exhibit 14, which is a letter from Mr. Stan Brown, Esq., People's Zoning Counsel, providing his legal 
opinion regarding the application of the response time test under Section 24-122.0l(e) at the time of an SDP 
application. Mr. Brown confirms the applicant's contentions herein. 
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review, the Planning Department staff used the last reported response times of December 2015 
(Exhibit 7). 

" 

In other words, for three (3) years, Staff, just as it did when it administered the police response 
times during its review of SDP-1701-03, either created its own police response time test by failing to 
adhere to the unambiguous language of Section 24-122.0l(e) or based its findings on stale and outdated 
data from 2015. Consequently, and presumably, during its review of any specific design plan application 
that was accepted during that same three (3) year period, Staff either erroneously applied Section 24-
122.0l(e) by re-testing the application for police response times in the first place or created its own test 
based upon stale data from 2015. In either scenario, such an outcome, like Staffs recommendations in 
this pending matter, are erroneous and contrary to law. If nothing, else, this is just another example of the 
systemic problems surrounding the police response time test. 

The police response time test, however, that was conducted at the time of preliminary plan of 
subdivision for this development, as supported by the reconsideration that was approved on April 5, 2012, 
in which the Planning Board heard testimony and received evidence regarding the data collection 
associated with the police response time test for the development - whereby it corrected Finding 14 and 
deleted Condition 41 (PGCPB Resolution No. 10-117(A))-was, possibly for the first time, based upon 
data that was consistent with the test mandated by Section 24-122.0l(e). (See Exhibit 10). Again, 4-
09003 is approved, valid, and governs this development, and SDP-1701-03 is consistent with that 
approval. As such, in making the Section 27-528(a)(2) finding, the Planning Board must indicate that it 
has no other legal authority or power to mandate that the police response time test be conducted or 
mitigation imposed at the time of specific design plan, and that SDP-1701-03 is consistent and in 
conformance with the approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, which governs this 
development. Therefore, the development will be adequately served with existing or programmed public 
facilities. 

m. If Staf rs recommended finding and conditions related to the police response time test is 
adopted by the Planning Board, it will have a chilling effect on all development within 
any comprehensive design zone. 

Given the foregoing, the applicant is very concerned about the long term ramifications that Staff's 
recommended finding and conditions related to the police response time test will have if they are adopted 
by the Planning Board. Such a scenario will create uncertainty in the process and render any preliminary 
plan of subdivision meaningless, or worse, moot. No longer could an applicant, purchaser, financial 
institution/lender, or citizen rely upon the orders of approval and the adequacy 
determinations/caps/tests/conditions made at the time of preliminary plan of subdivision. Instead, 
adequacy tests to determine a projects impact (and the means to address or mitigate those impacts through 
conditions) would be open ended without any certainty or assurances in the process. 

No applicant or lending institution would undertake such an open ended process that would allow 
for the potential - after the preliminary plan of subdivision is approved, which is the mechanism whereby 
all adequacy tests are conducted in Prince George's County- to have its preliminary plan of subdivision 
approval (and the adequacy tests/caps/determinations/conditions established therein) invalidated at the 
time of specific design plan. The net result would bring economic development in the County to a very 
loud halt. Again, preliminary plan of subdivision 4-09003 is approved, valid, and governs the 
development of the Timothy Branch project. Staff's apparent attempt to invalidate that approval and the 
adequacy determinations made therein through the illegal application of the police response time test (or 
any APFO test for that matter) at the time of specific design plan cannot be supported by the Planning 
Board. As stated previously, there is a difference between analyzing the specific design plan against the 
preliminary plan of subdivision (including its conditions) and actually re-testing the development for 
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adequate public facilities anew. The latter, as it relates to the police response time test, is what occurred 
in this case, and as such, Staffs recommendations are erroneous and contrary to law. 

Thus, any Planning Board decision based on the erroneous application of the police response time 
test in making its Section 27-528(a)(2) finding would be reversible error based on illegality or error of 
law.11 

IV. The current police response time test is flawed and results in illogical and unreliable 
conclusions that cannot be used by the Planning Board to accurately determine whether 
any project exceeds the police response time requirements. 

Although not dispositive of the issues and arguments contained herein, and assuming arguendo, 
the applicant feels compelled, in the abundance of caution, to provide the Planning Board with 
supplemental information that supports the conclusion that the current police response time test that is 
administered by the Special Projects Section based on data received from the Police Department is, at 
best, flawed, and at worst, utterly unreliable and not in any way dispositive of whether police response 
times are inadequate. 

As mentioned above, Exhibit 13 is a memorandum, dated August 8, 2019, from the Chief 
Information Officer of the Infonnation Technology Division for the Prince George's County Police 
Department to the Chief of Police. This memorandum seeks to explain the process by which the Police 
Department generates and reports the data to the Planning Department, as required by Section 24-
122.01 ( e )( 1 )(D). The response time data that is currently being utilized by the Special Projects Section to 
frame Staffs recommendations for development applications (which includes the same data relied upon 
by Staff in this pending matter) is provided on the Commission's website.'2 This data absurdly concludes 
that in all eight (8) Police Districts that make up Prince George's County, non-emergency (non-priority) 
calls for service are shorter than emergency (priority) calls for service. See below: 

11 See Exhibit 14. 

12 https://www .mncppc.org/DocumentCenter/V iew/13 873/Police _response_ times_ 2020-03 ?bidld= 
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The following response times reflect the twelve-month rolling average for each Police District, rounded in accordance 

with CR-078'2005. These averages are effective beginning May 2020 and will be updated monthly. 

Average Minute, 
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Priority 8 

Dlllrtctll 

Non-Priority 6 

Priority 9 
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Priority 7 
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Priority 12 

DlmlctVI 

Non-Priority 6 

Priority 9 

DistrfCI VII 

Non-Priority 6 

Prlority 11 

Df&trlCI VIII 
~ 

Non-Priority s 

Priority 7 

This is illogical and is premised upon data collection that does not accurately reflect whether the response 
times in the vicinity of a property proposed for subdivision meet the 25 minute or 10 minute thresholds, 
respectively. Said differently, it is a mistake and clearly a paradox of the data collection process, 
analysis, and adequate public facility reporting by the Police Department to the Planning Board, as non
emergency calls for service cannot not be shorter than emergency calls for service. Any reliance upon 
data that concludes the same is misplaced and erroneous. 

a. There is inconsistency between dispatched calls for service and the types of calls for 
service required to be tested pursuant to Section 24-122.0l(e), which results in 
illogical and unreliable outcomes in the data. 

Neither Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) nor CR-78-2005 provide any guidance, whatsoever, to the 
Police Department on how to actually analyze the data that it is then required to generate so the police 
response time test can be conducted pursuant to Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D). Thus, the Police Department 
has been left to figure it out as they go. Indeed, the Public Safety Dispatch calls for service dispatch on a 
priority scale from 0 - 4, and not on an emergency or non-emergency scale, which is inconsistent with the 
provisions of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) and CR-78-2005. This results in the Police Department, in 
producing the police response time data, to subjectively (and outside the scope of any provision in the 
Code or Guidelines) determine what calls for service are emergency calls and what calls for service are 
non-emergency. This, we know, in 2009 and 2010, previously resulted in the incorrect categorization of 
calls for service, which then incorrectly skewed that data. (See Exhibit 10). 
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In a letter, dated March 5, 2012, to Fern Piret, Planning Director, the Police Department found 
that "certain calls were incorrectly categorized as 'emergency calls for service."' (Exhibit 10). The letter, 
further confirmed the subjective nature of the Police Department's data collection process that frames the 
police response time test - again, to no fault of the Police Department since neither the County Code nor 
the Guidelines provide any guidance - by indicating that the "Department decided that calls with a 
dispatch of Priorty 'E' 13 should be considered emergency calls and that calls with a dispatch Priority of 1, 
2, and 3 should be considered non-emergency calls." (lg_,_). Based on this, the 2009 and 2010 police 
response time data was corrected and represented, likely for the first (and possibly only) time, the most 
accurate data reporting for police response times in District V. 

b. The application of the current response time test in Police District V violates the 
Nollan/Dolan/Koontz Test. 

For almost thirty years, Fifth Amendment takings challenges to adjudicative land-use exactions 
and permit conditions have been governed by the dual Supreme Court cases ofNollan v. California 
Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987), and Dolan v. City of Tigard. 512 U.S. 374 (1994). In Nollan, 
the Supreme Court held that a government could, without paying the compensation, demand an easement 
as a condition for granting a development permit the government was entitled to deny, provided that the 
exaction would substantially advance the same government interest that would furnish a valid ground for 
denial of the permit. The Court further refined that requirement in Dolan, holding that an adjudicative 
exaction requiring dedication of private property must also be "'roughly proportional' . . . both in nature 
and extent to the impact of the proposed development." However, Nollan and Dolan involved the 
dedication of real property interests. In Koontz v. St. Johns River Water Management District, 570 U.S. 
595 (2013), the Court held that "the government's demand for property from a land-use permit applicant 
must satisfy the requirements ofNollan and Dolan even when the government denies the permit and even 
when its demand is for money." 

In this instance, Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(D) requires the Police Chief to send police response 
times in the "vicinity of the property that is proposed for subdivision." "Vicinity" is defined as the 
"surrounding area; neighborhood; or the quality or state of being near - proximity."14 However, as the 
police response time test is administered, ''vicinity" has been deemed to mean the entire police district. In 
this instance, Police District V is approximately 167 square miles. (See Exhibit 12.a. and Exhibit 16). 
This far exceeds any reasonable definition or application of "vicinity," and results in any demand for 
money based upon an analysis of the same being in violation of the jurisprudence of Nollan, Dollan, and 
Koontz since there is neither a nexus nor proportionality to the demand for money. 

c. The police response time test utilizes the calls for service within the entire Police 
District, and because Police District Vis approximately 167 square miles, including 
significant rural areas, the requirement of a blanket, county-wide, test is illogical 
and results in an inaccurate gauge of police response times. 

13 Based on the new PSC Law Section Dispatch Policy, Priority "E" calls for service are now "O" calls for service. 
Although a copy of the current Dispatch Policy was requested, a copy was not provided. Undersigned counsel, 
however, based upon correspondences with the Police Department in response to an MPIA request, understands that 
this contention is accurate. 

14 https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/vicinity 
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As acknowledged in the August 8, 2019 memorandum to the Chief of Police, "[t]raveling 
distance may provide the most accurate correlating evidence when seeking to address response times." 
(Exhibit 13). The memorandum includes a graph entitled "Square Mile by Sectors," which 
disproportionally shows that officers in F Sector15 routinely must drive much farther than officers 
working in all other Sectors throughout the County. Thus, "meaning a longer time to arrive after being 
dispatched." (lg,). 

The net outcome of the August 8, 2019 memorandum is that the Chief Information Office 
concluded that the "County Code Section 24-122[.01] (sic) is antiquated and should be updated with a 
more accurate gauge of response times .... " In essence, and putting aside the fact that the neither the 
Police Department nor the Planning Department accurately administered the police response time test for 
three (3) years, the facts support the conclusions reached in the August 8, 2019 memorandum, that the 
current police response time test is inaccurate, antiquated, and outdated. It simply does not provide, by 
any sense of the word, an accurate gauge of police response times. 

Therefore, this applicant cannot now be required, at the time of its development application (in 
this case its application for a specific design plan), to be saddled with having to resolve a problem with 
the police response time test in the area for which he is no more responsible for, given that the test itself is 
flawed, antiquated, and an inaccurate gauge of response time adequacy, then other developments already 
built. 

V. Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, and in reliance upon all of the exhibits attached hereto, the applicant 
contends that Staff's recommended finding(s) and conditions regarding the police response time test in 
Section 24-122.0l(e) and CR-78-2005 is unsupported in law and illegal since the Planning Board lacks 
any legal authority to either re-test the development or impose mitigation at the time of SDP-1701-03. 
Since administrative agencies derive all of its authority and power from the enabling statutes that govern 
them, agencies have no powers beyond those that have been conferred upon them by statutes. 
Consequently, the authority granted to the Planning Board to apply the response time test and impose 
mitigation if the test is not met is limited to the Planning Board's authority to approve a preliminary plan 
of subdivision, not approve a specific design plan. Staff's attempt to conflate a new adequacy test for 
response times and impose a mitigation agreement at the time of specific design plan (i) contradicts and 
violates the plain and exclusive authority granted to the Planning Board at the time of preliminary plan of 
subdivision; (ii) exceeds the authority and power granted to it under the enabling statutes that govern the 
Planning Board pursuant to the Land Use Article and Subtitle 24 of the County Code, and (iii) is 
inconsistent with the long and established application of such statutes. 

Thus, as it relates to the police response time issue, the Planning Board, in making its Section 27-
528(a)(2) determination, should find as follows: 

Regarding police facilities and response times, Subtitle 24 of the County 
Code provides the only authority for the Planning Board to test adequate 
police facilities. The property is governed by an approved and valid 
preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, and at the time of preliminary 
plan, the development was tested and met all of the requirements for 
adequate public facilities, including police response t ime testing. The 
Planning Board's powers and authority to test police response times and 
require a mitigation agreement is set forth in Section 24-

15 F Sector is all of Police District V, or another way of saying it, all of Police District Vis F Sector. 
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122.0l(e)(l)(D)(2) and Section 24-122.0l(e)(2) of the Subdivision 
Regulations and in the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 
Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure" (adopted with CR-78-2005), 
which states that the police response time test shall be conducted at the 
time an application for a preliminary plan of subdivision is accepted, and 
any mitigation agreement required therein may only be applied to 
approve a preliminary plan of subdivision. The Planning Board has no 
other legal authority or power to require the police response time test or 
mandate mitigation at the time of SDP under State or County law. SDP-
1701-03 is consistent and in conformance with the approved and valid 
preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, which governs this 
development. Moreover, the adopted FY 21 Budget includes funding for 
a new District V Police Station (CIP No.: 3.50.0002) to better serve the 
area. As such, the development will be adequately served with existing 
or programmed public facilities. 

Page_Jl8 

(Exhibit 2). Based upon this finding, and for the reasons provided herein, Staff's recommended 
Conditions l .g. and 4 must be deleted. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Matthew C. Tedesco 
Attorney for the Applicant 
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Project Photos 
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Looking south on Mattawornan Drive (A-63) 

Looking east from Mattawornan Drive at its intersection with Lord Stirling Lane 

2 
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Looking west at the intersection of Lord Stirling Lane and Huntt's Farm Road 

Looking NE at the intersection of Lord Stirling Lane and Huntt's Farm Road 

3 
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Looking west at the intersection of Graham Patrick A venue and Grace Kellen A venue 

Looking west along Graham Patrick Avenue 

4 
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Looking east at the intersection ofHuntt's Fann Road and Graham Patrick Avenue 

Looking north along Grace Kellen A venue 

5 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   31 of 300

RM2 

E 

s 

6 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   32 of 300

Looking NE at the intersection of East Branch Drive and Fords Delight Lane 

Looking north on East Branch Drive 

7 
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Looking west on East Branch Drive 

8 
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Looking NE at the intersection of Fords delight Lane and Weedon Way 

9 
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Looking south on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) - road construction continuing south to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive 
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Applicant's Proposed Revised 
Finding & Conditions 
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Timothy Branch 
SDP-1701-03 

* * * * * * * * * 

Applicant 's Proposed Amended Finding: 

* * * * * * * * * 

8. Prince George's County Zoning Ordinance: The subject application has been reviewed for 
compliance with the requirements in the R-M and M-1-0 Zones of the Zoning Ordinance. 
Since no development is proposed within the L-A-C Zone portion of the property by this 
SOP amendment, conformance with those requirements is not required at this time. 

* * * * * * * * * 

(2) The development will be adequately served within a reasonable period of 
time with existing or programmed public facilities either shown in the 
appropriate Capital Improvement Program, provided as part of the private 
development or, where authorized pursuant to Section 24 124( a) (8) of the 
County Subdivision Regulations, participation by the developer in a road club; 

The subject property of the Villages at Timothy Branch is governed by an approved and 
valid PPS, 4-09003, that meets the adequacy test for the required transportation facilities 
serving this development through conditioned traffic improvements and contribution to the 
Brandywine Road Club. In addition, the development will be served with adequate public 
facilities including water, sewer, schools, and fire and rescue services. 

The response time standards established by Section 24 122.0l(e) of the Prince George's 
County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for emergency calls (priority) and 25 minutes 
for non emergency calls (non priority). The test is applied on the date the application is 
accepted, or within the three monthly cycles foHovling acceptance, pursuant to Section 24 
122.01(e)(2). The specified criteria must be met in one of the four cycles or mitigation ,,.,,m 
he required. The times are based oA a rolling average fer tho pH~wrung 12 months. The SDP 
r1,1as accepted for processing by the Planning Department on April 6, 2020. The response 
t-ime staRdards of 10 miootes for priority cans failed at aEEeptance, and-the felle1NiRg Ha;y 
cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non priority calls. 

l',s such, the development will not be served by adequate public facilities (for police 
emergency service only) and a public safety mitigation agreement is required, and 
associated fee must be contributed, as conditioned herein. 

Regarding pohce faciht1es and response times, Subtitle 24 of the County Code provides the 
only authority for the Planning Board to test adequate police facilities. The property is 
governed by an approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision, 4-09003, and at the 
time of preliminary plan, the development was tested and met all of the requirements for 
adequate pubhc facilities, includmg police response time testmg. The Planning Board's 
powers and authority to test pohce response times and require a mitigation agreement is 
set forth in Section 24-122.01(e)(1)(D)(2) and Section 24-122.01(e)(2) of the Subdivision 
Regulations and in the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilit ies: Public 

1 
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Safety Infrastructure" (adopted with CR-78-2005) . which states that the police response 
time test shall be conducted at the time an application for a preliminary plan of subdivision 
is accepted. and any mitigation agreement required therein may only be applied to approve 
a preliminary plan of subdivision. The Planning Board has no other legal authority or 
power to regmre the police response time test or mandate mitigation at the time of SDP 
under State or County law. SDP-1701-03 is consistent and in conformance with the 
approved and valid preliminary plan of subdivision. 4-09003. which governs this 
development. Moreover. the adopted FY 21 Budget includes funding for a new District V 
Police Station (CIP No.: 3.50.0002) to better serve the area. As such. the development will 
be adequately served with existing or programmed public facilities. 

* * * * * * * * * 
Applicant's Proposed Amended Conditions: 

RECOMMENDATION 

Based upon the foregoing evaluation and analysis, the Urban Design staff recommends that 
the Planning Board adopt the findings of this report and APPROVE Specific Design Plan SDP-1701-
03 and Type 2 Tree Conservation Plan TCP2-068-93-05 for Timothy Branch, subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the applicant shall provide the 
following information and/or revise the site plan to provide the following: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

Show a sidewalk connection along the east side of Ring Hoyr se Road, 
extending from Lot 1 to the sidewalk along General Maxwell Drive, for a 
continuous pedestrian connection. 

Identify the townhouse and single-family dwelling lots in need of noise 
mitigation measures on the SDP. 

Revise the exterior light detail provided and add the following note to the 
SDP: "All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to 
reduce glare and light spill-over." 

Provide seven shade trees within Parcel A, Block Q open space to provide 
relief to the playground and portions of the open field. 

Revise the photometric plan to show sufficient lighting within the alleys as 
provided on the SDP. 

The applicant shall enter and submit a ratified Public Safety Mitigation Fee 
agreement with the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission Prince George's County Planning Department for 251 d1A'ellings, 
in accordance with the Guidelines for the Mitigation of.A.dequate Public 
Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure (Prince George's County Council 
Resolution CR 078 200!i). 

Update the Development Data Summary to correctly reflect a total of 250 
dwelling units and 124 single-family detached units 

2 
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KEY: 

2. Prior to certification of the specific design plan (SDP), the Type 2 tree conservation 
plan (TCP2) shall be revised, as follows: 

3. 

4. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Fully delineate and label the required 40-foot-wide scenic easement on the 
frontage of MD 381 (Brandywine Road). 

Include all recommended noise barriers proposed for RM-3 and RM-4 with 
SDP-1701-03 on the plan. To provide a 5 foot maintenance access easement 
along the back of all lots that are adjacent to, all noise barriers shall be 
setback 5 feet from the lot line, and any woodland conservation areas shall 
be set back 10 feet from a noise barrier. 

The top and bottom elevation of noise buffers shall be shown on the plan. 

All woodland conservation less than 50 feet in width shall be eliminated as 
woodland conservation or revised to meet the minimum design criteria for 
width. 

e. Revise the General N ates if necessary, to reflect the current TCP2 revision. 

f. Revise the plan as necessary to be consistent with the SDP. 

g. Add an Owner's Awareness Certificate to the cover sheet. 

h. After all required revisions are made, revise the woodland conservation 
worksheet to correctly reflect the woodland conservation required and 
fulfilled for the site. 

i. Have the revised plan signed and dated by Qualified Professional who 
prepared it. 

Prior to the approval of the first building permit for RM-3 -aHG QI RM-4, all 
afforestation/reforestation planting, permanent tree protection fencing, and signage 
within that development pod shall be installed and completed. 

Prior to the approval of a grading permit for the deJJelopment, a Public Safety 
Mitigation Fee shall be paid in the amount of $1,246,968 ($4,968 J( 251 dwelling 
uoits). Notwithstaeding the number of dwelling uoits and the total fee payments 
noted in this conditioo, the final number of dwelling units shall be as approved by 
the Prince George's County PlanningBoard and the to·tal fee payment shall be 
determined by multiplying the total dwelling unit oumber by the per unit factor 
noted above. The per uHit factor of$4,968 is subject to adjustment on an annual 
basis in accordance with the percentage cha0ge in the Consumer Price Index for AU 
Urban Cons1:1mers. The actual fee to be paid •.vill depend 1:1pon the rar the grading 
permit is iss1:1ed. 

Underline indicates language added to findings/conditions; 
Strikethrough indicates language deleted from findings/conditions; 
Asterisks *** indicate intervening existing fmdings/conditions that remain unchanged. 

3 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GBOPGE'S COUNTY, HARYL~ND 

Legislative session _ _ _ ___ __ ----::1~9~8~9,__ ______ _ 

Bill No. 
CD-100-1989 

116 
Chapter No. 

Proposed and Presented by The Cl:a1nnan (by requ~M-NCPPC) 

Introduced by _....,c~a~un~c~1~lc.....-M~e~m~be~r~s:-..:C~a_s~t~a~ld_l~,'-"-B~e~l_l~•-C~a_s~u~l~a~,_M_i~l~l~s~•-
W1ne1 and and Peiitierlon 

Co-Spon■ora - - - ~CO:!Ml~c~l~l.,J:!!.§!!!!:~eur_.!.!H~e~rl.!.-_ _ _ _______ _ 

Date of Introduction October 17 1 1989 

1 SUBDIVISION BILL 

1 

l 

l 

1 

l !!i 

l 

17 

l 

19 

2 

21 

2 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

AN ~CT concerning 

~dequacy of Public Facilities 

FOR the purpose of amending the findings the Planning Board must 

make i n order to determine the adequacy of certain public 

facilities and revising exemption and procedural requirements. 

BY adding: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

section 24-122.1, 

The Prince George's county Code 

( 1987 Edition). 

BY repealing and reenacting with amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

sections 24-lDl(b), 

24-103(b), 

:Z4-l04, 

24-107, 

24-108, 

24-111, 

. . 

- .... -._...,._ ..... 
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12 

13 

14 

15 
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1 
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24-112(e), 

24-ll6(b). 

24-119(d), 

?.4-120, 

24-122 , end 

24-124, 

The Prince George's County Code 

CB-100-1989 
DR•3 

(1987 Edition, ae amended by CB- 60-1989). 

SECTlON l. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince 

George' ■ County, Maryland, that Section 24-122.l be and the same 

is hereby added to the Prince George's County Code 88 follows: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS . 

DXVIBION 3. REQUIREMENTS: PLANNING, DESIGN, 

AND PUBLIC FACILITIES. 

sec. l4•122.1 . Adequacy of public faciliti•~ 

(8) The Planning Board may not approve a subdivision plat i 

it finds that adequate public facilities do not exist or are not 

programmed for the area within which the proposed subdivision is 

located, as defined in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of 

Development Impact on Fire end Rescue Facilities,""Guidelines for 

the Analysis of Development Impact on Police Facilities" end 

"Guideline& for the Analysis of the Traffic Impact of Oevelopmen~ 

Proposals." The Ple.nning Board shell require adequate public 

facilities, as provided in this Section and in Division 4 of thi~ 

Subtitle . 

~E~ sewera,11e. 

( 1) The location of the property within __ the appropria~~ 
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service area of the Tan Year Water and Sewera_g_e Plan ia deemed 

aufficiant~•nce of the inuaeJll..!!• ...2!:...R.!!lnnod avail,,bility of 

public water a~weraga tor preliminary or final plu: approval. 

1£.L_~ i Ce f a-2..ll.! t !.!.!..!._ 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approve~ 

I 

(A) The population and/or employees generatu~ j 

... oroeoa•• ■ubdiv<&i~ •t oo•.!L!!c~f •h• erneo--• eubdivieionl 

will not exceed the service capacity of existing police staticna 

aa determined b th~nning Board in the "Guidelines for the 

Analysia of Development Impact on Police -;::-l~~~e I 
8Jllanded fr0111 time to ti'1!!l......!:?~ 

(!I An adoquata pol!~ fac111t, availeblo to oerv~ 

the population and/or employees generated by the propoaed 

subdivision haa bean programmed with one ~d percent (lOOt ) o 

the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within i 
the ~Joptad count Ca ital Improvement Pro ra.!!!.....!!!. determinad ~ e 

the "Guidelines"; or 

(c ; That improvements £a r ticipated__!!L,o~ l!!!J? 

the subdivider will allevjate any inadequacy as determined under 

the "Guidelines." 

(d) Fire and rescue facilities, 

(l) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by j 

.:.t=-.:h.:.e__..p'-=r""o"'po=s=-e=-d"'--'s=-u=-b=d-==i-'v-=i;.;:a:..:i=-:oe.:nc;....;a=-t-=--e=a-=c-'-'h'--=e;.;:t;.;:a:.ag._,e:;._:o=-f=---t~h'-"e=-...,;;;propose~ d i..Y!!!!._niJ 

ill! be within the ade~ ~r.!K!!__ a t!!.!!._of the nearest fire and 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   46 of 300

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

, ... 
-4- CB-100-1989 

DR-3 

rescue station( &) e ~ termined by the Plannil}2_J!.O~ i ~ 

~1~~~• Anal sis~ Development~ ct on Fire and 

Rescue Fecili!.!.!.!_'~ ~ be a1ner,ded from t.!!!!.!. t ~ me; or 

1!' An adeqt!.!!!__fire and rescue etation(s) 

available to ser~~ulation and/ or employeoe genera~ed by 

t l!,,e p ropo .. ed i:·1bdivision h~ e.!!!l..Rr 9irammed w!!h...,p~un~ 

rcent , 1001 oLJ:he ax ~t~ for the construe.!!£!:! ..2L..!.u~ 

facilit within the adop t ~ ount Cep i ~ mprovement ProQr l!!!L..!.._B 

1

: 

determined under the "Guidelines"; or 

(C) That improvements particiRai!!JL!!i or funded b~ 

the subdivider will alleviaJ:!L!l& ..!.!!adeq u!ELa !t.J!!!.t ~ nsd under 

the "Guidelines." 

SECTION 2 . BE IT FURTHER ENACTED by the County Council of 

Prince George's County, Maryland, that Sections 24-lOl(b), 24-

l03(b), 24-104, 24- 107, 24-108, 24- 111 , 24-112(e), 24-ll6(b} , 24-

119(d), 24-120, 24- 122, and 24-124 of the Prince George 's County 

Code be and the same are hereby repealod end reenacted with the 

following amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS . 

DIVISION 1 . GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Rubdivision 1. Definitiona. 

Sec . 24-101, Definitions . 

(b) ~he following terms used in this Subtitle are defined a 

follows: 

* * * * * * * * 

Outlot: A pie c e or parce l o f lend that r e mains within 

subdivision but whlc h doe s not meet the minimum requi rements of 

I 

I 
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th• Zoning Ordinance tor a buildable lot and is, therefo re, not 

usable as a ldgal building site. 

p l at w~o_!!!~ t Meet the re~~~ 
ot this Subtitle for 

adequate public faciliti•• and is, therefore , not uaab~! 

1 al bui ~di~g a.!!!.:. 

• • • • • • • 

Sec . 24-103. 

Subdivi■ion
 2. General Requirement■

• 

Policy. 

I 

(b) Land to be subdivided shall be of such character 

can be used safely for building purposes without danger to 

that 1J 
health,! 

safetyL and welfare. Land shall not be subdivided until needed 

public facilities are available, or Aill be made available in the 

foreseeable future, and proper proviaion has been made for capital 

i111provement11, suet. as 11choole, olice facilit! ea , f ~!t..E~ 

facilities, parks, recreational facilities, transportation 

facilities, and other improvements. 

Sec. 24-104 . Purpo■ea. 

(a) The purposes of this Subtitle are 6~ follows: 

• • • • • • • * • • 

(3) To facilitate public and priv&te actio~3 in order 

to provide adequate and efficient transportation, water and 

sewerage facilities, schools, parks, playgrounds , recreation, 

lice facilitie11L fire and rescue facilities, and other public 

facilities; 

• * 
... * 

,. • • 

Sec . 24-107. Jurisdiction. 

j 
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• 

(c) The following shall be exempt from the requirement of 

filing a subdivision plat, e~cept for land within a Chesapeake Bayi 

Critical Area Overlay Zone: 

(1) Partition through action of a [proceedings in) 

court of competent jurisdiction unless or until development of 

8 land ie proposed for any use other than single-family detached 

dwellings and uses accessory thereto: 

l 
(2) The division of land and distribution, in kind, to 

11 the heirs upon the distribution of an estate unless or until 

1 2 development of the land is proposed for any use other than one 

l j family detached dwellings and uses accessory thereto; 

1 

15 

l 

(3) A conveyance of [one (ll or more acres] one-half 

(1/2) acre or more to a eon or daughter or lineal descendant of 

the grantor from a tract retaining five (5) or more acres[;] , 

provided that any lot so created shall be used solely for a one-

l family detached dwelling and uses accessory thereto and is in 

19 compliance with the provisions of the Zoning Ordinance as 

20 described in Section 24-107(d) ; 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

{4) A conveyance to a public utility for transmission 

line purposes; 

[(4)] ill A conveyance to a governmental agency for 

public use; 

[(5) A deed establishing a disputed or undetermined 

boundary line; 

(6) A conveyance of twenty (20) acres or more from a 

tract retaining at least twe ntJ (20) acres; 
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(?)] ill A conveyance of property used exclusively for 

agricultural purposes which, at the time of conveyance, is 

assessed as agricultural land; 

((8)] ffi Any subdivision of l.!__~~ by deed of a lot prior, 

t o January 1, 1982 [;) provided: 

iA) the proposed uea is for a single-t•mily 

detached dwelling and uses acceaeory thereto; or 

(B) the total development propoaed for the 

eub<liviaion does not exceed five thousand (5,000) square teat of 

groaa floor area: or 

I 

I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

(C) tha development proposed ia in addition toj 
I 

a development in existence prior to January !..,__!fillO and does not 

exceed five thousand (5 1 000) square feet of gross floor area; or 

ill_the development of IQOre than five 

thousand (3,000) sguare feet of gross floor area, which 

constitutes at least ten percent (101) of the total area of the 

site, has been constructed pursuant to a buildimJ p ermit ~o 

or before December 31 , 1991. 

[{9)1 ill A resubdivision to correct a drafting or 

engineering error for property whic)-. is not the s ubject o f a 

r ecord plat; 

[(10) The incorporation of an outlet into an adjoining 

lot for property which i s not the subject of a record plat; 

(11)] ill The aalB or exchange of land between adjoinin 

property owners t o adjust common boundary lines, provided that no 

additional lots are c r eated, for property which is not the subjec 

of a record plat; 
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!..!9_L A conveyan_£~- i:!'&ul tin from foreclosure 

proceedings or trustees' sales urau~nt to a deed of trust or 

mortgage, deeds in lieu of foreclosure, trustees' deeds and final 

decrees of foreclosure. For purposea of this Subtitle, the 

execution and/ or recordation of a dead of trust or ~ortg.!!_g.!_sha.!_! 

not constitute a conveyance of property. 

[(12) Deads of trust, mortgages, foreclosure 

proceedings, trustaeo' sales pursuant to mortgages and deetls of 

trust, deeds in lieu of forclosura, trustees' deeds , and tJnal 

decrees of foreclosure.] 

• ,. ,. ,. * 

sac . Prali•inary plat exe~ption■• I 24-108. 

(a) A final plat moy be filed with the Planning Director and 

treated as a minor subdivision for which no preliminary plat is 

required in the following instances: 

* * • • • • * .. 
(3) t he sale or exchange of land between adjoining 

property owners to adjust common boundary lines [which are part o f 

a record plat] or consolidate lots, provided that in no case shall 

additional lots be created(, or to allow for the adjustment or 

consolidation wit hin an industrial or commercial subdivision in 

response to market forces] and that all properties are the subj ec 

of a record plat. 

Sac. 24-111. Resubdivision of land. 

• * 
.,. .. .. .. • • ,. 

(c) A final plat of subdivision approved prior to October 

27, 1970 shall be resubdivided rior to the issuance of e buildin 
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i!J_t:he propoaed use is for a single-family detached 

dwelling(s) and uses accesaor thereto; or 

(2) the total development proposed fo£_~ he final plat 

doea not exceed five thoua~nd (5,000) sguare feet of gross floor 

~3~~t~h_e development proposed is in addition to~ 

develol)lllent in axJstence prior to January 1, 1990 and does not 

exceed five thousand (5 , 000) square feet of gross floor area; or 

i!l the development of more than five thousand (5,000) 

square feet of gross floor area, which constitutes at leaat ten 

percent (101) of the total area of the site , has been constructed 

pursuant to a building pe:r .,,i t issued on or before December 31, 

If for the purpose o~ reaubdivision, the recorded final plat is 

submitted without modifications , the Planning Board shall approve 

the resubdivision as submitted if it finds that ade uate ublic 

facilities exist or are programmed for the area within which the 

subdivision is located, as defined in Division 3 of this Subtitle . 

If the recorded final plat is submitted with modifications, the 

Planning Board may approve the resubdivision in accordance with 

subsection (a) or (bl, above. 

Sec . 24-lll . Vacation of plata . 

(e) Generally, the Planning Board shall not vacate any 

subdivision which has dedicated rights=of=way to public use or 

denicated rights-of-way or easements for any public utility, storm 

drainage course, floodplain, [or] public access roadway~ 
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,., 

{b) Commit~ee Membership . The Comml ttee shall ue composed 

of repres enta tives from tho following agenc.:.es, <l '>partments, and ' 

offices: the Planning Department, the Department of Parks and 

Recreation, the Police_~~artment, the Department of Public Works 

and Transportation, the Washington Suburban San itary Commission , 

the Department of Environmental Resources, the Fire Department, 

the State Highway Administr ation, ( t he Department of Program 

Planning and Economic Development,) the Soil Conservation 

D~str i ct, and, whe n appropriate , the Health Department, the 

Historic Preservation Commisston, a nd the Board of Education. 

Sec . 24-119. Procedures for major aubdivisiona . 

(d} Preliminary Plat. The subdi vider shall present a 

preliminary plat to the Planning Department, accompanied by a 

check or mone y order made payable to the Maryland-National Capita l! 

Pa:k and~Plann: ng Co: missi:n, co:ering.,, the £: ling :ee. * * I 
( 6) An approv ed preliminary plat of sub~ iOE 

£P~tin o~ re thal!....!_ouE_hundred_ (.!_00.L!_e ~ n ~ y zoned 

lot.s or more than one hundred and f i!.1i_ ( 150} g ross acros of 

comme r c ia.l!l'-.f!!.._~tri al l ~ '!!.!!.._l and QLl_a ~ e ~ a~Q!'. 

~.n!!!li ~ i il_uses in en~ CD~ or M:.!.:.! Zone ~ ich haa.....!.......s taj ing 

eia~ti.!..!.!. remain val!f! for aix (6) years from the date o :L.!.!s 

_!l!P.roval , unless...J!.!_tensione of the vali~_~i£(! ~ ~~granted ~ 
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!_A ! 1\11 eK I P.IIBJ cm o( ur, t o two ( 2) years J.!9!!! 

the 8Xfil ra.!J:9n __ ot an appn>v<'<l l'ro l l1n l 11,11y plot n r any e1<tlU!!)_i_Qf! 

.. hereof ml\~ be _ll!en ted by th<, Plonn ing Boor<! pr ovlded : 

! l _) publl v l1tfra1; l ruc l u re wh lch _!'as 

~ r~ ad t~~ _\ he £!A'-'&lop1:1r' e rcHponnihl l I ty J n accor~_ance witl 

the requirement& of __ ~E!c tl o!) 24-122 . 1 and '.:ectlon 24-1_24 h~~ 

£2_nstru~ ~ tha__!!!_.,,el_oper in c .dor to acc ommodate a l l at_~g_•a ol 

:t~e~ en1:l_o r 

U i ) the d~ve loper ha,;i bt,en pr~c!_e~i..!!a._l_'] 

a dili51ent mar~ r - to _q£>!!)ElY with t _he at-itg i ng p l an and t-~_!_ t:,een 

unabl~ _.!.!!!9u gh __ng f~ ul ~-- '?!- _!_ho_ dovaloper, t o complct o pe_ve_lO_E!!!'::'~ 

within the timeframe SIJOCified; _o r : 
i!.!1 } ____ t h_o _st31g1 i::i.9 pl an can!1ot _ pa met as , 

result of government failure to extend __ naceasar::t -~•Fyicee or I 
i.!l!E!l~c~ ~ 

Sec. 24-120. Document■ required for major subdivi sion■• I 

(a) Preliminary Plats . The subdivider shall present t o tha l 

Planning Department a repro ducible preliminary plat prepared by a ! 

re~istered surveyor, If the prel i minary plat has bee n prepared b 

a Property Line Surveyor, the horizontal loc ation o f all r ight- of 

way lines, as shown on the p lat, shall be c ertified by either a 

Professional Land Surveyor o r a Profes sio na l Eng ineer. 

rre ferably, t he plat shall be pre pared at a s c ale o f one (1) inch 

equal s o ne hundred ( 100) feet. The following infor ma t i o n sha ll b 

shown : 

* .. * * .. 
illJ_ Vicini U(__!!!.!E__!!howing location of property end 
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~ting police and fire and rescue fac ilities within the area; 

{(19)) ~ Tax map number and grid; 

[(20)) i1!J. Such additional information as may be 

needed to show compliance with the optional approaches described 

in Division 6 . 

( b) Final Plat. 

* • • • • • * • • 

(3) Where a recreational facilities a g r eement is 

required by the Planning Board as part of, or in lieu of, 

mandatory dedication or [because) where a recreational facility 

and/ or other public fa~ is propo~ed by the applicant ea an 

integral part of the subdivision, such agreement shall be filed 

among the County land records and the Liber and Folio citation 

shall be shown on the final plat . 

* • • • * 

D1VISION 3 . REQUIREHEN,TS : PLANN1NG, DES1GN , AND 

PUBLIC FACILITIES . 

Sec . 2 4-122 . Publi c facilities requirements . 

* 

(a) [The Planning Board shall not approve a subdivision plat 

if it finds that adequate public facilities and services do not 

exist or arB not programmed for the area within which the propose 

subdivision is locate d. 

(1) The l ocation of t he pro perty within the appropriat 

service area of the Ten Year Water and Sewerage Plan is deemed 

sufficient evidenc e of the immedi a te o r planned availability of 

public water and sewerage for preliminary plat appro val . 

I 

(2) The l ocatio n of the property Wi L .. in the appropriate 
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I 

I 
servic e area of the Ten Year water and sewerage Plan is deemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of 

public water and sewerage for final plat approval . 

( 3) Utilities . ] When utility easements are required 

a public utility company, the subdivider shall include the 

following statement in the dedication documents: Utility 

J 

easements are granted pursuant to the declaration recorded among 

the County Land Record~ in Liber 3703 at Folio 748. 

I 
I 
I 

((4) The Planning Board shall require adequate r o ads, 

provided in Division 4.) 

as 

((5)) ill Land for public facilities shown on the 

General Plan , functional master plans and/or area master plans , 

and watershed plans shall be reserved, dedicated , or otherwise 

provided for . 

( ( 6)) 1£2. Stormwater management facilities, existing o 

proposed as part of the development , s hall have suff icient 

capacity to convey surface water runo ff . 

DIVISION 4 . REQUIREMENTS: TRANSPORTATION AND 

CIRCULATION . 

Sec . 24-124. Adequate roada required. 

(a) Before any pre liminary plat may b e approved, t he 

Planning Board shall find that: 

(1) There wi l l b e adequate access r oads available to 

serve traffi c whic h would be generated by the proposed 

subdivision, or there is a pro pos al for suc h roads on (a] an 

adopted and approved master plan and construc~ion scheduled with 

one hundred percent ( 10Q!l_~~o~Y£!_i~ unds allocateJ! 
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within [inl the adopted [current] County Capital Improvement 

Program and/or within the current State Consolidated 

Transportation Program; and 

(2) That the traffic generated by the proposed 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 'l' 

1 

19 

2 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2'P 

subdivision will not reduce the peak hour service level at [the 

nearest) major intersections and on major roadways within the 

established study area below the minimum peak hour 6ervice levels 

adopted by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the Analysis 

of the Traffic Impact of Development Proposals", as may be amended 

from time to time; or 

(3) That roadway improvements or trip reduction 

programs participated in or funded by the subdivider will 

alleviate any inadequacy as determined under the "Guidelines," 

SECTION 3. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that on or before January 

15, 1990, the Planning Board shall develop proposed legislation 

and guidelines which define and address mitigation of traffic 

impacts that may be appropriate und~r certain circumstances. 

SECTION 4. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Act shall take 

effect on the day it becomes law. 

Adopted this ill!! day of November, 1989. 

COUN'l'Y COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S GOUNTY, MARYLAND 

BY ! 
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ATTEST: 

DATE: December 19, 1989 

EFFECTIVE1 DECEMBER 19, 1989 

KEY: 

APPROVED : 

BY: f ,._;,. tJ . Al-!-- .l 
Parris N. Glendening 
County Executive 

Underscoring indicates language added to existing law . 
[Brackets] indicate language deleted from existing law. 
Asterisks *** indicate intervening existing Code provisions 

that remain unchanged. 

j 
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A G E N D A l'. TE M SUMMARY 
Reference No: CB- 100-1989 (DR-3) 

Meeting Date: November 28, 1989 

Requeator: Chairman (by 
request -- MNCPPC) P r i n c e 

C o u n t y 

G e o r g e I a 

C D \1 n C i 1 

Item Title: An act for the purpose of amending the findings the 

Planning Board must make ( during review of subdivision 

proposals) in order to determine the adequacy of certain 

public facilities, and revising exemption and procedural 

requirements. 

Date Presented 
Coaaittee Referral 
Date Introduced 
Pub. Hearing Date 

6/13/89 Enactment 

P&Z 7/12; cow 10/11 Other Council 
---'----,1~0~/~1~7~/~8~9::-"-~ Action 

11/28/89 Date 

LEGl'.SLATl'.VE Hl'.STORY 

11/28/89 

11/28/89 - Enacted, as amended. 8-1 vote (Aye: Bell, Castaldi, 

Casula, Cicoria, Herl, Mills, Pemberton and Wineland; Nay: Wilson). 

COMMI'l"l'EE OF THE WHOLE REPORT Date: October 11, 1989 

Committee Vote: Favorable as amended 5-0 

(In Favor: Bell, Castaldi , Casula, Herl, Wineland) 

Warren Kahle, Council Planning Coordinator, noted that the Planning 

and Zoning Committee had ,·eviewed Council Bille 76, 77 , and 100 at 

its meeting on July 12 And had concluded that a Study Group should be 

formed to go over the testimony received, attempt to reach a 

consensus, and advise the Council of their recommendations. The 

report of the Study Group was to be made directly to the Committee of 

the Whole. The Study Group, appointed by Council Member Castaldi, 

was co-chaired by Frank Derro (MNCPPC) and Warren Kahle (Council 

staff) and consisted of Fern Piret (County Executive's office), 

Thomas Haller (Chamber of Commerce), James Soltesz (SMBIA), James 

Cronk (City of Bowie), end Dorothy Troutman (community 

representative) . 

The Study Group's report which was circulated to the Council on 

October 6, was reviewed item by item. Alan Hirsch of the MNCPPC 

staff covered the rationale for the proposed revisio ns to Sec tion 24-

107 (the listing of situations which would be exempt from the 

Resource 

Drafter: Personnel: Warran Kahle 
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requirement of filing a preliminary plat of subdivision and thus 

would be exempt from the review to d,,termine whether public 

facilities were adequate). 

Fern Piret highlighted the rationale for allowing a six year validity 

period for approved preliminary plats for large subdi•tisions ( 1. e. , 

those with more than 400 residential lots or more than 150 acres of 

conunercial or industrial land, or non-residential land in a CDZ or 

MXT Zone). An unlimited number of two-year extension periods could 

thereafter be granted by the Planning Board under certain 

circumstances. Her memo, attached to the Study Group report, 

presents this point of view more fully. 

Frank Derro noted that the Study Group had recommended deletion of 

police and rescue facilities from the adequacy review inasmuch as 

they relate more to operational (manpower) demands, which are funded 

from the annual operating budget, rather than facility requirements, 

which are funded in the capital improvement program. 

Mr. Perro also desc~ibed the current procedure for determining 

transportation adequacy in conjunction with review of development 

proposals. He contrasted this with the revised process proposed in 

CB-100-1989, which represents a significant tightening of thA 

findings requir~d by the Planning Board in determining when a road 

project ia "programmed". The new approach (per CB-100 allows the 

Planning Board to consider (a) additional road intersections (not 

simply the nearest critical intersection as is the current practice) 

(bl major road links, (cl previously approved preliminary plats (d) 

final plats and recorded plats, and (el through trips on major routes 

(including a growth factor). 

Pavid Goode, Council Administrator, then presented Council staff 

raoommandations, dated October ll, regarding implementation of the 

Council's September 13 policy statement on public facility adequacy. 

Following discussion, the Coun,::il approved the revisions proposed by 

the Study Group to Section 24-107 (Jurisdiction or "exemptions") , 

except for (c)(7) which staff was to rewrite based upon comments by 

Ralph Grutzmacher clarifying that the initial building to be 

constructed should constitute a significant part of the overall 

development (perhaps 301). 

section 24-119(d)(6) was approved as recommended by the Study Group, 

except for the deletion of subparagraph (iv) which allowed unlimited 

discretion to the Planning Board to grant extensions of preliminary 

plat valid! ty. 

It was the consensus of the Council that: 

(a) Police and rescue facilities remain a part of the adequacy 

review by the Planning Board; 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   60 of 300

Agenda Item Summary 

Page 3 

(b) Section 24-124(a)(l) be revised to require 1001 of road 

conetruction funding be allocated within the first four years of 

the County CIP or within the first five years of the State CTP; 

(c) Section 24-124(b), which described a procedure that would allow 

a developer to •mitigate• traffic impacts in certain 

circumstances, be deleted; 

(d) The staff draft a letter to the Planning Board asking that it 

work with the Study Group to develop draft legislation 

pertaining to "mitigation" and transmit it to the Executive and 

Council by ~anuary 15, 1990; and 

(e) Council Bills 76 and 77-1989 would be held in committee for the 

duration of the legislative year. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION/ FISCAL IMPACT 

(Include• reason for propoaal, aa well aa any unique statutory 

requirements) 

... 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Legislative Session 

Amendment Introduced by 

1989 

Bi 11 No, 

Amendment No. 

CB-100-1989 (OR-2) 

I 

Amendment Introduced by Council on Nove,nbei; 28. 198L_ 

PROPOSED AHENOHENT 

On page 6, line 11, replace the word "single" with .. ~ ... 
On page 7, line 10, replace the word "an" wl th Hin'' and on 

line tl, replace the word "struct ure" wi th "d~vel_ge ment" and 

the word ".!2.ll" with ".!lli". 

l 3. On page 7, lines 13 through 16, replace subsection (D) with 

l 

16 

17 

18 

19 4. 

20 5 . 

21 

22 

2 6. 

24 

2 5 

26 

27 

the follow i ng: 

"(!)) the s evelopment. of more than five _thousand ( S, 000.J. 

ss uare_ feet 9.f l!!r_o ss floor area , whl ch const i tutes at least 

ten fil! rcent {_10\J of. the total area of the site , has a een 

c.2nstructed 211 rsuant to a bl!, i lding peri;!!it issued on or befors 

Oecewber 31, 19~1." 

On page 8, delete subsection (e) in its entirety. 

On page 9, line 9 , replace the word"~" with "l!:!." and on line 

10, replace the word "structure" with "d£ velopm~nt" and the 

word "12ll" with "1990". 

On page 9, lines 12 through 15, replace subsec ti on (4) with 

the following: 

"J 4l . the develoe!Jlent of more than five thous~nd .!._5 1 02,.0l 

s guure feet of QJ OSS floor area , wh ich constitutes at least 

t,en e ercent , ! 10\l oJ thae total are.a of th. e s j, te 1. has be!_n 

~OOPTEO 11/28/89 
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12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

constructed pursuant to a building permit issued on or before 

OecE'mber 31 1 1991. " 

On page 14, line 5, after the word ••an 11 insert "ado~ted andn. 

on page 14, line B, replace the word 11 c urrent 11 with Hadoeted". 

on page 14, tine g I after the word II Proq r arn11 Insert 0 and / 11 
.. 
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3. 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Legislative Session 

Amendment Introduced by 

Bill No. 

Amendment No. 

CB- 100-1989 (DR-2) 

2 ________ _ _ - ---

Amendment Introduced by Council on November 28, 1990 __ _ 

PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

On page 3 , 1 ine 1 7, delete: '' the _first three ( 3) years of" . 

On page 4, line 8, delete: "the first three (3) years of". 

On page 14, lines 7 and 8 , delete: "the first four (4) years 

in 11
• 

4. On page 14, line 9, delete: " the first five (5) years in" . 

ADOPTED 11/28/ 89 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINC& G&ORC&'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Legislative Session 

Bi tl No. 

Chapter tlo, 

t 989 

ca-100-1989 

Proposed 3nd Presented by 

introduced by Counci1 Members Castaldi, Bell, Casula, l'l111s, 
"\11nei and and , emberton 

co-Sponsors 

DR-2. 

Date of Introduction - -~O~c~to~b~e~r,....1~z.,~1~9~8~9~ - - - - - - - - -

SUBOlVlSION 8ILL 

AN ACT concern i ng 
~dequacy of Public Facilities 

FOR the purpose of amending the findings the Planning Board must 

make in order to determine the adequacy of certain public 

facilities and revising exemption and procedural requirements. 

BY adding: 
SUBTITLE 24, SUBDIVISIONS, 

section 24-122.l, 

The Prince George's county Code 

(1987 Edition). 

BY repealing and reenacting with amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS, 

Sect ions 24-1.01 (bl, 

24-103 (bl, 

24-104, 

24-107, 

24-108, 

24-111, 
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24-112 (e), 

24-116 (b), 

24-ll9(dl, 

24-120, 

24-122, "llld 

24-124, 

The Prince George's County Code 

CB-100-1989 

OR-2 

(1987 Edition, as amended by CB-60-1989), 

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince 

l George's County, Maryland, that Section 24-122.l be and the same 

11 Is hereby added to the Prince George's County Code as follows: 

12 

13 

14 

SUBTtTL! 24, SUBDIVISIONS. 

DIVISION). REOUlREMENTS: PLANNING, DESIGN, 

ANO PUBLIC FACILITIES, 

15 Sec. 24-122. l. Adequacy of publ_i c facil itiea, 

16 (a) Th~ Planni ~ BE ard mai not a pprove a subdivision p lat if 

17 it finds that adeq uate public facilities do not exist or are not 

18 p rog rammed for the area within which the Eroposed subdivision is 

19 l~ated, a ~ defined in the ''Guidelines for the Analyais of 

20 Development Impact on Fire and Rescue Facllities 1 ""Guidelines for 

21 thi! Anal ysis of DeveloP!!!,ent . Impact on Police Facilities" and 

22 "Guidelines for the Anal ysis of the Traffic Impact of Development 

2l ?:oposals," The Plannin-g Soard shall req uire adegi.tate publ i,£ 

26 

21 

~ cilities, as provided in this Section and in Division 4 of this 

Subtitle, 

(_!, ) ~ater and se~ erage, 

(l) The location of the e roperty within the a pprop riate 
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service area of the Ten Year Water and Sewerage Plan is deemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or 21anned availability of 

public water and sewerage for preliminary or final plat approval. 

(cJ Police facilities. 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Plann i ng Board shall find that : 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by 

the proposed subdivision at each stage of the proposed 

subdivision will not exceed the service capacity of the nearest 

district station as determined by the Planning Board in the 

"Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impac t on Police 

Facilities," as may be amended from time to time; or 

(Bl An adequate police facility available to serve 

the population and/ or employees generated by the proposed 

subdivision has been programmed with one hundred percent (100\ ) of 

the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within 

the first three ( J l years of the adopted county Cap ital 

I mprovement Prog ram as determined under the "Guidelines"; or 

(C) That improvements participated in or funded by 

the subdivider will a llevia-te any inadequacy as determined under 

the "Guidelines," 

( d) Fire and rP~cue faciliti~s. 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Planninj Board shall find that : 

(A) The population and/or employees gene rated by 

26 the proposed subdivision at each stage of the p rop,e>sed subdivision 

27 will be with i n the adequate covera3e atea of the nearest fire and 
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rescue atation(sJ as determined by the Planning Board in the 

"Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impact on Fire and 

Rescue Facilities" as may be amended from time to time; or 

(B) An adequate f i re and rescue station(s) 

available to serve the population and / or employees generated by 

the proposed subdivision has been programmed with one hundred 

percent (lOOIJ of the expenditures for the construction of such a 

facility within the first three (3) years of the adopted County 

Capital Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines"; 

(CJ That impr~vements participated in or funded by 

12 the subdivider will alleviate any inadequacy as determined under 

l .l the "Guidellnes." 

1 
SECTION 2. 8£ IT FURTHER ENACTED by the county Council of 

1 Prince George's County, Maryland, that Sections 24-lOl(b), 24-

16 103(bJ, 24-104, 24-107, 24-108, 24-111, 24-112(e), 24-ll6(bl, 24-

l? ll9(d), 24-120, 24-122, and 24-124 cf the Prince George's County 

18 Code be and the same are hereby repealed and reenacted with the 

19 following am~ndments: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

DIVISION 1 . GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Subdivieion l. O.finitiona . 

Sec. 24-101, Definitions. 

(b) The following terms used in this Subtitle are defined as 

follows: 

• * * • • • 

Outlot: A piece or parce l of land that remains within a 
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subdivision but which does not meet the minimum requirements of 

the Zoning Ordinance for a buildable lot and is, therefore, not 

usable as a legal building site. 

9.!!.t parcel: A parcel of land desi g nated on a subdivision 

plat which does not meet the r equirements of this Subtitle for 

adequate public facilities and is , therefore , not usable as a 

le9 al build!nQ site, 

• • • • • 

Subdivision 2. General Requirement•. 

Sec. H-103. Policy. 

(b) Land to be subdivided shall be of such character that it 

can be used safely for building purposes without danger to health, 

aafetyL and welfare. Land shall not be subdivided until needed 

public facilities are available, or will be made available in the 

foreseeable future, and proper provision has been made for capital 

improvements, such as schools, e olice fac ilities , fire and resc ue 

facilities , parks, recreational fa ilities, transportation 

facilities, and other improvements . 

(a) The purposes of this Subtitle are as follows: 

• • • • • • • • • 

(3) To facilitate public and private actions in order 

to prov ide adequate and efficient transportation, water and 

sewerage facilities, schools, parks, playgrounds, recreation 

police facilities , fire and rescue facilitie!,, and other publi c 

facilities; 

• * * • • * • 

.. -.i-••-----
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sec. 24-107. Jurisdiction • 

" " 
* .. 

(c) The following shall be exempt from the requirement of 

filing a subdivision plat: 
(1) Partition through action of a [proceedings inl 

court of com etent urisdiction unless or until develo ment of the 

land is - ro osed for an use other than sin le-famil detached 

dwellinl!,i. 
( 2 J The div is ion of land and distribution, in kind, to 

the heirs upon the distribution of an estate unless or until 

develo ment of the land is ~o osed for an use other than sin le-

family detached dwellinq,u 
(3) A conveyance of [one (1) or more acres] one-half 

27 

(l/ 2) acre or more to a son or daughter or lineal descendant of 

the granter from a tract retaining five (SJ or more acres(;) , 

rovided that an lot so created shall be used solel . for a one-

famil detached dwellin and is in com liance with the revisions 

of the Zanin Ordinance as described in Section 24-107 dl , 

(4) A conveyance to a public utility for transmission 

line purposes; 
[(4)1 Ql A conveyance to a governmental agency~ 

£!1.blic use; 
((5) A deed establishing a disputed or undetermined 

boundary i_ : ne; 
(6) A conveyance of twenty {20) acres or more from a 

ttact retaining at least twenty (20) acres; 

(7)) ill A conveyance of property used exclusively for 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   70 of 300

I 
f 

1 

-7-
CB-100-1989 

DR-2 

agricul~~ral ~urposes which, at the time of conveyance, is 

assessed as agricu l tural land; 

{(8)] ill Any subdivision £.£.fand by deed of a lot prior 

to January 1, 1982 (;) provided: 

QJ the pr oc osed use is for a sinq le-familY 

detached dwelllnii ; or 

(BJ the total development proposed for t 'l,.e 

subdivision does not exceed five thousand i 5,000) s q uare feet of 

gro! s floor ~ rea r or 

1C) the development pro1•osed is an addition to 

a structure in existence p rior to Januarr 1 , 1992 and does not 

exceed five thousand (5 ~000 ) s q uare feet of g ross floor area p or 

(D) , a buildi~S permit for the construction of 

more than five thousand (5 , 000 ) s q uare feet of g ross floor area 

which rep resents at least ten p ercent (10\) of the total area 

l of the site has been issued on or before December 31 1 1991. 

17 1(9)] ill A resubdivision to correct a drafting or 

18 engineerin~ error for property which is not the subject of a 

19 record plat; 

20 1(10) The incorporation of an outlot into an adjoining 

21 lot for property which is not the subject of a record plat; 

2 (11)) ill The sale or exchange of land between adjoining 

23 property owners to adjust common boundary lines, provided that no 

24 additional lots are created, for property which is not the subject 

25 of a record plat; 

26 i lO) A conve¥ance resulting from foreclosure 

27 e_roceediniis or trustees' sales E_ursuant to a deed of trust or 
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!!!.ortgage, deeds in lieu of foceclosure, trustees' deeds and final 

decrees of foreclosure. For purposes of this Subtitle, the 

execution a nd/or recordatlon of a deed of trust or mortgage shall 

not constitute a conveyance of property. 

((12) Deeds of trust, mortgages, foreclosure 

proceedings, trustees' s ales pursuant to mortgages and deeds of 

trust, deeds in lieu of forclosure, trustees' deeds, and final 

decrees of foreclosure.) 

,. • • • • • 

(e) A subdivision plat shall be filed prior to any 

conveyance of a lot previously exempted from the requirements of 

filing a subdivision plat under Subsection (c), above, unless the 

subsequent convey~ nce 1s in accordance with Subsection IC ) , above 

Sec. 24-108. Preliminary plat exemptions. 

(a) A final p l at may be filed with the Planning Director an, 

treated as a minor subdivision for which no preliminary plat is 

required in the following instances: 

• • • • • • * • • 
(3) the sale or exchange of land between adjoining 

property owners to adjust common boundary lines [which are part 0 1 

a record plat] or consolidate lots, provided that in no case shall 

additional lots be createu(, or to allow for the adjustme nt or 

consolidation within an industrial or commercial subdivision in 

response to mar~et forces) and that all Properties ~re the sub~ec• 

of a record plat. 

See. 24-111. Reaubdivision of land, 

,, ,, • • • • • 

., 
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!_c) . I\ finaJ plat of e_.ub':!._ivision <!fptoved_J>rior .to October 

21 , 1970 ~ hal} be resubdivided _11rior t,2 the issuaoce p f a buj ld l:_tl11 

pe rmit unless: 

(ll t,he ,.1.op osed use i!,. fo ~ a ,;1 tn~ le-f,aml l y detached 

<awellin!l,{S);. or 

l2) _ the. to~al ~ eveloFment_pcopos~d for the final pl~t 

doe~ not ~ ceed five tho~sand ( ~, OOOJ s gu3re feet of g ross fl ~or 

a E!a; or 

(31 the developmsnt progosea is an addition to a 

s ~ructure in .existeDCe e rior t 2 Ja~uarx 1, 1992 and s oes not 

exce~d five thousand (5,000} s quar~ f ~et of gross floor area j or 

.Ul a building permit for the co!!!ltruction of mo~e than 

u ve_ thO.,!lSa~d (5 , 0~0) s9 u~re t eet of gross floor_ area which 

! e predents at l east ten perce~t ( ! 01). of the total area of the 

! ite has be_en issued on o ~ before December ~l, 1991. 

il_ f ~ the purpose oJ resubdiv lJ ion , the recorded final ~lat i~ 

submitted Wi$ hout modifl cations,.,.t the Planning. Board shall approve 

the resubdivision as submitted. if it find ~ that adequate. public 

f uc;!ities exist or are pr o~rammed for the area within which the 

subdivision is located, as defined in Division 3 of this Subtitle. 

l f ~be i eco~de~ fi ~al e iat is submitted ~ ith modifications , th~ 

Plannin3 Boar~ ma~ a perove the r ~subdivision in. accordance with 

subsec\ ion (a l or (b)l above, 

Sec. 24-112. Vacation of plats. 

(e) Generally, the Planning Board shall not vacate any 

subdivision which has dedicated rights=of=way to public use or 

dedicated rights-of-way or easements for any public utility, storm 
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drainage course, floodplain, for) public access roadwayL.2.!_ 

dedicated public facility, until: 

* * * * * * 

Sec . 24-116. Subdivision Review Committee, 

(b) Committee Membership. The Cofumittee shall be composed 

0f representatives from the following agencies, departments, and 

7 offices: the Planning Department, the Department of Parks and 

8 

1 

Recreation, the Police Department the Department of Public Works 

and Transportation, the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, 

the Department of Environmental Resources, the Fire Department, 

11 the State Highway Administration, (the Department of Program 

1 2 Planning and Economic Development,) the Soll Conservation 

lJ; District, and, wh,,n appropriate, the Health Department, t.he 

l Historic Preservation Commission, :ind the Board of Education. 

lS Sec. 24-119. Procedures for ~ajor subdivisions . 

l (d) Preliminary Plilt, Th<• >1•1bdlvider shall present a 

17 preliminary plat to the pJ.,nnlnq Dep,,nin ... nt, ,icr.ornp<'lnied by a 

l B check or money ord1H m.id•• pay,11.d,.· tn I h1• H,1ryl<'lnd-N11t tonal Capital 

19 Park and Plannlnq C"omml1111i o n, ,·0·1t• rln•1 , ,,.. fll(nq r,., .. . 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2S 

26 

27 

• 
• 

(6) An opp[O'!_f~ _r_t_•· l '""'' '"..LI' 

zo,w whi..:!1 h,,. " ~..'.!.:.l.!.f~n 11h,1l 1 1om11 In v,il id for alx 

(f\) yeor,1 from tho <.1111· ,. ur i1 I ...!?J? rov11I unle..!!!. 
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extensions of the validity period ace granted, 

( i) 

(ii) 

An extension of up to two (2) years from 

the expiration of an approved preliminary 

plat or any extension thereof may be 

granted by the Planning Board provided: 

public infrastructure which was 

determined to be the developer's 

responsibility in accordance with the 

requirements of Section 24-

122,l and Section 24-124 has been 

constructed by the developer in 

order to accommodate all stages of 

the development; or 

the developer has been proceeding in a 

diligent manner to comply with the 

staging plan and has been unable, through 

no fault of the developer, to complete 

development within the timeftame 

spec.ified; or 

, J.!.i _i) the staging plan cannot be met as a result 

----~,prnment failure to extend necessary 
◄fi; 

services or infrastructure . 

Sec. 24-120. Documenta required for major subdivisions. 

(a) Preliminary Plat s. The subdivider shall present to the 

Planning Departmr~t a reproducible preliminary plat prepared by a 

registered surveyor. If the preliminary plat has been prepared by 

a Property Line Surveyor, the horizontal location of all right-of-
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way lines, as shown on the pli!t, shall b~ certified by either a 

Professional Land Surveyor or a Pro fessional Engineer . 

Preferably, the plat shall be prepared at a sc,~le of one ll) inch 

equals one hundred (100) feet. The following info rmation shall be 

shown: 

• • • 

(19) Vicinity map showing location of prope rty and 

existing police snd fire and rescue (acilities wi thi n the area; 

I (19) 1 fill Ti!X map number and gdd; 

1(20)1 Jl.!l Such addit ional i nformation as may be 

11 needed to show compliance with the optional approaches described 

1 2 in Division 6, 

13 

14 

15 

• 
(bl Final Plat. 

• * • * • 

(3) Where n recreational facilities agreement is 

16 required by the Planning Board as part of, or in lieu of, 

• 

17 mandatory dedication or (because} ~ a recreational facility 

18 and/ or other public faci lity is proposed by the applicant as an 

19 integral part of t he s ubdivis ion, s uch agreement shall be filed 

2 among the County l a nd records and the Liber and Folio citation 

21 shall be shown o n t he final p lat. 

22 * * * • * 

23 DIVISION 3. REQUIREMENTS: PLANNING, DESIGN, AND 

PUBLIC FACILITIES . 

25 Sec. 24- 122. Public facilities requirements. 

• 

26 

27 

(a) [The Planning Boat:d shall not approve a subdivision plat 

If it finds that adequate pu~li c facilities and services do not 
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exist or are not programmed for the area within which the proposed 

subdivision is located . 

(1) The location o( thP property within the ~ppropriate 

service area of t he Ten Year Wa ter and Sewerage Pl a n i s d eemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of 

publi c water and sewer age for prel i minary plat approval. 

(2) The location of the property within the appropriate 

service area of the Ten Year Water and Sewerage Plan i s deemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availabi l ity of 

public water and sewerage for f i na l p lat approval. 

(3 ) Utilities.] When utility easements are required by 

a public utility company, the subr.1vider shall i nclude the 

following statement in the dedicat ion docume nts: Utility 

14 easements are granted pursuant to the declaration recorded among 

15 the County Land Records in Liber 3703 a t Fo lio 748. 

16 ((4) The Planning Board s hall r equire ade quate roads, as 

17 provided in Division 4.] 

18 ((51] J.!?j_ Land for public facilities shown on the 

19 General Plan , functional master plans and/ or area master plans, 

20 and watershed plans shall be r e served, dedicated, or otherwise 

21 provided for. 

22 ((6)] l£l. Stormwater management fac ili t i es, e x ist ing or 

23 pcopoeed as part of the d evelopmen t , shall have s ufficient 

24 capacity to convey surface water runoff. 

25 

26 

DIVISION 4. REQUIREMENTS: TRANSPORTATION ANO 

CIRCULATION. 

2711 Sec. 24-124. Adequate roads required. 
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(a) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, t he 

Planning Board shall f i nd that: 

(l) There will be adequate nccess roads a vail a bl e t o 

s e rve traffic which would be g e nerated by the proposed 

subdivision, or there Is a proposal for such roads on f a ]!!!. 

approved master plan and c onstruction scheduled with one hundred 

percent (100\) of the construct i on funds al l ocated within the 

first four c•l years in the current County Capital Improvement 

Program or within the first five (5) years i n t he current State 

Consolidated Transportation Program; and 

(2) That the traffic generated by the proposed 

1 2 subdivision will not reduce the pe~k hour service level at {the 

lJ nearest) major intersections and on major r oadways with i n the 

14 established study area below the minimum peak hour servi ce levels 

15 adopted by the Planning Board in the "Gu i d e lines for the Analysis 

1 6 of the Traffic Impact of Development Pr oposals", as may be amended 

17 from time to time; or 

18 (3 ) That roadwa y improvements or trip reduction 

19 programs participated in or funded by the subdivider will 

20 alleviate any inadequacy as dete rmined under the "Guidelines." 

21 SECTION 3 . BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that on or before January 

22 15, 1990, the Planning Board shall develop proposed legislation 

23 and guidelines which define and address mitigation of traffic 

24 impact s that may b e appropriate und er cer ta in c ircumstances. 

25 SECTION 4. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED tha t this Act shall take 

26 effect on the day It become s l a w. 

27 
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Adopted this 

' :'. 
ATTEST: 

Jean M. Schmuhl, CMC 
Cletk of the Council 

DATE: 

KEY: 

-15- CB-100-1989 
DR-2 

day of ________ , 1989, 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

BY: 
JoAnn T. Bell 
Chaii:man 

APPROVED: 

By: =-----r--:-:--:....---..---.----Par r ls N. Glendening 
County Executive 

Underscorin~ indicates language added to existing law. 
{Brackets]ndicate language deleted from existing law. 
Asterisks••• indicate intervening existing Code provisions 

that remain unchanged, 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUH'l'Y, MARYLAHD 

Legislative Session ---------~1~9~8~9:..._ ____ _ 

Bill No. CR-100-1989 

Chapter No . 

Proposed and Presented by The Chairman (by request • M:.NCPP c:J 

Introduced by 

Co-Sponsors 

Date of Introduction 

SUBDIVISION BILL 

AN ACT concerning 

Adequacy of Public Facilities 

FOR the purpose of amending the findi.ngs the Plenni.ng Board must 

make in order to determine the adequacy of certain public 

facilities and revising exemption and procedural requirements . 

BV adding: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

Section 24-122.1, 

The Prince George's County Code 

( 1987 Edition). 

BY repealing and reenacting with amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

Sections 24-101, 

24-103, 

24-104, 

24-107, 

24-108, 

24-111, 

. --···· ... --
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24-112, 

24-116, 

24-119, 

24-122, and 

24-124, 

The Prince George's County Code 

( 1987 Edition). 

CB-100-1989 

SECTION 1 . BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince 

George's County, Maryland , that Section 24- 122.1, be and the same 

is hereby edded to the Subdivision Regulations of Prince George's 

County, Maryland, being also Subtitle 24 of the Prince George's 

County Code: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

b.lVISION 3 . REQUIREMEl~TS: PLANNING DESIGN 

AND PUBLIC FACILITIU . 

Sec. 24-122.1. Adequacy of public facilitiaa . 

[8) The Plannini Board m~x not @ ~rove a subdivision DJ.at ! 

it f i nds that adequate public facilities do not exist or are not 

programmed for the area within which the proposed subdivision is 

located, as defined in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of 

Development Impact on Fire and Rescue Pfilill_ie ~ Guidelines fo 

the Analysis o f Development Impact on Police Facilities" , and 

"Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic Impact of Development 

Proposals". The Planning Board shall require adequate public 

facilities, as provided in this Section and in Division 4 of this 

Subtitle. 

(b) Wate r and sewerage . 
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(ll The location of the property within tho approp r Jat 

service area of the Ten Vear Water and Sewerage Plan is deeme~ 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of 

public water and sewerage for preliminary or final plat approval, 

{c) Police facilities . 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Planning Board shall find that either: 

(Al The population and/or employees generated by 

the proposed subdivision at each stage of the proposed 

subdivision, will not exceed the service capacity of the nearest 

district station, a~ determined by the Planning Board in the 

"Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impact on Police 

Facilities" , as may be amended from time to time; or 

(B ) An adequate police facility avail=a~b~l~e'-'=--~ 

the population and/or employees generated by the proposed 

~ !vision has been pr og~ammed with one hundred erc~e~n~t'--'..;;;;..;: 

the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within 

the first three (3) years of the adopted County Capital 

Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines": or 

1.f.L That .i mprovements artici ated in or funded 

subdivider will alleviate any inadequacy as determined under the 

"Guidelines", 

(d) Fire and rescue facilities . 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Planning Board shall find that: 

{A) The population and/or employees generated by 

the proposed subdivision at each stage of the proposed 

.. ·· • '''" .___, ............. . 
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subdivisiQ!!.c will be wll!:!.!!Lt h!..._ adequat~ overave area of the 

~l!.!__f~cL.!:._e~~m1oaj_s L as determined by the Plann in,2 

Board in the "Guidelines ~ e2!_lal:te~2.!.._Develo ..fil!_t Propose!_ 

on Fire and Rescue Facilities" 1 
1!!!_!!!8 be a~ ded_fE__oJ!L.!~ 

time; or 

( B) An ade uate fire and rescue s tationW 

availab~ t -2.....!._erve the po pulation and/ or employees generated by 

the_ pro~ osed eubdivi~ion has been pr<>_srammed with one hundred 

rcent 100\) of the exp enditures for the c~~n of su~ a 

facility within the first three ( ~) ~ears of_ the adopt ~d Coun~ 

Capital Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines•; 

2E 
(C ) That improvement~f!.!E~ted in or fund~ b 

subdivider will alleviate any inade_suacy~ det~!.!!!_d~ der the 

"Guidelines". 

SECTION 2. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED by the County Council of 

Prince George's County, Maryland, that Sections ~4-101 , 24-103 , 

24-104, 24-107, 24-108, 24-111 , 24-112, 24-116, 24-119, 24-120, 

24-122, and 24-124 of the Princ e George's County Code, be and the 

same are hereby r epea led and reenac ted ~!i th the f o llowing 

amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24 . SUBDIVISIONS. 

DIVISION 1 . GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Subdivision 1 . Definitions. 

Sec. 24-101. Definitions. 

* "' * * * * * * "' 

( b) The foll owing terms use d in this Subtitle a re d e fined as 
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follows: 

" * * * * * 

Outlot: A piece or parcel of land that remains within 

subdivision but which does not meet the minimum requirements of 

the Zoning Ordinance for a buildable l ot and is, therefore, not 

usable as a legal building site. 

arcel of land designated on a subdivisio 

Elat which does not meet the reguirements of this Subtitle for 

==o.::;==...JC.:= ==--~f~a~c~i~--=-l ~i ~t~i~e~s::.,..,a~n~d~ isL therefore , no~ usable as a 

!_ al buildin 

* * * 
Subdivision 2. General Requirements. 

Sec. 24-103. Policy. 

* 
* * * 

* 

(b) Land to be subdivided shall be of such character that i 

can be used safely for building purposes without danger to health, 

safety and welfare. Land shall not be subdivided until needed 

public facilities are available, or wil l be made available in the 

foreseeable future, and proper provision has been made for capita 

improvements, such as schools, eolic e f acilities , fire and rescue 

facilit i e ~ parks, recreational facilities, transportation 

facilities, and other improvements. 

* * * * 
.. .. 

Sec. 24-104. Purposes. 

(a) The purpos e s of this Subtitle are as follows: 

* * * * * * * * 

(3) To facilitate public and private actions in o rder 

- - ---- ---



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   84 of 300

l 

u 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 

25 

26 

27 

-6- CB-100-1989 

to provide adequate and efficient transportation, water and 

sewerage facilities, s .cols, parks , playgrounds, recreation, 

' policie facili tiesJ __ !:_tr~ and rescue facilities..£.. and other public 

facilities; 
• • 

* * 
see. 24-107. Jurisdiction. 

* * * * * * 
* * 

(c) The following shall be exempt from the requirement of 

filing a subdivision plat: 

(1) Partition through action of a [proceedings in) 

court of competent j urisdiction unless or until devel ment o t th 

land is proposed; 

(2) The division of land and distribution, in kind, to 

the heirs upon the distribution of an estate until development o f 

the land is proposed; 

(3) A conveyance of [one (1) or more acres] one-half 

( J./2) acre or more to a son or daughter or lineal descendant of 

the granter from a tract retaining five (5) or more acres~ ! ] L 

rovided that an lot so created shall be used solel for a one-

family detached dwe l ling by the lineal descend ant or for 

agricultural purposes; 

(4) A conveyanc e to H public utility for transmission 

line purposes; 

[(4)] ill A conveyance to a governmental agency for 

public use; 

[(5} A deed establish ing a disputed or undetermined 

boundary line: 
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(6) A conveyance of twenty (20) acres or more from a 

tract retaining at least twenty (20) acres; 

(7)] ill A conveyance of property used exclusively for 

agricultural purposes which, at the time of conveyance, is 

assessed as agricultural land; 

[(8)] ill Any subdivision by deed of a lot prior to 

[January 1, 1982] inclusion of the land within the Regional 

district, provided it is to be used for the development of a one

family detached dwell1!!9; 

[(9)J ill A resubdivision to correct a drafting or 

engineering error for property which is not the subject of a 

record plat; 

[(10) The incorporation of an outlot into an adjoining 

lot for property which is not the subject of a record plat; 

(11)] il.Q.l The sale or exchange of land between 

adjoining property owners to adjust common boundary lines, 

provided that no additional lots are created, for property which 

is not the subject of a record plat; 

• * * * * * * * * * * 
(e} A subdivision plat shall be filed prior to any 

conveyance of a lot previously exempted from the requirements of 

filing a subdivision plat under subsection l£.h_above, unless the 

subse uent conve anoe is in accordance with subsection c above. 

sec. 24-108. Preliminary plat exemptions. 

(a) A final plat may be filed with the Planning Director an 

treated as a minor subdivision for which no preliminary plat is 

required in the following instances: 
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* * * 

(3) the sale or exchange of land between adjoining 

property owners to adjust common boundary lines [which are part o 

a r ecord plat] or consolidate lots, provided that in no case shal 

additional lots be created[, or to allow for the adjustment or 

consolidation within an industrial or commercial subdivision in 

response to market forces] and that a l l ~ rties are the subj ec 

of a record plat. 

Sec. 24- 111. Re■ubdivision of land. 

* * * * * * * * 

(c ) A final plat of subdivision approved prior to October 

27 1 1970 shall be resubdivided prior to the issuance of any 

permit, unless the final plat consists of five (5) or fewer lots 

on residentially zoned land. If , for the purpose of 

F&Bubdivision, the recorded final plat is submitted without 

!!!2!!!fications , the Planninq Board may a pp rove the resubdivision a 

submitted upon a finding that adequate public faoilitic~ exist or 

are programmed for the area within which the subdivision is 

loc ated, as described in Division 3 of this Subtitle. if the 

recorded final plat is submitted with modifications, the Planning 

Board may approve tha resubdivision in accordance with paragrap~ 

(a ) or (b ) above. 

Sac. 24-112 . Vacation of plata. 

* * • * • * * * • 
(e) Generally, the Planning Board shall not vacate any 

subdivision which has dedicated rights of way to public use or 

dedicated rights-of-way or easements for any public ut ility, storm 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   87 of 300

l 

l 

12 

1 

l 

1 

l 

1 

1 

2 

21 

22 

2 

24 

2 

241 

27 

-9- LB -100-1989 

drainage course, floodplain, {or] public access roadwayL...Q! 

~dicated ublic facility, until: 

* * • * * • • • • • 

Sec. 24-116. Subdivision Review C0111111ittee. 

* * • * * • • • * * * 

(b) Committee Membership. The Committee shall be composed 

of representatives from the following agencies, departments, and 

offices: the Planning Department, the Department of Parks and 

Recreation, the Police Department, the Department of Public Works 

and Transportation, the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, 

the Department of Environmental Resources, the Fire Department, 

the State Highway Administration, [the Department of Program 

Planning and Economic Development,] the Soil Conservation 

District, and, when appropriate, the Health Department, the 

Historic Preservation Commission, and the Board of Education. 

* • • * * * • • * * * 

Sec. 2,-119. Procedure• for m&jor aubdiviaions. 

• * * * * * • • 

(d) PrelimJ.nary Plat. The subdivider shall present a 

preliminary plat to the Planning Department, accompanied by a 

check or money order made payable to the Maryland-National Capita 

Park and Planning Commission, covering the filing fee . 

(1) The Planning Department staff shall promptly check 

for completeness; accept a complete application for processing; 

reproduce the application; and send copies to all affectPd public 

agencies. 

(2) Within four (4) weeks, the preliminary plat shall 
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be reviewed by the Subdivision Review Committee. 

(3) Adequate notice to the public shall be provided in 

accordance with the Rules of Procedure adopted by the Planning 

Board. 

(4) Within seventy (70) calendar days of acceptance, 

the Planning Board shall take final action, provided that, with 

the written consent of the applicant, this time period may be 

extended for up to seventy (70) additional calendar days. 

(5) An approved preliminary plat of subdivision shall 

remain valid for two (2) years from the date of its approval, 

unless an extension of the validity period is granted. 

(A) Extensions of the validity of an approved 

preliminary plat may be granted by the Planning Board provided: 

(i) The request is filed prior to the 

expiration of the preliminary plat approval; 

(ii) The preliminary plat remains in 

conformance with all the requirements of Subtitle 27 a 

the subject property; 

(iii) Two (2} years is not sufficient time to 

prepare the final plat(s); 

(iv) The applicant is not unduly delaying the 

filing of plat(s); 

(v) The validity of a preliminary plat 

consisting of less than one hundred (100) residential l -zoned lot 

or less than one hundred (100) gross acres of commercially or 

industrially zoned land or land designated for nonresidential use 

in any CDZ or M-X-T Zone shall not be extended more than one (1) 
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year from the normal expiration of the approved preliminary plat; 

(vi) The validity of a preliminary~ 

conaiatin of more than one hundred (100 residential! zoned lot 

or more than one hundred (100) gross acres of commercially or 

industrially-zoned land or land desi nated for nonresidential use 

in any COZ or MXT Zone shall not be extended more than two (2) 

years from the normal expiration of the approved 

(vii) A final extension of up to two (2) years 

from the expiration of a previously approved extenaion(s) may be 

ranted u on the a licant'a submission to the Plannin Board of 

letter from a ermittin but not limited to th 

Washington Suburban Sanitary Co~mission, U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Maryland Department of Water Resources Administration, 

Prince George's County Department of Environmental Resources) 

indicating: 

(aa) The date of application .for the 

reguired permit; 

(bb) That the issuance of the required 

permit is delayed due to circumstances beyond the control of the 

applicant; and 

(cc) The approximate date of issuance of 

the required permit . 

(e) Final Plat. [If the preliminary plat is approved) U o 

approval of the preliminary plat of subdivision, the s · bdivider 

may proceed to prepare the final plat(s). Such final plat(s) 

shall be prepared in accordance with the approved preliminary pla• 

and shall include any modifications made by the Planning Board. 
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[Unless such final plat(s) is filed with the Planning Board withi 

the time period prescribed in Paragraphs (1) and (2) below, the 

Planning Board's approval shall be cancelled] A final p lat m 

filed no later than twen -tour (24 ) months from the ori ln=--==~ 

of approval of the preliminary plat of subdivision, unless an 

extension of the approve"'d=--=r -=e-=l -=imina·C)' p lat ia granted as describe 

V 
in paragraph 5 1 above . In all cases, a final plat shall be filed 

during the period in which the corresponding approved preliminary 

plat is valid. 

(1) [Validity. Unless an eKtension is granted by the 

Planning Board, a final plat may be filed nn later than twenty

four (24) months after a~proval of the preliminary plat. 

(2) Extensions. The following eKtensions of the time 

period during which a preliminary plat is valid may be approved, 

provided that the plat remains in conformance with ell 

requirements of Subtitle 27 applicable to the Aubject property, 

and the request for extension is filed pri~r to eKpiration of the 

preliminary plat . 

(A) The Planning Board may grant a onP. (l) year 

extension of time, upon written request of the subdivider and for 

good cause shown, upon a finding that twenty-four (24) montha wil 

not be sufficient time for the preparation and filing of the fina 

plat, and that the subdivider is not unuuly delaying filing the 

final plat by his own actions. 

(B) A second extension of up to an additional 

twenty-four (24) months may be approved by the Planning Board for 

major subdivisions of one hundred (100) lots or more, as approved 
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under one ( 1) preliminary plat, upon written requ1.: .;t of the 

subdivider and for good cause shown. Such additional extension 

may be permitted when the Planning Board finds that the size of 

the project makes it impractical to submit a final plat(s) 

covering the entire project within thirty-six (36) months of 

approval of the preliminary plat. 

(~) A third extension of up tn an additional 

twenty-four (24) months may be approved by the Planning Board for 

major residential subdivisions of one hundred (100) lots or more, 

as approved under one (1) preliminary plat, upon written requ~~t 
i 

of the subdivider, where sewer or water authorization has been 

obtained for the entire subdivision butt-ha Washington Suburban 

Sanitary Commission has not completed final design and engineerin 

work for installation of water or sewer lines. 

(3)] Sectionalized Plats. The Planning Board may 

approve a final plat for a portion of ,,n approved preliminary pla 

when it determines that it is impractical to require the final 

plat(s) for the entire subdivision at one time; provided that 

approval of a portion in no way precludes final platting of the 

entire subdivision in accordance with the approved preliminary 

plat, and that each final plat is submitted in proper sequence. 

Final plats for portions of cluster subdivisions shall provide fo 

the appropriate open space and other public amenities shown on th 

preliminary plat. 

* * * * * * * * * * 

Sec. 24-120. Docuaents required for major subdivisions . 

(al Preliminary Plats. The subdivider shall present to the 
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Planning Department a reproducible preliminary plat prepared by a 

registered surveyor. If the preliminary plat has been preparrd b 

a Property Line Surveyor, the horizGotal location of all right-of 

way lines, as shown on the plat, shal l be certified by either a 

Profes~ional Land Surveyor or a Professional Engineer. 

Preferably, the plat shall be prepared at a scale of one (1) inch 

equals one hundred (100) feet. The following information shall b 

shown: 

* * * * " 
(19) Vicinity map showing location of property and 

existing police and fire facilities within the area. 

((19)1 (20) Tax map number and grid; 

[(20)) ~ Such additional information as may be 

needed to show compliance with the optional approaches described 

in Division 6. 

( b) Final Plat. 

* * * * * * * * 

(3) Where a recreational facilitie s agreement is 

required by the Planning Bo ard a s part of , or in lieu of, 

mandatory dedication or [bec aus e] where a rec reational facility 

and/ or other public fac ility is prop osed by the applica nt as an 

int egral part of the subdivi sion , suc h agreement shall be filed 

among the County land records and the Liber and Folio citat ion 

shall be shown on the final plat. 

* * * * 
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DIVISION 3. REQUIREMENTS: PLANNING, DESIGN, AND 

PUBLIC FACILITIES. 

{(a) The Planning Board shall not approve a subdivision plat 

if it finds that adequate public facilities and services do not 

exist or are not programmed for the area within which the propose 

subdivision is located. 

(1) The location of the property within the appropriat 

service area of the Ten Year Water and sewerage Plan is deemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of 

public water and sewerage for preliminary plat approval. 

(2) The location of the property within the appropriat 

service area of the Ten Year Water and sewerage Plan is deemed 

sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of 

public water end sewerage for final plat approval. 

(3) Utilities . ) When utility easements are required b 

a public utility company, the subdivider shall include the 

following statement in the dedication documents: Utility 

easements are granted pursuant t o the declaration recorded among 

the County Land Records in Liber 3703 at Folio 748 . 

((4) The Planning Board shall require adequate roads, a 

provided in Division 4.] 

((5)) Du Land for public facilities shown on the 

General Plan, functional master plans and/o r area master plans, 

and watershed pl a ns shall be reserved , dedicated, or otherwise 

provided for. 

((6)] 1.21 Stormwater management facilities, existing or 
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proposed as part of the development , shall have sufficient 

capacity to convey surface water runoff. 

DIVISION , • F·EQUIREMENTS: TRANSPORTATION AND 

CIRCULATION. 

Sec. 24-12, . Adequate roads required. 

la) aefore any preliminary plat may be approved, the 

Planning Board shall find that: 

(1) There will be adequate access roads available to 

serve traf~ic which would be generated by the proposed 

subdivision, or there is a proposal for such roads on [a] an 

approved master plan and c onstruction schedule d with at least 

seventy• five percent (75%) of the construction funds allocated 

within the first six ( 6 L.xears in the current County Capital 

Improvement Program or the current State Consolidated 

Transportation Program; and 

(2) That the traffic generated by the proposed 

subdivision will not reduce the peak hour service level at [the 

nearest) major intersections and on major roadways within the 

established s tudy area below the minimum peal(__£oJ!£._s~cJL..!_~ 

adopted by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the Ana l ysis 

of the Traffic Impact of Development Proposals", as may be amende 

from time to time; or 

(3) That roadway improvements 2L.!£.i ~ duction 

programs participated in or funded by the subdiv:.der will 

alleviate any inadequacy as determined under t hf, "Guidelines." 

~ )__...!_n those i~ nc~..!!.. when a planned ro<Jdway or roadway 

.!!!!Pr ovement identifi ed in an apEroved master JJla~ rrcnt County 
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Capital Improvement Pr0gram, or current State Consolidated 

Construction Program must be considered to find that acceea to a 

proposed subdivision is adequate, and the planned roadway ie not 

at least seventy-five percent (751) funded ea described in (a)(l) 

above, the Planning Board may consider mitigating actions as 

defined in part 10 of the ~Guidelines", provided: 

(1) Traffic operations at major intersectiona and on 

major roadways were inadequate before considering the impact of 

the proposed aubdivision; and 

( 2 J The roadway which would re~., 1 t in a finding of 

adequacy, is included and partial ly f unded for construction 1n th 

current County Capital Improvement Program or the currant State 

Consolidated Construction Program; and 

(3) following the development of the proposed 

subdivision and implementation of the mitigating action, traffic 

operations (as defined by critical lane volumes at intersections 

and service volumes on roadways within the established etud~ area 

will be no worse than level of eervice "E". 

SECTION 3, BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Act shall take 

effect on the day it becomes law. 

Adopted this _ _ __ day of 

ATTEST: 

- - -----' 1989. 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

BY: 
JoAnn T. Ball 
Chairman 

.. 
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Jean M, Schmuhl, CMC 
Clerk of the Council 

DATE: 

-18- LB-100-1989 

APPROVED: 

BY: 
Parris N. Glendening 
county Executive 

KEY: 
µndarscorini indicates language added to existing law . 
(Brackets] indicate language deleted from existing law . 
Asterisks*** indicate intervening existing Code provisions 

that remain unchanged , 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

2004 Legislative Session 

Bill No. CB-89-2004 

Chapter No. 55 

Proposed and Presented by Council Members Peters, Dean, Demoga, Exum 

Harrington, Knotts and Bland 

Introduced by Council Members Peters, Dean, Demoga, Exum, Harrington 

Knotts and Bland 

Co-Sponsors 

Date of Introducti9n October 5, 2004 

SUBDIVISION BILL 

AN ACT concerning 

Adequate Public Facilities 

DR-3 

For the purpose of amending the test for adequate public facilities at the time of preliminary plat 

of subdivision and establishing a new adequate public safety facilities test. 

BY repealing and reenacting with amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

Section 24-122.01, 

The Prince George's County Code 

(2003 Edition). 

SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince George's County, 

Maryland, that Section 24-122.01 of the Prince George's County Code be and the same is hereby 

repealed and reenacted with the following amendments: 

SUBTITLE 24. SUBDIVISIONS. 

DIVISION 3. REQUIREMENTS: PLANNING, DESIGN, AND PUBLIC FACILITIES. 

Sec. 24" 122.01. Adequacy of public facilities. 

(a) The Planning Board may not approve a subdivision plat if it finds that adequate 

public facilities do not exist or are not programmed for the area within which the proposed 

subdivision is located, as defined in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impact on 

Fire and Rescue Facilities," "Guidelines for the Analysis of Development Impact on Police 

1 
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Facilities," and "Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic Impact of Development Proposals." 

The Planning Board shall require adequate public facilities, as provided in this Section and in 

Division 4 of this Subtitle. 

(b) Water and sewerage. 

(1) The location of the property within the appropriate service area of the Ten Year 

Water and Sewerage Plan is deemed sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability 

of public water and sewerage for preliminary or final plat approval. 

( c) Police facilities. 

( 1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by the proposed subdivision at 

each stage of the proposed subdivision will not exceed the service capacity of existing police 

stations as determined by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of Development 

Impact on Police Facilities," as may be amended from time to time; or 

(B) An adequate police facility available to serve the population and/or 

employees generated by the proposed subdivision has been programmed with one hundred 

percent (100%) of the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within the adopted 

County Capital Improvement Program as determined under the 11Guidelines"; or 

(C) That improvements participated in or funded by the subdivider will alleviate 

any inadequacy as dete1mined under the 11Guidelines." 

(d) Fire and rescue facilities. 

(1) Before any preliminary plat may be approved, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by the proposed subdivision at 

each stage of the proposed subdivision will be within the adequate coverage area of the nearest 

fire and rescue station(s) as determined by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the 

Analysis of Development Impact on Fire and Rescue Facilities" as may be amended from time to 

time; or 

(B) An adequate fire and rescue station(s) available to serve the population 

and/or employees generated by the proposed subdivision has been programmed with one 

hundred percent (100%) of the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within the 

adopted County Capital Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines" rovided 

however, that if construction of such improvements has not commenced within nine years after 

2 
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the first year the project is fully funded in an adopted County Capital Improvement Program. the 

preliminary plat may not be considered and approved by the Planning Board based upon future 

construction until such facilities are actually constructed; or 

(C) That improvements participated in or funded by the subdivider will alleviate 

any inadequacy as determined under the "Guidelines.11 

ill Before any preliminary plat may be approved. if the location of the property 

proposed for subdivision is outside the appropriate service area of the Ten Year Water and 

Sewerage Plan or is in the Rural Tier, the Planning Board shall require the subdivider to provide 

water storage tanks, the availability of water tanker trucks. or other appropriate source of water 

for fire extinguishing purposes. 

U2} Data Collection by Office of Audits and Investigations and Office of Management and 

Budget. 

ill Except as provided in Subsection (3), below, the Chief of Police and the Fire 

Chief shall submit the following information to the County Office of Audits and Investigations, 

County Office of Management and Budget. and the Planning Board: 

(Al For Police personnel. a statement of authorized strength of sworn 

officers of at least: 

(i) Ninety percent (90%) of an authorized strength of 1420 equaling 

1278 sworn officers on and after December 31, 2004; 

(ii) Ninety-five percent (95%) of an authorized strength of 1420 

equaling 1349 sworn officers on and after December 31, 2005: and 

{iii) One Hundred percent (100%) of an authorized strength of 1420 

sworn officers on and after December 31, 2006; 

{ID For Fire personnel. a statement of authmized strength of fire and rescue 

personnel of at least: 

ill. Ninety-five percent (95%) of an authorized strength of 692 

equaling 657 fire and rescue personnel on and after December 31. 2004; and 

ill} One Hundred percent (100%) of an authorized strength of 692 fire 

and rescue personnel on and after December 31. 2005. 

.(Q_ A statement reflecting adequate equipment pursuant NFP A 1710, the 

Tri-Data Study conducted by the County, or the Public Safety Master Plan for police and fire 

3 
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stations in the vicinity of the area proposed for subdivision; and 

ill} A statement by the Police Chief that the rolling twelve-month average. 

adjusted monthly, and/or fractile time. for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed 

for subdivision is a maximum of twenty-five (25) minutes total for non-emergency calls and a 

maximum often (10) minutes total for emergency calls for service. In this Section. total time 

means the length of time from the call for service until the arrival of police personnel on-scene. 

(ID A statement by the fire chief that the rolling twelve-month average, 

and/or fractile time, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is 

a maximum of: 

ill in the Rural Tier of the County. eight (8) total minutes for engines 

or basic life support and ten (10) total minutes for advanced life support; or 

(ill in areas outside the Rural Tier of the County, six ( 6) total minutes 

for engines and basic life support and ten (l 0) total minutes for advanced life support. In this 

Section. total time means the length of time from the call for service until arrival of the fire or 

rescue personnel on-scene. 

ill If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that meet the 

criteria specified in this Section. then the Planning Board may not approve the preliminary plat. 

(3) The provisions of Subsection (e) (1) shall not apply to commercial or industrial 

applications for preliminary plats. 

SECTION 2. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the Council shall review the provisions of 

this Act on or before July 31, 2006. 

SECTION 3. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Act shall not apply to applications for 

preliminary plats filed and accepted on or before November 16, 2004. 

4 
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SECTION 4. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that this Act shall take effect thirty (30) 

calendar days after it becomes law. 

Adopted this 16th day of November, 2004. 

ATTEST: 

Redis C. Floyd 
Clerk of the Council 

DATE: _________ _ 

KEY: 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

BY: _____________ _ 

Tony Knotts 
Chairman 

APPROVED: 

BY: _____________ _ 

Jack B. Johnson 
County Executive 

Underscoring indicates language added to existing law. 
[Brackets] indicate language deleted from existing law. 
Asterisks*** indicate intervening existing Code provisions that remain unchanged. 

5 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

2004 Legislative Session 

Bill No. 

Chapter No. 

CB-56-2004 

27 

Proposed and Presented by Council Member Knotts 

Introduced by Council Members Exum, Knots, Harrington, Shapiro, Peters and Dean 

Co-Sponsors 

Date of Introducti9n July 6, 2004 

CHARTER AMENDMENT 

1 AN ACT concerning 

2 Amendment of Section 311, Charter of Prince George's County 

DR-2 

3 For the purpose of proposing an amendment to Section 311 of the Charter of Prince George's 

4 County conceming the selection of a Chairman and Vice Chairman of the County Council, and 

5 further providing that if there are conflicting Charter amendments adopted by the qualified voters 

6 of the County at the general election in November, 2004, the amendments proposed in Council 

7 Bill-56-2004, as ratified by the voters, shall prevail. 

8 BY proposing an amendment to: 

9 Section 311, 

10 Charter of Prince George's County, Maryland. 

11 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince George's County, 

12 Maryland, that the following amendment to Section 311 of the Charter of Prince George's 

13 County, Maryland, is hereby proposed: 

14 Section 311. Officers of the Council. 

15 The Council shall elect from among its members a Chahman and a Vice Chairman. The 

16 Chairman, or in his absence the Vice Chairman, shall preside at all meetings. On all questions 

17 before the Council the Chairman and Vice Chairman shall have and may exercise the vote to 

18 which each is entitled as a Council member. If, at the general election in November, 2004, an 

19 amendment concerning the at-large election of the Chailman of the Council shall be adopted by a 

20 majority of the qualified voters of the County. then notwithstanding such amendment to this 

21 Section or Section 307A concerning at-large members of the Council, the current manner of 
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election of the Chairman and the Vice Chairman of the Council shall remain unchanged. If, at 

the general election held in November, 2004, the qualified voters of the County shall not adopt 

an amendment to this Charter providing for the at-large election of the Chairman of the Council. 

then this amendment to the Charter shall be automatically abrogated and of no effect and shall be 

deleted from the text of the Charter. 

SECTION 2. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that a copy of this Act be transmitted to the 

County Executive for publication and that a copy also be transmitted to the Board of Supervisors 

of Elections for submission of the proposed amendment to the voters of this County at the 2004 

General Election pursuant to Section 1105 of the Charter. 

SECTION 3. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the question of adoption of this proposed 

Charter Amendment shall be submitted to the voters of the County at the General Election 

occurring on November 2, 2004, and shall be placed on the ballot in the following form: 

PROPOSED CHARTER AMENDMENT 

To reaffirm the manner of election of the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Council, and 

provide a precedence clause in the event of conflicting charter amendments ratified by the voters 

at the November 2004 general election. 

SECTION 4. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that in the event that no petition for Charter 

Amendment or for referendum hereafter meets all requirements of law and, therefore, is not 

placed on the November 2004 ballot, then this Charter Amendment shall not appear on the local 

ballot. 

2 
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Adopted this 30th day of July. 2004, by an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the members of 

the full County Council. 

ATTEST: 

Redis C. Floyd 
Clerk of the Council 

KEY: 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

BY: _____________ _ 
Tony Knotts 
Chairman 

Underscoring indicates language added to existing law. 
[Brackets] indicate language deleted from existing law. 
Asterisks*** indicate intervening existing Code provisions that remain unchanged. 

CB-56-'-2004 (DR-2) WAS APPROVED AT REFERENDUM ON ll/2/2004, BUT DID NOT 
:BECOME EFFECTIVE BY ITS TERMS BECAUSE QUESTION H WAS NOT 
RATIFIED. 

3 
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Sec. 24-122.01. -Adequacy of public facilities. 

(a) The Planning Board may not approve a preliminary plan of subdivision if it finds that adequate 
public facilities do not exist or are not programmed for the area within which the proposed 
subdivision is located, as defined in the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: 
Public Safety Infrastructure" and "Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic Impact of Development 
Proposals." The Planning Board shall require adequate public facilities, as provided in this Section 
and in Division 4 of this Subtitle. 

(b) Water and sewerage. 

(1) The location of the property within the appropriate service area of the Ten Year Water and 
Sewerage Plan is deemed sufficient evidence of the immediate or planned availability of public 
water and sewerage for preliminary plan or final plat approval; and 

(2) Applications filed on or after October 1, 2012, pursuant to the Sustainable Growth Act Section 
9-206 of the Environment Article, the following restrictions apply to residential subdivisions: 

(i) Tier I. All lots shall be served by public sewer. 

(ii) Tier II. All lots shall be served by public sewer; or if the subdivision is a minor subdivision it 
may be served by on-site sewer disposal systems. 

(iii) Tier Ill. All lots shall be served by on-site sewer disposal systems. 

(iv) Tier IV. All lots in a minor subdivision shall be served by on-site sewer disposal systems. 
A residential major subdivision served by on-site sewer disposal systems is not permitted. 

(c) Police facilities. 

(1) Before any preliminary plan may be approved, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by the proposed subdivision at each stage of 
the proposed subdivision will not exceed the service capacity of existing police stations as 
determined by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 
Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure" as may be amended from time to time; or 

(B) An adequate police facility available to serve the population and/or employees generated 
by the proposed subdivision has been programmed with one hundred percent (100%) of 
the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within the adopted County Capital 
Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines"; or 

(C) That improvements participated in or funded by the subdivider, including participation in a 
specific Public Facilities Financing and Implementation Program as defined in Section 27-
107.01(186.1), will alleviate any inadequacy as determined under the "Guidelines." 

(d) Fire and rescue facilities. 

(1) Before any preliminary plan may be approved, the Planning Board shall find that: 

(A) The population and/or employees generated by the proposed subdivision at each stage of 
the proposed subdivision will be within the adequate coverage area of the nearest fire and 
rescue station(s) as determined by the Planning Board in the "Guidelines for the Mitigation 
of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure" as may be amended from time 
to time; or 

(8) An adequate fire and rescue station(s) available to serve the population and/or employees 
generated by the proposed subdivision has been programmed with one hundred percent 
(100%) of the expenditures for the construction of such a facility within the adopted County 
Capital Improvement Program as determined under the "Guidelines", provided, however, 
that if construction of such improvements has not commenced within nine (9) years after 
the first year the project is fully funded in an adopted County Capital Improvement 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   110 of 300

Program, the preliminary plan may not be considered and approved by the Planning Board 
based upon future construction until such facilities are actually constructed; or 

(C) That improvements participated in or funded by the subdivider, including participation in a 
specific public facilities financing and implementation program as defined in Section 27-
107.01(186.1 ), will alleviate any inadequacy as determined under the "Guidelines." 

(2) Before any preliminary plan may be approved, if the location of the property proposed for 
subdivision is outside the appropriate service area of the Ten Year Water and Sewerage Plan or 
is in the Rural Tier, the Planning Board shall require the subdivider to provide water storage 
tanks, the availability of water tanker trucks, or other appropriate source of water for fire 
extinguishing purposes. 

(e) Data Collection by Office of Audits and Investigations and Office of Management and Budget. 

(1) Except as provided in Subsection (3) below, the Chief of Police and the Fire Chief shall submit 
the following information to the County Office of Audits and Investigations, County Office of 
Management and Budget, and the Planning Board: 

(A) For Police personnel, a statement of authorized strength of sworn officers of at least: 

(i) Ninety percent (90%) of an authorized strength of One Thousand Four Hundred 
Twenty (1,420) equaling One Thousand Twelve Hundred Seventy Eight (1 ,278) sworn 
officers on and after December 31, 2004; 

(ii} Ninety-five percent (95%) of an authorized strength of One Thousand Four Hundred 
Twenty (1,420) equaling One Thousand Three Hundred Forty Nine (1,349) sworn 
officers on and after December 31, 2005; and 

(iii) One Hundred percent (100%} of an authorized strength of One Thousand Four 
Hundred Twenty (1,420) sworn officers on and after December 31, 2006; 

(B) For Fire personnel, a statement of authorized strength of fire and rescue personnel of at 
least 

(i) Ninety-five percent (95%) of an authorized strength of Six Hundred Ninety Two (692) 
equaling Six Hundred Fifty Seven (657) fire and rescue personnel on and after 
December 31, 2004; and 

(ii) One Hundred percent (100%) of an authorized strength of Six Hundred Ninety Two 
(692) fire and rescue personnel on and after December 31, 2005. 

(C) A statement reflecting adequate equipment pursuant to studies and regulations used by 
the County, or the Public Safety Master Plan for police and fire stations in the vicinity of the 
area proposed for subdivision; and 

(D) A statement by the Police Chief that the rolling twelve-month average, adjusted monthly, 
for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is a maximum of 
twenty-five (25) minutes total for non-emergency calls and a maximum of ten (10) minutes 
total for emergency calls for service. Prior to January 2006, the Police Chief shall calculate 
the cumulative average response times beginning with the January 2005 response time 
data. In this Section, total time means the length of time from the call for service until the 
arrival of Police personnel on-scene or other appropriate police response. 

(E) A statement by the Fire Chief that the response time for the first due station in the vicinity 
of the property proposed for subdivision is a maximum of seven (7) minutes travel time. 
The Fire Chief shall submit monthly reports chronicling actual response times for calls for 
service during the preceding month. 

(2) If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that meet the criteria 
specified in this Section on the date the application is accepted by the Planning Board or within 
the following three (3) monthly cycles of response time reports, then the Planning Board may 
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not approve the preliminary plan until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is 
entered into and filed with the Planning Board. 

(3) The provisions of Subsection (e)(1) shall not apply to commercial or industrial applications for 
preliminary plans. 

(4) The governing body of the County may waive any surcharge imposed within the developed tier. 

(CB-48-1981; CB-83-1987; CB-100-1989; CB-3-1997; CB-89-2004; CB-56-2005; CB-25-2008; 
CB-104-2012) 

Editor's note- CR-26-2006 provides clarification of language in this Section related to the 
collection and reporting of data concerning the authorized strength of sworn police officers and 
qualified fire and rescue personnel. 

CR-69-2006 temporarily suspends the staffing requirements of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(A, B) 
and provides that any preliminary plan of subdivision that has been denied since January 1, 2006 
due to these requirements may be reconsidered by the Planning Board. 

CR-83-2012 adopted the County's Sustainable Growth Tier Map pursuant Section 9-206 of the 
Environment Article of the Maryland Annotated Code. The Growth Tiers depicted therein 
identify where major and minor residential subdivisions may develop and the type of sewage 
disposal system that will serve them. 
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Exhibit 7 

Planning Director Letter to 
the County Executive and 
County Council Chairman 

(Dated August 26, 2019) 
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M N 
THEJMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

p p 14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Office of the Planning Director Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

C Prince George's County Planning Depa1tment www.mncppc.org/pgco 
I 301-952-3595 

The Honorable Angela D. Alsobrooks 
Prince George's County Executive 
1301 McC01mick Drive 
Suite 4000 
Largo, MD 20774 

August 26, 2019 

The Honorable Todd M. Turner 
Council Chairman 
Prince George's County Council 
14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Drive, 2nd Floor 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772 

RE: Prince George's County Police Department 
Response Times in Districts V and Vil and the 
Impact on Adequate Public Facilities Findings 
for Development Review Cases 

Dear County Executive Alsobrooks and Chairman Turner: 

The Prince George' s County Planning Depa1tment would like to provide the County Executive and the 
County Council with an early warning regarding possible failure of the Adequate Public Safety Facilities 
Mitigation Guidelines in January 2020 for Police Depa1tment response times in Police Districts V and VII. 
These response times are an imp011ant factor in the Planning Board's review of residential preliminary plans 
because the Planning Board may not approve a preliminary plan of subdivision if it finds that adequate public 
facilities do not exist or are not programmed for the area. If the current trend continues, Police Districts V and 
VII will have emergency/priority response times that will exceed the 10-minute standard for emergency calls for 
service and will result in a finding that the police adequacy test cannot be met. 

Currently, the first six months of data show that Police Districts V and VII have priority/emergency times 
that significantly exceed the 10-minute emergency benchmark. All six months in District V and three of the six 
months in District VII have exceeded the I 0-minute benchmark by more than 20 percent. The other three 
months of District VII exceeded the l 0-minute benchmark by less than 20 percent. 

If the current trend continues, the emergency/priority response times in District V and VII will result in a 
12-month rolling average that exceeds the 10-minute benchmark time. The Planning Department is notifying 
you early for your consideration. This early notification will allow time to initiate discussions if any changes are 
necessary to address this issue. 

It should be noted that these police response times are only used for residential development applications. 
The review of preliminary plans of subdivision for commercial and industrial development applications are 
based on the square feet of space in all facilities used by the Prince George' s County Police Department and the 
County population. Planning Department staff uses the national standard of 141 square feet per 1,000 residents 
to calculate square feet of space for police . 

Staff is also providing some background information to explain how response times are used in the 
development review process. Attachment I contains text from the Subdivision Ordinance and 
CR-078-2005 and a graph of the location of the police districts for your ease of reference. 

ML#~ 
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The Honorable Angela D. Alsobrooks and The Honorable Todd M. Turner 
Page 2 

Section 24-122.01 (e)(l)(D) of the Subdivision Regulations states that the Police Chief will provide a 

statement with the twelve-month average adjusted monthly (refen-ed to as the "rolling average" hereafter) for 
non-emergency and emergency response times. The ma.-...:imum is a total of25 minutes for 
non-emergency and l O minutes for emergency calls for service. 

Due to the construction of the new 911 center and the associated software upgrade made to the dispatch 
services starting January 20 I 6, the Police Department was unable to provide monthly data until Jan nary 20 I 9. 
For the purposes of subdivision review, the Planning Department staff has used the last rep01ted response times 
of December 20 I 5 until a new 12-month rolling average can be established. The continual reporting of the 
monthly response times will allow the Planning Depa1tment to utilize a new 12-month rolling average in 
Janua1y 2020. 

When the County Council adopted CR-078-2005, the Council established new guidelines for mitigation of 
adequate public facilities for public safety infrastructure. The response times standards in Section 24-122.01 
(e)(l)(D) of the Subdivision Ordinance were reiterated in this resolution, but the resolution provided a new 
mitigation formula if the rolling average for police response times was beyond the standards set. 

Section 24-122.01 (e)(2) permits an application to be tested for three more monthly cycles if the response 
times are not met. If response times less than 20 percent above the required emergency response time are still 
not met, then the Planning Board may not approve the prelimina1y plan of subdivision until a mitigation plan 
between the applicant and the County is entered into and filed with the Planning Board. CR-078-2005 provides 
three mitigation options in this case - pay a mitigation fee, provide in kind services, or pool resources. 

However, if the actual response times for emergency calls and/or non-emergency calls are greater than 20 
percent above the required emergency response time, the applicant may not mitigate. The police district will be 
in a new construction moratorium for residential development. 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to bring this to your attention. If you have any questions or need 
additional information, please contact Katina Shoulars, Acting Division Chief, Countywide Planning Division, 
at 301-952-5404 or via email at Katina.Shoulars@ppd.mncppc.org. 

Sincerely, 

AA~ ~ 
Andree Green Checkley 
Planning Director 

Attachment 
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The Honorable Angela D. Alsobrooks and The Honorable Todd M. Turner 
Page 3 

c: Tara H. Jackson, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for Govemment Operations, Office of the County 
Executive 
Mark A. Magaw, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for Public Safety and Homeland Security 
Henry P. Stawinski III, Chief of Police, Prince George's County Police Department 
Donna Brown, Acting Clerk of the Council, Prince George's County Council 
Derick P. Berlage, Acting Deputy Director, Planning Department 
Debra Borden, Principal Counsel, Legal Office, M-NCPPC 
James Hunt, Division Chief, Development Review Division 
Katina Shoulars, Acting Division Chief, Countywide Pla1ming Division 
Maria Ma1tin, Countyw_ide Planning Division 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Excepts from the Subdivision Ordinance and a Council Resolution 
Regarding Police Response Times 

Section 24-122.01 (e)(l)(D) 

"A statement by the Police Chief that the rolling t\velve-month average, adjusted monthly, for response 

times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is a ma."\:imurn of twenty-five (25) minutes 
total for non-emergency calls and a maximum often (10) minutes total for emergency calls for service. 

Prior to Janua1y 2006, the Police Chief shall calculate the cumulative average response times beginning 
with the January 2005 response time data. In this Section, total time means the length of time from the 
call for service until the arrival of Police personnel on-scene or other appropriate police response." 

Section 24-122.01 (e)(2) 

"If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that meet the criteria specified in 
this Section on the date the application is accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) 
monthly cycles of response time reports, then the Planning Board may not approve the preliminary plan 

until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into and filed with the Planning 
Board." 

Section 24-122. 01 (e)(2) 

"The provisions of Subsection (e)(]) shall not apply to commercial or industria l app lications for 

preliminary plans." 

CR-078-2005 

"4. MITIGTION PLAN 

Police Districts -
• If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the police service districts and the actual 

response times for both emergency calls and non-emergency calls do not exceed 20% above the 

respective required response times, the applicant may offer to mitigate as provided below. 

• If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the police districts and the actual response 
times for emergency calls and/or non-emergency calls are greater than 20% above the required 
emergency response time, the applicant may not mitigate. 

• Response times shall be stated in whole numbers, rounding where necessary in the following 
manner: a) decimal places between .01 and .49 shall be rounded to the nearest lower whole 

number; and b) decimal places between .50 and .99 shall be rounded to the nearest higher whole 
number." 
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j Police District Boundaries I 
Vand VII 

Prince George's County, MD 

Legend 
Police District 

Dv 
f. ~, \/1 I 

i f other Districts 

= Roads 

This map may not be reproduced, stored 
in a retrieval system, or transmitted by any 

form, including electronic or by photo 
reproduction, without the express written 

permission of The Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission. 
For more information, contact the Prince 
George's County Planning Department in 

Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 
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Exhibit 8 

CR-78-2005 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

2005 Legislative Session 

Resolution No. CR-78-=2005 

Proposed by Council Member Peters 

Introduced by Council Members Peters, Harrington, Exum, Campos and Dean 

Co-Sponsors 

Date of Introducti9n October 25, 2005 

RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION concerning 

Adequate Public Safety Facilities Mitigation Guidelines 

DR-2 

For the purpose of approving Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities for 

Public Safety Infrastructure. 

WHEREAS, Chapter 594, Laws of Maryland, 2005, codified at Section 10-192.1 l of the 

County Code, authorized the County to impose by ordinance a public safety surcharge on new 

residential construction for which a preliminary plan of subdivision has been approved on or 

after July 1, 2005; and 

WHEREAS, the County Council enacted and the County Executive signed CB-56-2005 to 

make ce11ain amendments incorporating the imposition of a public safety surcharge into the 

County's existing Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance, Subtitle 24, Division 3 of the County 

Code; and 

WHEREAS, Section 3 of CB-56-2005 required the Director of the Office of Management 

and Budget, after consultation with the Planning Director, the Chief of Police and the Fire Chief 

to submit to the County Council for its approval, guidelines for the mitigation of public safety 

facilities in those areas of the County that do not allow the approval of a preliminary plan of 

subdivision by the Planning Board in accordance with Section 24-122.0l(e); and 

WHEREAS, the Director of the Office of Management and Budget has submitted draft 

Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety Infrastmcture, attached 

hereto as Attachment A, for the Council's consideration and approval; and 

WHEREAS, the Director of the Office of Management and Budget and the Office of Audits 

and Investigations shall semiannually review the adopted Guidelines for the Mitigation of 

1 
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CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

1 Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure. 

2 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Prince George's 

3 County, Maryland, that the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public 

4 Safety Infrastructure be and the same are hereby approved and effective on the date of adoption 

5 of this Resolution. 

Adopted this 1st day of November, 2005. 

ATTEST: 

Redis C. Floyd 
Clerk of the Council 

BY: 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

--------------
Samuel H. Dean 
Chairman 

2 
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CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

ATTACHMENT A 

GUIDELINES FOR THE MITIGATION OF ADEQUATE 
PUBLIC FACILITIES: PUBLIC SAFETY INFRASTRUCTURE 

1. INTRODUCTION 

The Prince George's County Council enacted CB-56-2005 effective August 3, 2005. 
Specifically, the legislation provides for the measurement of response times for the Police 
Department and the Fire/EMS Department to determine the adequacy of public safety services at 
the time of subdivision. Further, CB-56-2005 requires that not later than July 30, 2005, the 
Director of the Office of Management and Budget, after consultation with the Planning Director, 
the Chief of Police and the Fire Chief, shall submit to the County Council for its approval 
proposed guidelines for the mitigation of public safety facilities in those areas of the County that 
do not allow the approval of a preliminary plan of subdivision by the Planning Board in 
accordance with Section 24-122.0l(e). 

This document titled, "GUIDELINES FOR THE MITIGATION OF ADEQUATE PUBLIC 
FACILITIES: PUBLIC SAFETY INFASTRUCTURE", is prepared for the purpose of satisfying 
the aforementioned requirement. 

2. DEFINITIONS 

APF Adequate Public Facilities 

PUBLIC SAFETY 
MITIGATION FEE1 

PUBLIC SAFETY 

SURCHARGE 

The fee paid per dwelling unit by an applicant or applicants as a means 
of mitigating the impact on public safety facilities in an area of the 
County that has police and/or fire response times in excess of those 
required under CB-55-2005. For FY 2006, the fee shall be $3,780 per 
dwelling unit for applications that fail in the Police District and $1,320 
per dwelling unit for applications that fail in the Fire Service Area. If 
the application fails both the police and fire test, the applicant shall pay 
the combined fee of $5,100 per dwelling unit. The fee shall be adjusted 
annually thereafter by the percentage change in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers published by the United States 
Department of Labor from the previous fiscal year. The fee shall be 
paid at the time of issuance of a grading permit for the development. 

As authorized by Chapter 594, Laws of Maryland 2005 (House Bill 
1129) and required by CB-55-2005, the surcharge paid per dwelling 
unit by an applicant or applicants at the time of building permit. 

1 Calculated by the Office of Management and Budget. 

3 
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DEVELOPED TIER 

DEVELOPING TIER 

RURAL TIER 

PRELIMINARY PLAN 
OF SUBDIVISION 
APPROVAL 

CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

The sub area of the County consisting primarily of inner-County areas 
that are largely developed, as defined by the 2002 General Plan. 

The largely suburban sub area of the County located primarily in the 
central portion of the County, as defined by the 2002 General Plan. 

The sub area of the County located on the outer portion of the County 
consisting primarily of undeveloped land, as defined by the 2002 
General Plan. 

The date of enactment of the resolution of approval by the Planning 
Board. 

MITIGATION PLAN An agreement between the County and applicant detailing the 
applicant's commitment to either pay the Public Safety Mitigation Fee, 
provide equipment and/or facilities that equal or exceed the cost of the 
Public Safety Mitigation Fee, or provide a combination of in kind 
services and supplemental payment of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. 
For an applicant who does not choose to pay solely the mitigation fee, 
the applicant shall submit its proposed mitigation plan simultaneously 
to the County Council and County Executive, and the County Council 
may submit written comments on the plan to the County Executive for 
consideration in the ratified mitigation plan. The ratified mitigation 
plan shall be made a part of the application and record for the 
preliminary plan. Pursuant to CB-56-2005, the Plan must be filed with 
the Planning Board to allow for the approval of the applicant's 
preliminary plan where approval would have been otherwise denied 
due to failure of the adequate public facilities test. 

STAFF The staff of the Prince George's County Planning Department. 

SUBDMSION Preliminary plan of subdivision. 

IN KIND SERVICES As an alternative to payment of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee, 
applicant may provide equipment and/or facilities from a list of 
identified needs that equal or exceed the cost of the Public Safety 
Mitigation Fee. Equipment and/or facilities shall be necessary to meet 
the deficiencies in public safety resources for the proposed preliminary 
plan as required by Section 24-122.0l(e). 

POOLING RESOURCES Two or more applicants may join together to purchase equipment or 
build facilities from a list of identified needs that equal or exceed the 
cost of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. Equipment and/or facilities 
shall be necessary to meet the deficiencies in public safety resources for 
the proposed preliminary plans as required by Section 24-122.0l(e). 

4 
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CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

3. TEST PROCEDURES 2 

A. The Police Chief shall submit a statement that the rolling twelve-month average, 
adjusted monthly, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for 
subdivision is a maximum of twenty-five minutes total for non-emergency calls and a 
maximum of ten minutes total for emergency calls for service in each of the police 
districts. Response times shall be stated in whole numbers, rounding where necessary in 
the following manner: a) decimal places between .01 and .49 shall be rounded to the 
nearest lower whole number; and b) decimal places between .50 and .99 shall be rounded 
to the nearest higher whole number. 

B. The Fire Chief shall submit a statement that the response time for the first due station 
in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is a maximum of seven minutes 
travel time. 

C. If an application for a preliminary plan is located in an area that fails either of the 
requirements mentioned above, then the Planning Board may not approve the preliminary 
plan until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into and filed 
with the Planning Board. 

4. MITIGATIONPLAN 

Police Districts -

• If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the police service districts and the 
actual response times for both emergency calls and non-emergency calls do not exceed 
20% above the respective required response times, the applicant may offer to mitigate as 
provided below. 

• If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the police districts and the actual 
response times for emergency calls and/or non-emergency calls are greater than 20% 
above the required emergency response time, the applicant may not mitigate. 

• Response times shall be stated in whole numbers, rounding where necessary in the 
following manner: a) decimal places between .01 and .49 shall be rmmded to the nearest 
lower whole number; and b) decimal places between .50 and .99 shall be rounded to the 
nearest higher whole number. 

Fire Service Areas -

• If an application for a preliminary plan fails in any of the fire service areas, an applicant 
may offer to mitigate as provided below. 

2 Summarized from CB-56-2005 

5 
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CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

The Public Safety Mitigation Fee will be assessed when the applicant applies for grading permits 
with the Department of Environmental Resources. 

A. Public Safety Mitigation Fee 

1. The fees per dwelling unit would consist of $3,780 per unit if the test has failed in 
any of the police districts. This number was derived from the costs associated 
with building and equipping police stations to house the police officers that are 
necessary to help meet the response times associated with CB-56-2005. 

ii. If the application fails in a fire service area, the fee per dwelling unit would 
consist of $1,320 per unit. This number was derived from the costs associated 
with building and equipping fire stations to house the fire and EMS personnel that 
are necessary to help meet the response times associated with CB-56-2005. 

111. If the application fails both the police and fire test, the applicant shall pay the 
combined fee of $5,100 per dwelling unit. 

iv. The Public Safety Surcharge shall not be reduced by the payment of any Public 
Safety Mitigation Fee. 

Beginning in Fiscal Year 2007, the fee shall be adjusted by July 1 of each year by the 
percentage change in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers published by the 
United States Department of Labor from the previous fiscal year. The fee shall be paid at 
the time of issuance of a grading permit for the development. 

B. IN KIND SERVICES 

An applicant may offer to provide equipment and or facilities that equal or exceed the cost 
of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee or offer a combination of in kind services and 
supplemental payment of the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. Acceptance of in kind services 
are at the discretion of the County based on the public safety infrastructure required to bring 
the subdivision in conformance with the standards mandated by CB-56-2005. 

C. POOLING RESOURCES 

Applicants may pool together with other applicants to purchase equipment or build facilities 
that would equal or exceed the cost of paying the Public Safety Mitigation Fee. Acceptance 
of pooled resources to provide in kind services are at the discretion of the County based on 
the public safety infrastructure required to bring the subdivision in conformance with the 
standards mandated by CB-56-2005. 

6 
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CR-78-2005 (DR-2) 

5. USE OF FUNDS 

The Public Safety Mitigation Fee shall be used in the police districts or fire service areas that are 
failing the response time requirements of CB-56-2005. For example, guidance provided by the 
Approved Operating Expense and Capital Budgets, Tri Data Final Report dated May 2004, the 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission, and the Approved Public Safety 
Master Plan will be considered. 

7 
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Exhibit 9 

PGCPB No. 10-117(Al) 
(4-09003) 
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MN 
THE IMARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

pp 
•c 

March 24, 2015 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

Timothy Brandywine Investments One & Two, LLC 
2124 Priest Bridge Road,-Suite 18 
Crofton, MD 21114 

Dear Applicant: 

Re: Notification of Planning Board Action on 
Preliminary Plan 4-09003 
Villages of Timothy Branch 

This is to advise you that on March 19, 2015 the above-referenced Preliminary Plan was acted upon by the 
Prince George's County Planning Board in accordance with the attached Resolution. 

Pursuant to Article 28, Section 7-1 I 6(g) of the Maryland Annotated Code, an appeal of the Planning 
Board's action must be filed with Circuit Court for Prince George's County, Maryland within thirty (30) calendar 
days after the date of the final notice March 24, 2015. 

c: Persons of Record 

PGCPB No. 10-117(Al) 

Very truly yours, 
Alan Hirsch, Chief 

Develo t eview Divisi~g: . 

By: -i-fV-11 ........ ~.:a.+--==tJJ/4"""'----" 
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MN 
THEIMARYL~ND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION 

l~ P •c 
PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 

AMENDED RESOLUTION 

14 7 41 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 
TTY: (301) 952-4366 
www.mncppc.org/pgco 

File No. 4-09003 

WHEREAS, Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC -and Timothy Brandywine Investments 
Two, LLC are the owner of a 334.26-acre parcel of land known as·Tax Map 145 in Grid B4, said property 
being in the 11 th Election District of Prince George's County, Maryland, and being zoned L-A-C (Local 
Activity Center) and R-M (Residential Medium Development); and 

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2010, Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC and Timothy 
Brandywine Investments Two, LLC filed an ·application for approval of a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 
for 580 lots and 68 parcels; and 

WHEREAS, the application for approval of the aforesaid Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, also 
known as Preliminary Plan 4-09003 for Villages of Timothy Branch was presented to the Prince George's 
County Planning Board of TI1e Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission by the st_aff of 
the Commission on October 28, 2010, for its review and action in accordance with Article 28, Section 
7-116, Annotated Code of Maryland and the Regulations for the Subdivision of Land, Subtitle 24, Prince 
George's County Code; and 

WHEREAS, the staff of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission 
recommended APPROVAL of the application with conditions; and · 

WHEREAS, on October 28, 2010, the Prince George's County Planning Board heard testimony 
and received evidence submitted for the record on the aforesaid application. 

*WHEREAS, by letter dated December 9, 2011. the applicant requested a reconsideration of 
Finding 14 and Condition 41 relating to police response time reporting; and 

*WHEREAS. on January 5, 2012. the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration 
based on the on the limited scope of the analysis of the police time reporting: and · 

tWHEREAS, by letter dated February 11. 2015, the Planning Director of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission requested a reconsideration of Conditions 13-20 and findings 
related to off-site recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park; and 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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PGCPB No. 10-117(A/1) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page2 

tWHEREAS, on March 19. 2015. the Planning Board approved the request for reconsideration 
based on other good cause in furtherance of substantial public interest: and 

tWHEREAS. on March 19. 2015, the Planning Board heard testimony regarding the 
reconsideration. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that pursuant to the provisions of Subtitle 24, Prince 
George's County Code, the Prince George's County Planning Board APPROVED the Type 1 Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCP 1-151-90-02), and further APPROVED Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, 
Villages of Timothy Branch, including a Variation from Section 24-121(a)(3) and Section 24-121(a)(4) for 
580 lots and 68 parcels with th~ following conditions: · 

1. Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision, the following technical 
corrections shall be made: 

a Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 and the accompanying text shall 
be certified; 

b. Incorporate the changes required by the approved CDPs and accompanying text into the 
prelimin<>ry plan, including the residential portion of the L-A-C Zone and the RM-3 and 
RM-5 sections of the R-M Zone. 

c. Clarify parcel lines to show a 150-foot lot depth for all residential parcels abutting 
Mattawoman Drive; and, 

d. Show that all accesses and rights-of-way conform to the standards of Section 24-128 of 
the Subdivision Regulations. 

e. Remove all proposed structures; 

f. Provide a list of existing parcels. 

g. Correct the number of lots and parcels proposed. 

h. Provide reference to the variations approved. 

2. Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan: 

a. The TCPl shall be revised as follows: 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

Provide on-site a total of the woodland conservation threshold plus the additional 
acreage required for clearing below the woodland conservation threshold, and add 
a note indicating that this standard shall be maintained on all future tree 
conservation plans. 

To conform to the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the preliminary plan and 
eliminate woodland conservation from proposed ultimate rights-9f-way and 
easements. 

Provide a ten-foot-wide clear access zone on the sides and to the rear yards of all 
· townhouses and multifamily units. This clear zone should be free of woodland 

conservation areas or noise mitigation measures that would block access. 

Provide the minimum required widths and areas for preservation and afforestation 
areas. If landscaped areas are proposed, they must be appropriately shaded and 
labeled including a note that the areas shall contain-at least 50 percent trees and 
that the detailed plant schedules will be provided with the SDP. 

Add the following note to the standard TCP 1 notes: 

"Prior to grading permit approval, conservation easements shall be 
recorded in th_e land records for all proposed woodland conservation ;:rreas 
both on-site and off-site. Copies of the recorded easements shall be 
submitted· to the Environmental Planning Section, M-NCPPC, for 
inclusion in the tri::e conservation plan file." 

(6) Meet the requirements of the_Environmental Technical Manual with regard to 
standard notes. 

(7) Add a note to the specimen tr~ table· stating the method of specimen tree location 
(field or survey located). 

(8) Eliminate woodland conservation credits from the areas within the trail and the 
associated clear areas. on each side. 

(9) To show no afforestation or preservation areas within 15 feet of the toe of the 
embankment, or as determined by the Department of Public Works and 
Transportation or the Soil Conservation District reviewers. 

(10) To reflect correct plan numbering nomenclature on the approval blocks of all 
sheets. 
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(11) To reflect all of the revisions included above on the woodland conservation 
worksheet. 

(12) Have the revised TCP signed and dated by the qualified professional who 
prepared it. 

b. The preliminary plan and the TCP! shall be revised to show a minimum of a 40-foot-wide 
scenic easement and landscaped buffer, outside of the ultimate right~of-way and any 
public utility easements, along the southern frontage of historic Brandywine Road. A 
reduction in width of the scenic easem~t may be permitted at the time of SDP if 
additional design elements are implemented. 

c. The proposed noise berm shall be shifted to the east in order to eliminate proposed PMA 
Impact 5. 

d . Provide a tree canopy coverage (TCC) schedule on the TCP 1 indicating how the TCC 
requirement has been fulfilled. 

e. The prelintinary plan and TCP I shall be revised to show a lotting pattern and berm design 
that show the berm footprint completely on-site and provide a 10O-foot-wide ben;n 
footprint throughout its length in Residential Module 2. 

f. The locations of noise contours and required lot depths shall be verified on the preliminary 
plan and TCPl to ensure they remain in conformance with the provisions of the 
Subdivision Regulations and.the approved variation. 

3. Prior to approval of the SDP, the the preliminary plan and TCPl shall relocate all townhouse lots 
adjacent to US 3O1/MD 5 outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated noise contour. This may result 
in the loss of lots if they cannot be appropriately relocated. 

4. The approval of the final plat shall not occur until after the approval of the associated specific 
design plan that approves all of the proposed development, the associated building envelopes, and 
the areas to be preserved and/or planted. 

5. At the time of each final plat: 

a. A conservation easement shall be described by bearings and distances, and shall include 
the entirety of the regulated environmental features on the site except for any areas of 
impacts approved by the Planning Board as shown on the approved Type 2 tree 
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conservation plan. The plat shall be reviewed by the Environmental Planning Section prior 
to approval. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Conservation easements described on this plat are areas where the installation of 
structures and roads and the removal of vegetation are prohibited without prior 
written consent from the M-NCPPC Planning Director or designee and the 
approval of a revised tree conservation plan. The removal of hazardous trees, 
limbs, branches, or trunks is allowed." 

b. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Prior to grading permit approval, conservation easements shall be recorded in the 
land records for all proposed woodland conservation areas both on-site and off
site. Copies of the recorded easements shall be submitted to the Environmental 
Planning Section, M-NCPPC, for inclusion in the tree conservation plan file.'' 

c. The following note shall be placed on the plat: 

"Development is subject to restrictions shown on the approved Type! Tree 
Conservation Plan (TCPl-150-90/02), qr as modified by future revisions, and 
precludes any disturbance or installation of any structure within specific areas. 
Failure to comply will mean a violation of an approved Tree Conservation Plan 
and will make the owner subject to mitigation under the Woodland and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Ordinance. This property is subject to the notification · 
provisions of CB-60-2005. Copies of all approved Type TCPl Tree Conservation 
Plans for the subject property are available in the offices of the Maryland-National 
Capital Park and Planning Commission, Prince George's County, Planning 
Department." 

d. Woodland conservation requirements that cannot be fulfilled on-site for the subject 
application shall be provided off-site within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. The 
following note shall be placed on the final plat of subdivision: 

"All off-site woodland conservation requirements for the overall project shall be 
fulfilled within the Mattawoman Creek watershed.'' 

6. Prior to approval of the first SDP, a proposed stream and/or wetland mitigation plan shall be 
required if the total stream impacts on the final TCP 1 associated with the preliminary plan total 
200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their buffers. If this occurs, 
the first SDP submission package shall include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in 
conformance with Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to 
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identify possible mitigation sites shall be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database 
shall be researched by the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites shall be identified first 
within the. impacted stream system, and then if mitigation cannot be found in this system, 
mitigation shall be focused in the following areas, in the stated order of priority: within .the 
drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, or_river basin within Prince George's County. 

7. At the time of the first SDP submittal, the submission package shall include a proposed site 
development for stonnwater management that details how the new stormwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site design techniques, to the 
fullest extent practicable, Wlless other stormwater management design approvals and/or waivers 
are granted byDPW&T. 

8. Prior to signature approval of any Type 2 tree conservation plan which proposes to credit, as 
woodland conservation, planting occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved 
site development stormwater management plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department 
which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved by DPW &T with regard to 
the location, size, and plant stocking proposed. 

9. A Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review with each SDP for residential uses._ The Phase 
II noise study shall address how noise has been mitigated to 65 dBA Ldn exterior and 45dBA Ldn 
interior for residential units throughout the site. 

I 0. The appropriate SDP shall show noise mitigation measures for the single-family detached lots 
impacted by noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or greater along Mattawoman Drive. Mitigation for 
outdoor activity areai;i, as defined by the SD P, may include fencing or walls necessary to reduce the 
noise levels in the outdoor activity areas to 65 dBA Ldn or less. 

11. Applications for building permits for lots and structures identified on the SDP requiring noise 
mitigation measures shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a 
professional engineer with competency in acoustical analysis using the certification template. The 
certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced through the proposed 
building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less for residential units. 

12. The SDP for development that abuts historic Brandywine Road shall be referred by M-NCPPC to 
SHA for evaluation of context sensitive solutions (CSS). 

13. tPrior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the residential dwelling 
units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the aoplicant shall make a monetary contribution in the 
amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission (M-NCPPC). M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the 
Consumer Price Index (CPD for inflation at the time ofp·ayment. The funds shall be used for the 
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14. 

15. 

17. 

18. 

construction of recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community P.ark (M-NCPPC), as 
determined by the Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), to 
complement the facilities _being provided in the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

mmts fer 2Q1)eresat-ef the residemial 4.•ff.!llie.g-\HHt&-wiihm. 
Preliminary Plan 4 09003, the applicant shall provide to the Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) an approved TCP2 for the construction of Phase 1 recreational facilities at the Brandywi:R-6 
Area Community Park (Pa:rcel A, Plat PM 228 @ 79). If off site vwodland conservation on 
parkliilld is proposed to fulfill the woodland conservation requirements for the Brnndywrne l\rea 
Community Park, the applicant shall be responsible for preparing a TCP2 or a revision to an 
existing TCP2 d€linonstrating ho\V the requirement will be fulfilled. If off site woodland 
conservation on pa:rkland is required, then a woodland conservation transfer certificate shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department prior to the issuance of any-groaing-permits for the 
Brandywine Area Community Park. 

Prior to the approval of any permits which impact wetlands, v;ctland bufrors, streams, or Waters of 
the U.S., the apflliGent shall fH'CPtide M NCPPC oopies of all federal 6:1ld state wetland j3eI1mts, 
evidence that appro:vnl conditions have been complied \vith, and the associated mitigation plans. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, andlor assignees shall provids off site public 
~ties-at th&-B!M.~~mt;~-l¾nk ~el A, Plet-K-i 2-28 @ '.1-01-in 
ae-w~~t&tiiffllf1!1:HtUfflaooHn-~-¥MterHmd.-Reer-eatio eilffl~id• . 

Pri0F to afliHO';a-1 o~ ):1ermits for 5G ):1eFe'6llt of.the reside:Rtial dwelling miits-within 
Prelimina:ry Plan 4 09003, the applicant shall construct Phas6 1 recreational facilities at the 
Brandyv,rine Area Community Park (Pa:rcel A, Plat PM 228 @ 79) as conceptually shown on 
Exhibit B, which includes the following: 

softball field 
soccer field 
65 space parking lot 
access road from Missouri ,\venue 

Pm oo-appra".r.al oflmildieg pe.naits fur 20 J;1er-eent af t:ll-e resfr!eatiel dwelling uni-ts, incl.udiag 
~ fumily Md mwHfaruwJ llfl.m, the appli-oant sllaD-fi~JlR,fe-i:-review flild app&fflJ, 
Gl'mstnK;tie~gs-and-speooloottoo.+l-fer-th.~~a--efthe-.Phase ± re~atw:ool fasilities 
a.ad relatea sto~-anagement fasilitiss iR the Bnmdywine ,'\rea Ge!JlHlHBi.ty Park (Parssl ,A~, 
Plat PM 228 @ 79) 

.The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successor, and/or assignees shall: 
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19. 

20. 

a. Be respoasible fer any costs associated wttli tlie envirorunental, areheologieal BB:dlor 
t;eeteehnioal studies, aael permi:t fees associated with the desiga and eonstruotioft of the 
Phase 1 reereational faoihties in the Bfaftdywine Area Commanity Park. 

a-. --Construct ruxy-stonnwater managemeaHaeilities on-J;>ar-lcland-needed for Phase 1 
reernatioaal facilities in the Branelywine Area Community Park. 

C. Provide tree mitigatioo required for the oonstruetion of Phase 1 recreational facilities in 
the Brandywine Area Community Parle Oft site and/or off site on parkland o\lffled by 
MNCPPC. 

Prior to app!01ral of a final plat, the applicant shall submit three original exeeuted poolio 
reereational facilities agreeHl:eats (RFA.) fer the construction of Phase 1 recreatieB:al facilities in the 
BroH:dyvf.ne Area Comtlll:lnity Park to DPR fer their approval. Upon appro•fal by DPR, tlie RFA 
shall be recorded ameng the land records of Prmee George's Col:lnty, Upper Marlboro, Maryland, 
aad retleeted oft the final plat. 

Prior to tho appro•fal ofbl:lilding permits for 30 pereent of the residential dv1ell:ing uaits, including 
single family aad mulli.famiJy 1:1:Bits, the applicant and the applican.t's heirs, sueeessors, and/er 
assignees shall submit to DPR a performance bond, letter of credit; or ether suitable fmaneial 
guarantees for the coftstruetlon of Phase 1 reereatJ:oaal facilities in the Brandywine Area 
Comm1:1:Bity Park m an ammmt to be determined by DPR for the improvemeats assoeiateEl with the 
Braedyv,rine A.rea Commueity Park. J 

t[U]14. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide 
adequate, private on-site recreational facilities in accordance with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. The private recreational facilities shall be 
reviewed by M-NCPPC for adequacy and proper siting at the time of specific design plan. 

t[:24)11-

The applicant shall submit three original executed private RFAs for the private on-site 
recreational facilities to the Development Review Division (M-NCPPC) for approval three 
weeks priorto submission ofa final plat. Upon approval by ORD, the RFA shall be 
recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

The applicant shall submit to ORD a performance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities in an amount to be 
determined by ORD, in accordance with the timing established in each SDP. 

In conformance with the 2009 Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation and 
the Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment, the applicant and 
the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide the following: 
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a. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of 
Brandywine Road, unless-modified by SHA. 

b. Pedestrian routes·between commercial buildings and from parking areas to 
commercial buiidings will be evaluated in more detailed at the time of SDP. 

c. An eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of 
the east side ofMattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive 
extension), unless modified by DPW &T. 

d. A five-foot-wide sidewalk along the subject site's frontage of the entire west side 
of Mattawoman Drive (including the Matapeake Business Drive extension), 
unless modifi~ byDPW&T. 

e. Medians and/or pedestrian refuges shall be indicated alo:i:ig Mattawoman Drive at 
the time of SDP, unless modified by DPW &T. 

f. Standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal residential roads excluding 
alleys, unless modified by DPW &T. 

g. The location; width, and ~urface treatment shall be indicated for all bikeways, 
sidewalks, and trails at the time of SDP. 

h. Sidewalk, sidepath, and trail cross sections and details shall be provided at the 
time of SDP, consistent with current DPW&T and DPR standards and guidelines. 

i. The eight-foot-wide master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley at 
the location agreed to by the applicant, DRD, and the trails coordinator. This trail 
will utilize existing subdivision roads where necessary to avoid environmental 
impacts and running immediately behind residential lots. 

j. Bicycle parking shall be shown at all commercial buildings and active recreational 
facilities at the time of SDP. The number and location of bicycle parking spaces 
shall be determined at that time. 

k. Sidewalk and sidepath construction shall be provided concurrently with road 
construction. Construction of the Timothy Branch trail shall b e in phase with the 
development of adjacent residential development. 
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1. The need for additional facilities and amenities for pedestrians at transit stops will 
be evaluated at the time of SDP. 

At the time of fnial plat approval, the applicant shall dedicate the following rights-of-way 
as reflected on the approved preliminary plan of subdivision: 

a A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 
through the subject property. 

b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the site's 
frontage. 

The applicant shall develop and submit a phasing plan for the following improvements at 
the time of the initial specific design plan involving development within the subject 
property, and also shall submit any needed warrant studies related to condition c at this 
time. A status report for these improvements shall be submitted with each specific design 
plan within the property, with the transportation staff recommendation to be based upona 
comparison of the status with the phasing plan. The staging of conditions a, b, and d shall 
be related to the timing of collection of Road Club fees (pursuant to Condition 27). 
Condition c would be implemented when the signal is deemed to be warranted and 
required by SHA. 

a, A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south of 
MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination ofleft turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the 
construction of a northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive 
shall be constructed by the applicant if required by SHA. 

b. A northbound left-tum lane along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to SHA 
approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with the 
addition ofa westbound left-tum lane along MD 381 at Mattawoman Drive. 

d. The extension ofMattawoman Drive south of the subject property to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall contribute toward 
and participate in tlie construction of certain additional off-site transportation 
improvements as identified hereinafter. These improvements shall be funded and 
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constructed through the formation of a road club that will include the applicant, the 
Montgomery y./ ard Brandywine Distribution Center, the Brandywine Commerce Center, 
the Mattawoman-Brandywine Commerce Center, the Brandywine Business Park, the 
Brandywine/301 Industrial Park, the Hampton CDZ, and other property owners in the area 
designated as Employment Area "C" in the Subregion V Master Plan, as well as any 
properties along US 301/MD 5 between T.B. (the intersection of US 301 and MD 5 in 
Prince George's County) and Mattawoman Creek, and any other properties for which 
participation is deemed necessary by the Planning Board. For development on the subject 
property, the applicant's sole funding responsibility toward construction of these off-site 
transportation improvements shall be payment of the following: 

For each non-residential unit, a fee calculated as $1.41 per gross square foot of space X 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) / 
(Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For. each single-family uni~, a fee calculated as $1,306 X (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record 
Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

For each townhouse, duplex, or two-family attached (two-over-two) unit, a fee calculated 
as $1,187 X (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost index at time of 
payment)/ (Engineering News-Record Highway Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 
1993), 

For each multifaJD.ily unit, a fee calculated as $88 6 X (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost index at time of payment) / (Engineering News-Record Highway 
Construction Cost Index for first quarter, 1993). 

Payment is to be made in trust to the road club escrow agent and shall be due, on a pro rata 
basis, at the time of the issuance of building permits, Prior to the issuance of any building 
pennit(s), the applicant shall provide written evidence to M-NCPPC that the required 
payment has been made. 

The off-site transportation improvements to be constructed are set forth below. 
Construction of these improvements shall occur in the numerical sequence in which they 
appear. Each improvement shall be constructed if and only if sufficient funds for 
engineering, full design, and construction have been deposited into the road club escrow 
account by road club members or said funds have been provided by public agencies. The 
off-site transportation improvements shall include: 
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a. Widening US 301/MD 5 from a four-lane road to a s1x-lane road begllllling at 
Timothy Branch ·(north of Cedarville Road) and extending northerly to the US 
301/MD 5 interchange (at T.B.). The construction shall be in accordance with 
presently approved SHA plans. 

b. Installing a traffic signal at the A-63/Cedarville Road intersection, provided said 
signal is deemed warranted by DPW &T. 

c. Making minor widening/striping improvements to the US 301/MD 5 interchange 
ramps. 

d. Wi4ening US 301 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchang~ (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of MD 381. 

e. Reconstructing the traffic signal at US 301/MD 381. 

f. Installing a traffic signal at the MD 381/ A-63 intersection, provided said signal is 
deemed warranted by DPW &T and SHA. 

g. Providing a grade separation at the point the spine road crosses US 301 northeast 
ofT.B. 

h. Reconstructing the traffic signal at MD 5/Brandywine Road. 

i. Construction of an interchange in the area ofUS 301/MD 5 and 
Cedarville/McKendree Roads. 

j. Construction of an interchange in the area of MD 5 and A-63, north of T.B. 

k. Construction of A-63 as a six-lane arterial roadway (where off-site) between the 
US 301/MD 5/Cedarville Rd./McKendre.e Road intersection and MD 5 north of 
T.B. 

L Widening US 301/MD 5 from a six-lane road to an eight-lane road beginning at 
the T.B. interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending southerly to Mattawoman 
Creek. 

m. WidenMD5 from a four-lane road to a six-lane road beginning at the T.B. 
interchange (US 301/MD 5) and extending northerly to a point approximately 
2,500 feet north of the planned intersection with A-63. 
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t[U]ll. 

t[U]23. 

Total development of the overall site shall be limited to uses that would generate no more 
than 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM peak-hour vehicle trips. Any development generating an 
impact greater than that identified herein above shall require a new preliminary plan of 
subdivision with a new determination of the adequacy of transportation facilities. 

Prior to signature approval, the preliminary plan shall be modified as follows: 

a. The portion of A-63 between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern 
property line shall be labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot 
right-of-way. 

b . Remove the "Alternative Alignment for Master Plan I-503" notation and show 
only that area of the subject property needed to accommodate a future industrial 
road connection as a separate outlot. 

c. Add a note stating: "A 40-foot-wide strip parall.el and adjacent to US 301/MD 5 
has been identified as a Possible Future Transit Alignment subject to further 
future environmental review." 

All appropriate specific design plans shall limit access to A-63 as follows: 

a. Any public or private streets shown on the approved preliminary plan. 

b. A maximum of two driveways within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site to serve 
the commercial development. 

c. A maximum of two driveways within the R-M-zoned portion of the site to serve 
Residential Module 5. 

The final plat shall note a denial of access along the site's frontage of US 301/MD 5. 

Prior to the approval of the first speeific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's 
heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a final report detailing the Phase II 
investigations and ensure that all artifacts are curated in accordance with the Guidelines 
for Archeological Review. 

Prior to the approval of the first specific design plan, the applicant and the applicant's 
heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide a plan for any interpretive signage to be 
erected and public outreach measures (based on the findings of the Phase I and Phase II 
archeological investigations). The location and wording of the signage and the public 
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outreach measures shall be subject to approval by the Historic Preservation Commission 
and the M-NCPPC staff archeologist. The SDP shall include the timing for the installation 
of the signage and the implementation of public outreach measures. 

The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall coordinate.all 
Section 106 review with the Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC), federal agencies, 
and the Maryland Historical Trust. The National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 
requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of the development on historic 
resources, to include archeological sites. 

All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and effect. 

Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan, the preliminary plan shall conform to 
all applicable Zoning Ordinance requirements and CDP conditions, including the 
following: · 

a. A nrinimum 50-foot building restriction line shall be shown ori the plan for all 
residential buildings along Mattawoman Drive. 

b. The multifamily units within the L-A-C Zone shall be labeled for active adult use 
only. 

c. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall list the proposed mixed-use development on this 
property as including a maximum of 100,000 square feet of retail commercial · 
uses, a minimum of 205,000 square feet of office, service commercial, 
institutional and educational uses, and a minimum of 131 residential units. 

d. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall be revised to show the community building and 
swimming pool relocated to either the southern end of the residential use area, 
adjacent to the existing stormwater management (SWM) pond, or central to the 
pod of development. 

e. In the L-A-C Zone, the plan shall be revised to reflect that the residential 
development is limited to no more than three different residential unit types, 
which may include two-family attached (two-over-two), single-family 
semidetached, single-family attached (townhouse), or multifamily units. 

f. The plan shall show a minimum 40-foot wide scenic easement and landscape 
buffer outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any public utility easements along 
the southern frontage of Brandywine Road. 
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g. The plan shall show a 30-foot landscape buffer, inclusive of any public utility 
easement, between the right-of-way ofMattawoman Drive and any commercial 
development. 

h. The plan shall show the residential development designed to minimize the use of 
public streets ending in a cul~de-sac. 

i. The plan shall be revised to reflect the development standards approved in 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 for all residential and commercial uses in the L-A-C 
and R-M Zones. 

j . The plan shall be revised to reflect a minimum lot area for townhouses of 1,800 
square feet . 

.l The plan shall be revised to reflect no more than six townhouses per building 
group, except where otherwise reviewed and approved. 

1. The plan shall be revised to reflect a minimum width of 20 feet for all 
townhouses. 

m. In the LAC Zone, the plan shall be revised to reflect a redesign of the residential 
pod to include the relocation of the multifamily units, townhouse units, two-over-
two units, and the recreational facility. · 

n. In the LAC residential module, the plan shall be revised to show the private loop 
road as a public right-of-way, as necessary, to provide sufficient street frontage to 
serve the multifamily parcel. 

o. A minimum 200-foot-wide building restriction line shall be shown on the plans 
along US 301 on parcels where multifamily units are proposed. 

p. Show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: "Possible 
Future Transit. Alignment." 

q. Indicate a potential access connection b~tween the existing warehouse/distribution 
facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut Road as an alternative for 
heavy truck traffic. 

r. The plan shall be changed prior to signature approval to reflect a 120 foot right
of-way along the entirety ofMattawoman Drive. 
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s. In Residential Module 5, the plan shall be revised to delete the multifamily layout 
shown on the plans to allow for design, to be determined at the time of review and 
approval of the relevant SDP. 

t. In Residential Module 3, the plan shall be revised to reflect a redesign of the 
residential pod within Parcels C and D to include additional connectivity and the 
formation of pedestrian friendly blocks and a recreational facility. 

For each individual specific design plan, the applicant shall provide an inventory of the 
existing quantities of uses (if any) in the development, expressed in cumulative square 
footage or number of the varying types of residential units and information as to the exact 
square footage/number of units and types proposed, so that conformance with the overall 
approved land uses can be evaluated. Each future plan of development shall also contain 
information demonstrating confonilance to the density increment analysis completed in 
association with CDP-0901 and CDP--0902. 

An automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new buildings proposed in 
this subdivision, unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department determines that 
an alternative method of fire suppression is appropriate. · 

Prior to the approval of building permits, the applicant and the applicant's heirs, 
successors, and/or assignees shall convey to the homeowners association (HOA) open 
space land as identified on the approved specific design plan. Land to be.conveyed shall 
be subject the following: 

a. A copy of the unrecorded, special warranty deed for the property to be conveyed 
shall be submitted to the Subdivision Section of the Development Review 
Division (DRD), Upper Marlboro, along with the fmal plat 

b. All waste matter of any kind shall be removed from the property, prior to 
conveyance, and all disturbed areas shall have a full stand of grass or other 
vegetation upon completion of any phase, section, or the entire project. 

c. The conveyed land shall not suffer the disposition of construction materials, soil 
filling, discarded plant materials, refuse, or similar waste matter. 

d. Any disturbance of land to be conveyed to HOA shall be in accordance with an 
approved SDP or shall require the written consent ofDRD. This shall include, but 
not be limited to, the location of sediment control measures, tree removal, 
temporary or permanent stormwater management facilities, utility placement, and 
storm drain outfalls. If such proposals are approved, a written agreement and 
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financial guarantee shall be required to warrant restoration, repair, or 
-improvements required by the approval process. · 

e. Storm drain outfalls shall be designed to avoid adverse impacts on land to be 
conveyed to a HOA. The location and design of drainage outfalls that adversely 
impact property to be conveyed shall be reviewed and approved by DRD prior to 
the issuance of grading or building permits. 

f. Temporary or permanent use ofland to be conveyed to a HOA for stonnwater 
management shall be approved by DRD. 

g. The Planning Board or its designee shall be satisfied that there are adequate 
provisions to assure retention and future maintenance of the property to be 
conveyed. 

Prior to the approval of any SDP for the Villages of Timothy Branch development, the 
applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall work with Historic 
Preservation staff to develop names for the subdivision streets that reflect the history of the 
property, the adjacent Brandywine community, and its associated families. 

*[ 41. Prior to the issa&Bce of a gi:=aeiag permit for the ae1,celepment, a pl:1-blic safety mitigation fee slia:ll 
be paid in the 1l:m£1Uiit e™,-08.!,0Q0 ($4,235 ic 1,200 clwellmg anits). Notwithsta:Edffig-lhe :muahsr 
efilw~~e tetal fee paymmts .noted jn this eeadiUoo,...fhe-final-munhe:£-~ 
~hall-~,PmYed\ by the Planning Boero aaa. the total :fee pii!l'fileat-sha.ll be a.eterm.ined by 
tmidtip!~ the tolat dwelling emt B:ll:IUber by tt,e per liftit fuetof-fteted aoove. Tue peF 1:mit factor 
ef $4,235 is suhj est to acijustrne:Bt on an anaual-basi-si-ilHli8smi.'JaMe with the pMseBtage ehange m 
the eoo.sumer price mae,ir_ fu~ all urban-«m ~e-uh!al fee le be paid. will depend l:lpas4:lie 
year the gi:=aaing permit is issued. · 

As-aa: altemative te ~ - el:e :f!ayineB-t of the m.itigatien fee :reqraired a-be- _, ·th.applieaet at ths time 
~~tliftg f)~ :fer the development may su-1:imit a vaMd-Mitigation-I!km establish.eel 
pUISl¼a-nt to the provisions efCR 78 2005.] 

BE IT FUR1HER RESOLVED, that the findings and reasons for the decision of the Prince 
George's County Planning Board are as follows: 

1. The subdivision, as modified, meets the legal requirements of Subtitles 24 and 27 of the Prince 
George's County Code and of Article 28, Annotated Code of Maryland. 

2. Overview-The subject property is located on Tax Map 145 in Grid B4 and is divided into two 
portions. The northern portion of the site is known as Parcels A through G of the Brandywine 
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Commerce Center, zoned L-A-C (Local Activity Center) and R-M (Residential Medium 
Development). Parcel Eis not a part ofthis application. The subject property is partially cleared 
and some infrastructure is constructed. The southern portion of the site is•known as unrecorde4 
Parcels 4, 13, 19, and 25, zoned R-M. This portion of the site is undeveloped. The subject property 
consists of72.26 acres ofland in the L-A-C Zone and 262 acres·ofland zoned R-M, for a total of 
334.26 acres. The applicant proposes to construct 1,200 dwelling units of mixed residential types 
and 305,000 square feet of commercial and office development. 

3. Setting-The property is located.on the east side ofUS 301 at its intersection with MD 5. The 
northern portion of the property is zoned L-A-C and the southern portion is zoned R-M. The site 
completely surrounds Parcel E, zoned E-I-A, which is currently used for an H.H. Gregg 
warehouse. Also, the property surrounds the Southern Maryland Oil gas station on the east side of 
US 301/ fy1D 5, which is zoned C-M (Miscellaneous Commercial). Properties across Brandywine 
Road are zoned M-X-T (Mixed Use-Transportation Oriented). They are currently vacant, with the 
developments of Stephen's Crossing and Brandywine Business Park proposed. Properties 
bounding the northwest edge of the.property and across Short Cut road are zoned I-1 (Light 
Industrial). These are used for automobile sales and salvage. Across US 301/MD 5, land_is zoned 
M-X-T and is currently undeveloped. To the south of the site is.the Brandywine Crossing shopping 
center, which is zoned C-S-C (Commercial Shopping Center), I~l and 1-2 (Heavy Industrial). 
Property to the east is zoned R-R (Rural Residential) and developed with single-family detached 
residences. 

4. Development Data Summary-The following information relates to the subject preliminary plan 
application and the proposed development. 

Zone 

Use(s) 

Acreage 
Lots 

Outlots 
Parcels 

Dwelling Units: 

One-family Detached 
One-family Semidetached 
Townhouse 
Two-family Attached 
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EXISTING 
R-M (262.acres) 

L-A-C (72.26 acres) 

Undeveloped 

334.26 

0 
0 
10 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
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APPROVED 
R-M(262. acres) 

L-A-C (72.26 acres) 
Mixed Residential, 

Commercial Retail and Office 
334.26 

580 

1 
68 

1,200 
101 

100 
379 
352 
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Multifamily 
Retail/Commercial 
Public Safety Mitigation Fee 

0 

0 

No 

268 
305,000 sq. ft. 

Yes 

Pursuant to Section 24-119( d)(2) of the Subdivision Regulations, this case was heard before the 
Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) on May 28, 2010. The requested 
variation to Section 24-121(a)( 4) was accepted on July 30, 2010, as discussed further in this 
report, and was also heard on August 6, 2010 at SDRC as required by Section 24-l l 3(b ). The case 
was continued from the Planning Board meeting on October 21, 201 O. 

5. Environmental-The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed the revised preliminary plan 
and Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan (TCPl-151-90-02) for the Villages of Timothy Bra].1ch, 
stamped as received by the Environmental Planning Section on August 19, 2010, and other 
supplemental information. The following comments are provided based on the additional 
information submitted and the approval ofCDP-0901 and CDP-0902. 

Revised plans for CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 were submitted on July 21, 2010 for the subject 
property and approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010, subject to conditions. The 
Environmental Planning Section recommends approval of Preliminary Plan 4-09003 and Type 1 
Tree Cofl:servationPlan TCPl-151-90-02 subject to conditions. 

Background 
The Environmental Planning Section has reviewed this site extensively in the past. The pertinent 
cases begin with Preliminary Plan 4-92048 (Brandywine Commerce Center) with associated 

· Type I Tree Conservatioq Plan TCPI/151/90 for a 372.24-acre tract which was approved subject to 
PGCPB Resolution No. 92-187. The preliminary plan for this site indicated that development 
would occur in six phases. Subsequently, a Type Il Tree Conservation Plan, TCPW68/93, was 
approved for Phases I and Il on the northern end of the property for the purposes of constructing 
storm.water management ponds and nontidal wetland mitigation areas. A Type Il tree conservation 
plan (TCPil) was also approved for Phases III through VI (the southern portion of the P.roperty) for 
the purpose of installing a culvert in the Timothy Branch stream valley, which was required for the 
extension of master-planned Mattawoman Drive. This culvert was never installed, and Phases III 
through VI were never platted. The preliminary plan subsequently expired. 

In 1997, Detailed Site Plan SP-97012 and Specific Design Plan SDP-9703 were approved for a 
28.45-acre site in the Brandywine Commerce Center which straddled the 1-3 (Planned 
Industrial/Employment Park) and E-1-A Zones for the development of a Circuit City Warehouse, 
and a separate Type II Tree Conservation Plan, TCPII/42/97, was approved for the area of 
TCPW68/93 located on the northwest side of Mattawoman Drive in conformance with 
TCPI/151/90. A lot line adjustment was subsequently platted for Parcel E, which was developed in 
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accordance with the approved plans. No other development has moved forward on the site since 
that time. 

Two Zoning Map Amendments. A-9987-C and A-9988-C, were requested in 2007 affecting 
334.26 acres of the original Brandywine Com.inerce Center site (Parcel E containing 28.53 acres 
was excluded from these applications)'. Zoning Map Amendment A-9987-C proposed the rezoning 
of approximately 72 acres at the northern end of the site from the I-3 Zone (a conventional zone) 
and E-I-A Zone (Employment and Institutional Area, a comprehensive design zone) to the L-A-C 
Zone (Local-Activity-Cc;nter, a comprehensive design zone). 

Zoning Map Amendment A-9988-C proposed the rezoning of approximately 262 acres of the site 
from the 1-3 and E-I-A Zones to the R-M Zone (Residential Medium Development, a 
comprehensive design zone). 

The two zoning map amendments were approved by the District Council subject to conditions 
contained in Zoning Ordinance No. 17-2008 on June 16, 2008. 

The Environmental Planning Section reviewed the separate Comprehensive Design Plans 
(CDP-0901 and CDP-0902) along with the joint Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan 
(TCPl-151-90-01) for the R-M and L-A-C-zoned sections of the Villages of Timothy Branch, as 
approved. 

The current application is a preliminary plan for the development of 334.26 acres in the R-M and 
L-A-C Zones. 

Site Description 
The subject property is 72.26 acres in the L-A-C Zone and 262.00 acres in the R-M Zone located 
in the southeast quadrant of the intersection of Crain Highway (US 301) and Brandywine Road 
(MD 3 81) Road. Current air photos indicate that two-thirds of the site is wooded. This site . 
contains streams, 100-year floodplain, and wetlands associated with the Timothy Branch stream 
valley in the Mattawoman Creek watershed and the Potomac River basin. According to 
information obtained from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Natural Heritage 
Program, there are no rare, threatened, or endangered species found to occur on or in the vicinity 
of this property. Brandywine Road (MD 381), which borders the site on the north, is a designated 
historic road. The portion of Brandywine Road west ofMattawoman Drive is classified as an 
.industrial road in the Approved CountywideMaster Plan of Transportation (MPOT) as is Short 
Cut Road, which is also adjacent to this site. The section of Crain Highway (US 301 ), which 
borders the site to the west, is a master-planned freeway and an existing source of traffic-generated 
noise. Mattawoman Drive and A-63, which are internal to the site, are both classified as arterials 
which are generally regulated for noise impacts when associated with residential development. 
_According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in the 
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Beltsville, Bibb, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, Leonardtown, and Sassafras series. Marlboro clay does not 
occur in this area. The site is in the Developing Tier according to the Prince George's County 
General Plan. According to the Approved Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan, the stream 
valley along the eastern boundary is a regulated area and the majority of the property is an 
evaluation area, with small areas·ofnetwork gap. 

· Conformance with the General Plan 
The Environmental Infrastructure chapter of the General Plan contains policies and strategies 

applicable to preservation, enhancement, and restoration of the natural environment and i~ 
ecological functions as the basic component of a sustainable development pattern. The following 
policies and strategies are applicable to the current review. 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, and enhance the designated green infrastructure elements. 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features and restore lost 
ecological functions. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and replant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern. 

Strategy V. Meet the requirements of the Woodland Conservation Ordinance on-site 
to the fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed. If off-site mitigation 
is required, it shall be provided within the Mattawoman watershed. 

Policy. 5: Reduce overall sky glow, minimize the spill-over of light from one property to the 
next, and re!luce glare from light fixtures. 

P~licy 7: Minimize impacts of noise on residential uses during the land dev~lopment process. 

The above listed policies, as well as the specific strategy related to the Matta woman Creek 
watershed, are discussed below as part of the findings of conformance with the Green 
Infrastructure Plan, subregion master plans, and the overall review of'the proposal. 

Conformance with the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan· 
The site contains regulated areas, evaluation·areas, and network gaps identified in the Countywid.e 
Green Infrastructure Plan, which are consolidated along the stream corridor located along the 
eastern border of this site. The submitted application shows the preservation of the regulated areas 
and areas adjacent to the regulated areas, in general conformance with the Green Infrastructure . 
Plan. Reviews during future development phases will provide more detailed evaluations of 
conformance with the Green Infrastructure Plan. 
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The Mattawoman Creek streamvalley was designated as a special conservation area in the Green 
Infrastructure Plan because its associated stream basin is among the most productive finfish 
spawning and nursery streams in the entire Chesapeake Bay region. Toe quality of the water 
entering the stream system in the watershed is of particular concern, and when evaluation areas 
occur within the watershed, woodlands present should be preserved adjacent to streams to widen 
the corridors adjacent to regulated areas and protect water quality, as discussed further. 

The following policies are applicable to the review of the subject application: 

Policy 1: Preserve, protect, enhance or restore the green infrastructure network and its 
ecological functions while supporting the desired development pattern of the 2002 General 
Plan. 

The subject property contains regulated areas, evaluation areas, and network gap areas as 
identified in the Countywide Green Infrastructure Plan located within the Mattawoman Creek 
watershed, which is a primary_corridor and a special conservation area. 

As noted above, it appears. that the submitted application shows the preservation of regulated areas 
and areas adjacent to the regulated areas, in general conformance with the Green Infrastructure 
Plan: Reviews during future development phases will provide more detailed evaluations of 
conformance with the Green Infrastructure Plan. · 

Policy 2: Preserve, protect and enhance surface and ground water features and restore lost 
ecological functions. 

Preservation of water quality in this area will be provided through the protection of the expanded 
stream buffers and the application of best storm water management practices. It is recommended 
that environmental site design techniques be applied throughout this site, to the fullest extent 
practicable, because this site may be subject to the new stonnwater management regulations. The 
storm water management concept approval letter states that six wet ponds are proposed to be used 
to meet the stonnwater management requirements. 

All future specific design plan submission packages should include a site development plan for 
storm water management that details how the new storm.water management requirements will be 
met regarding the provision of environmental site design techniques to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

Policy 3: Preserve existing woodland resources and rep],ant woodland, where possible, while 
implementing the desired development pattern of the 2002 General Plan. 
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This policy is superseded by the General Plan policy and strategy to meet the requirements of the 
woodland conservation on-site to the fullest extent possible within the Mattawoman watershed, or 
if off-site mitigation is required, to provide it wi1hin the Mattawoman watershed. · 

The TCP2 for the subject property should demonstrate that the requirements of the Woodland and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site through preservation or afforestation 
to the fullest extent possible, consistent with the desired pattern of development and densities 
indicated in the General Plan. If off-site mitigation is required, it should be provided within the 
Mattawoman watershed. The use of fee-in-lieu is discouraged. 

Conformance with the Subregions Master Plan 
Th~ subject property is located within the 2009 Approved Sf.lbregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional 
Map Amendment. The protection of the regulated environmental features proposed on the CDP 
and associated TCPl is in general conformance with the guidance provided by fue master plan. 

The ultimate public rights-of-way associated with the subject property (both state and county) 
conform with the transportation improvements·approved with the Subregion 5 Master Plan and the 
Master Plan of Transportation. 

The CDP and TCPl must be revised prior to certification to show the transportation improvements 
approved with the Subregion 5 Master Plan, the Master Plan of Transportation, and the US 301 
Upgrade Option as determined by the Transportation Planning Section. The preliminary plan and 
associated TCP 1 should also reflect the transportation improvements as shown on the certified 
CDP plan. 

Conditions of Previous Zoning Approvals 

Brandywine-Mattawoman SMA: The 1978 Brandywine-Mattawoman Section Map Amendment 
rezoned the property from the R-R (Rural Residential) Zone to the 1-3 and E-I-A Zones. 

Subregion V Approved Master Plan and SMA: The 1993 Approved Subregion V Master Plan 
and Sectional Map Amendment retained the property in the E-1-A and I-3 zoning categories. 

There were no conditions associated with these previous zoning approvals. 

Zoning Map Amendment A-9989-C: The subject property was rezoned to the R-M Zone by the 
District Council (Zoning Ordinance No. 17-2008) effective July 11, 2009, subject to conditions 
and one consideration. The conditions, which are environmental in nature, are shown in bold and 
are addressed below: 
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9. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall contain a signed 
Natural Resources Inventory (NRI). The NRI shall be used by the designers to 
prepare a site layout that limits impacts to the Regulated Areas and Evaluation 
Areas of the site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Natural Resources Inventory (NRI-002-07 /01) for the subject property, in conformance 
with environmental legislation effective September 1, 2010, was approved on August 19, 2010. 
The preliminary plan has been revised to correctly show the regulated environmental areas of the 
site based on the revised NRI. 

10. Woodland conservation that is required by the Woodland Conservation Ordinance 
shall be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. 

A revised Type 1 Tree Conservation Plan (TCPl -151-90/01) was submitted with the current 
application. A condition is proposed below to address this req_uirement The proposed condition 
would require the threshold and the replacement requirements for clearing below the threshold to 
be provided on-site. 

Confonnance with th~ Conditions of Approval for CDP-0901 
The following conditions, indicated in bold, were approved as part ofCDP-0901 and are 
environmental in nature: 

7. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan: 

a. The TCPl shaU be revised as follows: 

(1) Show the provision of the total of the woodland conservation 
threshold for the site plus the portion of the replacement required for 
clearing below the threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and 
add a note indicating that this standard shall be maintained on all 
future tree conservation plans. 

(2) Revise the TCPl to conform to the ultimate rights-of-way for the 
CDP as determined by the Transportation Planning Section based on 
the Subregion 5 master plan. All conditions associated with the 
rights-of-way assume the ultimate rights,-of-way as approved on the 
CDP. 

c. The CDP and the TCPl shall be revised to show a minimum of a 
40-foot-wide scenic easement and landscaped buffer, outside of the ultimate 
right-of-way and any public utility easements, along the southern frontage of 
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historic Brandywine Road. A reduction in width of the scenic easement may 
be permitted at the time of SDP if additional design eJements are 
implemented. 

These revisions to the CDP and TCPl, prior to certification, must also be addressed on the 
preliminary plan of subdivision and its associated TCP 1. 

Prior to signature approval of the preliminary plan, the TCPl should be revised to show the 
provision of the total of the woodland conservation threshold for the site, plus the portion of the 
replacement required for clearing below the threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and add a 
note indicating that this standard will be maintained on all future tree conservation plans. 

The TCPl should reflect the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the preliminary plan, and the 
CDP and the TCPl should be revised to show a minimum 40-foot-wide scenic easement and 
landscape buffer outside of the ultimate right-of-way and any public utility easements, along the 
southern frontage of historic Brandywine Road. A reduction in width of the scenic easement may 
be permitted at the time of SDP if additional design elements are implemented. 

8. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, the following shall be provided: 

c. The design of the landscape bufferyard treatment proposed adjacent to the 
_ land use envelope for the development pods fronting on Brandywine Road 
should compliment the landscape and buffer treatments proposed on Lots 21 
and 22, Stephen's Crossing, located on the north side of Brandywine Road, 
or any other development thereon approved by the Planning Board, and 
shall be addressed with the approval of the SDP. 

n. A site development plan for stormwater management that details how the 
new stormwater management requirements will be met regarding the 
provision of environmental site design techniques, to the fullest extent 
practicable, unless other stormwater management design approvals and/or 
waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

10. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing 
of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

12. Construction/building shells for all office buildings, fronting on Mattawoman Drive, 
proposed within the 65dBA LDN noise contour or higher, should be designed to 
reduce noise levels. 
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The above conditions are applicable to the acceptance or the approval of any SDP-and shall be 
addressed as part of those applications. 

t[l9. The applicant sh1tll be Fespansiblc fer tree mitigation requ.ireil fer the eenstr1u:1ti0n 
ef Phase 1 reeree.tieeal faeilities in :Braedy-wiee Ana Community Pal'lt, whieh shall 
he provided ee site andfflr eff site an padtland awned by M NCPPC, 

The abo•,-e eendition will be addrnssed dl:ir...ng the revie•,-,., ·ofths TCP for the develo13ml:ffl:t of the 
Brandyv1iae Area Community Park.] 

Conformance with Conditions of Approval for CDP-0902 
The following conditions, indicated in bold, were approved as part of CDP-0902 and are 
environmental in nature. Some of the conditions listed below are redundant of conditions required 
by CDP-0901, and only need to be addressed once under the preliminary plan, which covers both 
CDPs. . 

6. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan, the TCPl shall be 
revised as follows: 

a. Show the provision of the total of the woodland conservation threshold for 
the site plus the portion of the replacement required for clearing below the 
threshold, as woodland conservation on-site, and add a note indicating that 
this standard shall be maintained on all future tree conservation plans, 

b, Provide a ten-foot-wide clear access zone on the sides and to the rear yards 
of all townhouses and multifamily units. This clear zone should be free of 
woodland conservation areas or noise mitigation measures that would block 
access. 

c, Provide the minimum required widths and areas for preservation and 
afforestation areas. 

d. Meet the requirements of the Environmental Technical Manual with regard 
to standard notes. 

e. Revise the specimen tree table to add a note stating the method of specimen 
tree location (field or survey located). 

f. Eliminate woodland conservation from proposed ultimate rights-of-way and 
easements. 
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g. Eliminate woodland conservation credits from the areas within the trail and 
the associated clear areas on each side. 

h. Revise the approval blocks on all sheets to reflect correct plan numbering 
nomenclature. 

1. Revise the woodland conservation worksheet to reflect all of the revisions 
included above. 

j . Have the revised TCPl signed and dated by the qualified professional who 
prepared it. 

Because the CDP and TCP.1 have not received signature approval, these conditions should also be 
addressed under the preliminary plan prior to signature approval. 

7. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, a site development plan for 
stormwater management that details how the new stormwater management 
requirements will be met regarding the provision of environmental site design 
techniques, to the fullest extent practicable, will be required unless other stormwater 
management design approvals and/or waivers are granted by DPW&T. 

8. The TCP2 for the subject property shall demonstrate that the requirements of the 
Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance are provided on-site 
through preservation or afforestation to the fullest extent possible, consistent with 
the desired pattern of development and densities indicated in the General Plan. If 
off-site mitigation is required, it shall be provided within the Mattawoman 
watershed. · 

The above conditions shall be addressed during the review of any specific design plan and the 
associate<;! TCP2. 

9. Prior to certificate approval of the CDP, the TCPl shall be revised to conform to the 
ultimate right-of-ways for the CDP as determined by the Transportation Planning 
Section based on the Subregion 5 Master Plan. All conditions associated with the 
rights-of-way assume the ultimate rights-of-way as approved on the CDP. 

The conditions to address the ultimate r ights-of-way on the preliminary plan and TCP 1 are 
included in the Recommendation section of this report. 

10. At the time of preliminary plan review, an evaluation of all impacts to the primary 
management area shall be made. A revised Letter of Justification shall provided for 
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impacts remaining at time of preliminary plan review, at which time further 
revisions necessary to minimize impacts shall be determined. 

A variation request for impacts to the primary management area (PMA) was submitted on 
August 2, 2010. However, ordinance changes effective September 1, 2010, the requirement to 
disturb the PMA requires only a statement of justification and a finding of preservation and/or 
restoration to the fullest extent possible. The letter previously received with the variation request is 
accepted as the statement of justification for the review of the PMA impacts proposed. 

The statement of justification has been evaluated in the Environmental section of this approval; 
however, the final design of PMA impacts will need to be evaluated further at the til;ne ofSDP. At 
that time, one of the required findings is that the "regulated environmental features of the site have 

r' been preserved 31).dlor restored to the fullest extent possible." The final design of all PMA impacts 
will be addressed·using this required finding at the time of SDP. 

11. If revisions to the CDP plan increase the cumulative PMA impacts on the site for a 
total of 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one--half acre of wetlands and their 
buffers, additional required mitigation shall be identified at time of preliminaty plan 
review. 

The extent of the proposed impacts to the regulated environmental features, after revisions were 
made to the NRI, preliminary plan, and TCPl, have not been quantified on the application in such 
away that a determination can be made regarding whether or not mitigation is required. It appears· 
that the impacts proposed exceed the thresholds that would re~t in the need for stream and/or 
wetland mitigation; although, due to the fact that additional revisions to the plans are needed, it is 
not possible at this time to make this determination. 

Because of the general concurrency of the review of the CDP and the preliminary plan, it was not 
possible to obtain specific information regarding mitigation sites and types. The specific 
information regarding mitigation sites and a conceptual mitigation plan for the selected sites 
should be provided with the submission of the first SDP for the project. 

Possible mitigation sites have been identified on the stream corridor assessment. If mitigation is 
required, the mitigation will include stream restoration and/or stabilization, wetland creation, and 
erosion control projects. Conformance with the above CDP condition can be found with 
appropriate conditions regarding the method for plan preparation. 

If the total stream impacts on the fmal TCP 1 associated with the preliminary plan total 200 or 
more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their buffers, the first SDP 
submission package must include a stream and/or wetland mitigation plan in conformance with 
Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual. The method to be used to identify possible 
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mitigation sites will be as follows: the Stream Corridor Assessment database will be researched by 
the applicant and a list of possible mitigation sites be identified fast within the impacted stream 
system, and then if mitigation cannot be found in this system, mitigation will be focused in the 
following areas, in the stated order of priority: within the drainage area, subwatershed, watershed, 
or river basin within Prince George's County. 

12. Prior to acceptance of an SDP a plan and proposal for the type, location, and timing 
of any required PMA mitigation, associated with the SDP, shall be submitted. 

r 

This condition will be addressed prior to acceptance of any SDP. 

13. A variance_for the removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 shall be applied for and 
approved with the appropriate SDP application and associated TCP2. 

A variance for removal of Specimen Tree No. 3 will be evaluated with the associated SDP and 
TCP2. 

14. Prior to approval ofTCP2 whicli proposes to credit as woodland conservation 
planting occurring with a stormwater management easement, an approved Site 
Development Stormwater Management Plan shall be submitted to the Planning 
Department which indicates that the planting areas proposed have been approved 
by the Department of Public Works and Transportation with regard to the location, 
size, and plant stocking proposed. No afforestation or preservation area can be 
shown within 15 feet of the toe of the embankment, or as determined by the 
Department of Public Works and Transportation or the Soil Conservation District. 

A TCP2 is reviewed in association with a SDP. Submittal of a site development stormwater 
management plan will be required with_ the SDP application if woodland conservation credits 
within a stormwater management easement are proposed. 

15. Prior to certification approval of the CDP, provide a tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
requirement schedule on the TCPl indicating how the TCC requirement has been 
fulfilled. 

All development applications are now subject to the requirements of Subtitle 25, Division 3, Tree 
Canopy Coverage Ordinance, which must be demonstrated at each step in the development review 
process. The· TCP 1 submitted includes a note addressing tree canopy coverage (TCC), but a 
schedule bas been developed by the Environmental Planning Section, which provides a more 
consistent approach to demonstrating compliance which addressed both tree canopy coverage 
provided by woodland conservation and that provided by landscape trees. Prior to signature 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 



SDP-1701-03_Additional Backup   157 of 300

PGCPB No. 10-117(A/l) 
File No. 4-09003 
Page30 

approval of the prelimmary plan, a TCC schedule should be included on the TCPl indicating how 
the TCC requirement has been fulfilled. 

16. All future SDPs and associated TCP2 shall include a tree canopy coverage (TCC) 
schedule indicating how the TCC requirements have been fulfilled for the subject 
application. 

An appropriate condition has been included in the Recommendation section of this report and will 
be addressed with any future SDP and associated TCP2. 

17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase_II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 d.BA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also. demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. · 

The above. condition will be addressed with any future SDP which proposes residential units. 

18. Applications for building permits for residential uses within the 65 dBA Ldn noise 
contour shall contain a certification, to be submitted to M-NCPPC, prepared by a 
professional engineer with competency-in acoustical analysis using the certification 
template. The certification shall state that the interior noise levels have been reduced 
through the proposed building materials to 45 dBA Ldn or less. 

The above condition wilt be addressed prior to the issuance of building permits for r~sidential 
uses. 

19. All SDPs for the subject property shall demo_nstrate the use of full cut-off optics to 
ensure that off-site light intrusion into residential and environmentally-sensitive 
areas is minimized. At time of SDP, details of all lighting fixtures shall be submitted 
for review along with certification that the proposed fixtures are full cut-off optics 
and a photometric plan showing proposed light levels. The following note shall be 
placed on all future SDPs: 

''All lighting shall use full cut-off optics and be directed downward to reduce 
glare and light spill-over." 

The above condition will be addressed with any future SOP. 
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t[22. PriaF ta the issuonee af 20 peFeeftt af the residential bu.ilding permits withiu 
CDP 0901 and CDP 0902, inchulieg smgle family and multifamily units, the 
applicant shall pFovide ta the Department ef Parks and Reueation (DPR), fer 
review and appravol, canstFe:etian drawings and specifieetiaes feF the eaastr&etien 
af the Phase 1 reereatiaeal facilities and rela-ted stnmwater managemeftt faeilities 
far the Braadywine Area Community Perk. 

23, The applicant shell be responsible fer any costs associated with the ewriro:ameatal, 
areheolagical and/or geotecheieol studies, end permit fees assoeia-ted with. the desige 
aed eansknetian of the Phase 1 reereational facilities in the Brnndywine Area 
eommunity Puk. 

, 24. The applieaftt shaU eoustruct any stormwater maeagement faeilities oe perldand 
needed f-er Phase I recreational faeilities in the BFOndywine Are~ Community Park. 

2S. The applicant shall be responsible fer woodla:ad eenservation Fequ:irements fer the 
eonstmetian of Phase 1 Feereatioual facilities iB the Brandywine Area Commneity 
Park and it shall be pFovided an site 1utdloF off site on parldand awned by 
MNCPPC. 

The above eoodttiOHs relate to the cle¥6lopment ofreEJUired resroational fasilities off site at the 
Brandywine Area Commuaity Parle . • h reeommended ooru:lition requkes that, prior to the issaanee 
of 2Q percent of the rnsidee.tial bailding perm.itf), construetion era-wings an.d specifications for 
reereatiena:l facilities and related stonwua-ter management faef.li-ties for Pease 1 de¥elopment of the 
Braad.ywins Ar.ca Commueity Park be sub1:Hitled to· the Department of Parks and Reereatioa 
(DPR) The conditiOH aeow does not inclade the requked TCP2 that is aeeessary with the 
proposed prajeets. 

Prior to the issaimce of hl¼ilding psrmits for 2Q p~eent of the residential usits within this 
pr6ffifllfl:ary pltlfl, ia.cludiB.g single family ane tmiltifamily usits, the applicant sliould pro1;ide to 
DPR ae. appro1red TCP2 for the coastruetion of the Phase l reereatiOftal faoi.lities at the 
Brondyw:ine Area Colllffi-Wiity Park. If off sits woodland coaservatioa on parkland is proposed to 
fulfill the woodlaftd CORSet\'ati:OB reqtl:i:rsments for Bran:dywme Area Commumty Park, the 
applieant 1.vill be respoasible for prepai'ing a TCP2 or rsvi.sing an: existing TCP2 demonstrating 
aow the requirement will be fulfilled. If off site woodland conser¥ati.on on parkland is required, 
then a woodla.il.d conser1ation transfer oertifieate 1;,,rill be submitted to the Plamiia.g Department 
prior to the issuance any grading penaits for the Brandywme Area CoIDHl:llnity PBi'k.] 

tin2010, the Prince George's County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR}recomm.ended 
to the Planning Board, in the ap_proval of the Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and 
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CDP-0902, conditions for the construction ofmaior off-site recreational facilities at the nearby 
Brandywine Area Community Park (M-NCPPC) including: a softball field, a soccer field. a 
65-space parking lot, and a vehicular access road from Missouri Avenue. The Preliminary Plan of 
Subdivision, 4-09003, established the timing for the preparation of a tree conservation plan, 
construction drawings, and construction of the recreational facilities in the Brandywine Area 
Community Park. 

tHowever, in 2013, it was determined that the Brandywine Area Comm.unity Park was the most 
suitable site for construction of the regional Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex 
(SAARC). The land previously designated for construction of the two ball fields and the 65-space 
parking lot that was to be built by the developer ofVillages of Timothy Branch is needed for the 
construction of SAARC, and is no longer available for the facilities that the cWPlicant is 
conditioned to construct. 

tThe planning and development of the construction documents for this multi-generational regional 
community center are well underway. This 77,000-square-foot recreational complex. as envisioned 
in the Formula 2040 Functional Master Plan for Parks. Recreation and Open Space is a multi-· 
generational facility that will provide an array of programs to serve the recreation and leisure needs 
and interests of the entire family and not just one age group. SAARC will include an indoor 
aquatic space, a double gymnasium, a walking track. a fitness center, and a flexible programmable 
space. The pedestrian and vehicular access to the park will be provided from Cattail Way and 
Missouri Avenue. This park development project is funded through the Prince George's County 
Capital Improvement Program (CJP). It is anticipated that the recreational complex will be under 
construction in 2015 and will be completed in 2017. The future residents of the Villages of 
Timothy Branch will be able to walk to this recreational complex through the master planned trail 
to be located along Cattail Way. 

tDPR met with the developer of the Villages of Timothy Branch and discussed the challenges 
associated with the Brandywine Area Community Park site. DPR and-the developer agreed that an 
cWpropriate alternative to the construction of the required recreational facilities would be a 
monetary contribution in lieu of construction. DPR, in cooperation with the developer, prepared a 
cost estimate for the required design and construction of the recreational facilities. Based on the 
cost estimate. DPR and the developer established a monetary value of the contribution-in-lieu of 
construction of the required facilities of $700,000. 

tBy memo dated February 11, 2015. the Planning Director requested a waiver of the Planning 
Boards Rules of Procedure. a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 19, 2015, the 
Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the reconsideration of 
Conditions 14-il related to the awlicants reguirementto construct the major recreational facilities 
in the Brandywine Area Community Park. and awroved a fee-in-lieu payment to satisfy the off-
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site requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987). with no change to the proposed on-site private 
recreational facilities. 

Conditions of Prior Preliminary Plan Approvals 
Preliminary Plan 4-92048 was approved in 1992, subJect to conditions contained in PGCPB 
Resolution No. 92-187. The only portion of the subject property zoned R-M, platted under 
Preliminary Plan 4-92048, was Parcel G (NLP.180 @31). This portion of the subject property 
includes a 30-foot-wide landscape buffer adjacent to Short Cut Road, as well as I 00-year 
floodplain, wetlands, wetland buffers, and non-disturbance buffers. The portion of Parcel G which 
was included in the R-M rezoning is proposed to remain undisturbed, except for a small area of 
afforestation proposed along the northern boundary with ParcerG. The preliminary plan has since 
expired. · 

The proposed comprehensive design zone will require subdivision of the ~bject property, 
excluding Parcel E. The current application fulfills this requirement. 

Environmental Review 
As revisions are made to the plans submitted, the revision boxes on each plan sheet should be used 
to describe what revisions were made, when, and b'y whom. 

Review of the Natural Resources Inventory 
A revised Natural Resources Inventory (NRJ-002-07 /0 I) for the overall Villages at Timothy 
Branch was approved August 13, 2010. The revised NRI reflects the enlarged stream buffer-widths 
approved by the County Council on July 13, 2010, which became effective September 1, 2010. All 
associated plans have been revised to correctly reflect the larger stream b1.1ffers and the regulated 
e.ri.vironm~tal features as delineated on the NRI. No additional information is required with regard 
to theNRI. · 

Impacts to the Primary Management Area 
Nontidal wetlands, streams, and 100-year floodplain are found to occur on this property. These 
features and the associated buffers comprise the primary management area (PMA) on the subject 
property in accordance with Section 24-10l(b)(22) of the Subdivision Regulations. The 
preliminary plan and·NRI correctly reflect the required stream buffers. 

Section 24~130(b)(5) of the Subdivision Regulations requires that the PMA be preserved in a 
natural state to the fullest extent possible. The methods to determine fullest extent possible are 
provided in Part C of the Environmental Technical Manual and include avoidance, minimization, 
and where necessary, mitigation. The manual also describes what types of impacts are considered 
necessary and the types that should be avoided. 
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A variation request for eight PMA impacts was received on August 2, 2010, and was discussed at 
the Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) meeting on August 5, 2010. The 
variation request has been accepted as a statement of justification, although it does not address 
how impacts have been avoided and/or minimized in the design of the subject application. The 
area of impacts increased in areas where the NRI was revised in accordance with Subtitle 24. 
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The individual impacts proposed are evaluated in the table below: 

Impact 
Type of Impact 

Area of PMA Wetland 
Evaluation of PMA impact No, Impacts Impacts? 

Construction of 33,761 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

1 stormwater management placed at the location ofleast impact; 
pipes and outfall under avoidance and minimization criteria have 
Mattawoman Drive been met. Impact sunoorted. 
Stonnwater outfall and 7,997 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

2 sewer line connection placed at the location ofleast impact; 
avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. hnpact sunnorted. 

Construction of 9,252 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

3 Mattawoman Drive placed at-the location of least impact; 
avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Imoact sunnorted. 

Road construction of 10,035 s.f. No This impact is necessary and has been 

4 
RoadH placed at the location of least impact; 

avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met. Tmnact sunnorted. 

Construction of berm 15,575 s.f. No Berm can be shifted farther onto the 

5 
adjacent to US 301/MD 5 .subject property to protect the PMA; 

avoidance criteria have not been met. 
Imoact not annroved. 

Construction of master 18,894 s.£ Yes This iinpact is necessary and has been 

6 
planned hiker-biker trail placed at the location ofleast impact; 
and sewer line avoidance and minimization criteria have 
connections been met. Imoact suooorted. 
Construction of master 11,695 s.f. Yes Thjs impact is necessary and has been 

7 
planned hiker-biker trail placed at the location of least impact; 
and sewer line avoidance and minimization criteria have 
connections been met. Impact suooorted. 
Construction of a sewer 5,632 s.f. Yes This impact is necessary and has been 

8 connection placed at the location ofleast impact; 
avoidance and minimization criteria have 
been met Imoact sunoorted. 

Total 
112,841 or 
2.59 acres 

All of the requested impacts are approved by the Planning Board, except for Impact 5 for 
construction of the noise berm along US 301 because the criteria for avoidance and minimization 
have not been met. In this case, shifting the berm to the east will avoid the proposed impacts. 
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If the preliminary plan and TCPl are revised to eliminate Impact 5, the regu.Jated environmental 
features on the subject property can be found to have been preserved and/or restored to the fullest 
extent possible based on the limits of disturbance shown on the tree conservation.plan submitted 
for review. The impacts approved are for the installation of sanitary sewer lines,construction of 
master-planned roads, installation of stormwater management outfalls, and connection to a trunk 
sewer line. 

Regulated Environmental Features 
At the time of final plat, a conservation easement is required to be placed over the regulated 
environmental features to be preserved and over those areas that are being counted toward meeting 
the requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance. The approval 9f 
the final plat will occur after the approval of the associated spedfic design plan so that the areas to 
be preserved and/or planted will be clearly delineated. Approval.of the final plat should not occur 
until after approval of the associated specific design plan that shows all of the proposed 
development, the associated building envelopes, and the areas to be preserved and/or planted. This 
final plat' shoul'd. show a conservation easement with required notes and permit information per the 
recommended conditions. 

Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Ordinance 
This site is subject to Uie provisions o~the Woodland and Wildlife Habitat Conservation 
Ordinance (WCO) because the entire site has a previously approved Type I tree conservation plan 
and portions of the site have an approved Type II tree conservation plan. 

A Type I Tree Conservation Plan (TCPI/151/90) was approved for the overall site application 
when the pre-1993 woodland conservation threshold (WCT) standard of 10 percent of the net tract 
area for industrial zones was required with no replacement required for clearing. 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) passed by the General Assembly in 1991 
established minimum WCT requirements for local authorities that were greater than those 
previously establis~ed by county legislation. As a result, the WCT for industrially-zoned properties 
in the county was raised to 15 percent of the net tract area. The FCA also required "replacement" 
in the calculation of the woodlllnd conservation requirements for the site; this was intended to 
provide a disincentive for the clearing of trees excessively in the development process. In 1993, 
county regulations were revised to include these provisions. 

The Brandywine Commerce Center (TCPI/151/90) was grandfathered under the requirements of 
the pre-1993 ordinance and, as a result, the woodland conservation requirement for the overall 
property was 31.53 acres based on a net. tract area of 315.31 acres. Type II Tree Conservation 
Plans TCPII/68/93, TCPII/84/93, and TCPII/42/97 were subsequently approved under the 
pre-1993 requirements, in conformance with the previously approved TCPI. 
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With the recent rezoning of the property, except for Parcel E which remained in the E-I-A Zone, 
the subject property was changed to the R-M and L-A-C Zones. Because the development pattern 
proposed is significantly different than the previous approval, this property is no longer 
grandfathered under the requirements, and will.now need to meet the requirements of the current 
Woodland Conservation Ordinance. The L-A-C Zone has a 15 percentWCT. The R-M Zone has a 
20 per~ent WCT. 

Woodland conservation for Parcel E; to the extent required, has been accounted for on the revised 
plans submitted. TI1e area of the previously approved TCPII (TCPW042/97) was ii\cluded in the 
original TCPI approval and the woodland conservation requirement was calculated and fulfilled in 
accordance with the pre-1993 ordinance. Notes on that TCPII state that: 

"The tree preservation requirements for this project were fully accounted for as part 
of the approved Brandywine Commerce Center, Phase I & Phase Il Type IT 
TCPW68/93. Any clearing of the previously established preservation areas will be 
reforested in accordance with these plans." 

Additional notes on the TCPII indicate that the woodland conservation requirement for ParceLE 
was determined to be 2.55 acres, and that 0.58 acre were provided in on-site preservation and 0.24 
acre were provided through on-site reforestation. Therefore, 1. 7,3 acres of woodland conservation 
was required for Parcel E orr the remainder of the Brandywine Commerce Center property. The 
revised TCPl demonstrates the fulfillment of this requirement on the remainder oftb.e property. 

Woodland Conservation and Clearing 
The TCPl covers a 334.26-acre property that contains 175.35 acres of upland woodlands and 
28.64 acres of wooded floodplain. The TCPl encompasses the land area that is included in both 
CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 for The Villages of Timothy Branch. 

The TCPl proposes clearing 144.30 acres of upland woodlands and 1.06 acres of wooded 
floodplain. The WCT for this property is 53.77 acres. Based upon the proposed clearing, the 
woodland conservation requirement for the development proposed with the addition of the 
1. 73 acres of off-site woodland conservation provided for Parcel E (TCPW42/97) is 109 .80 acres. 
The plan proposes to meet the requirement with 28.76 acres of on-site preservation, 45.74 acres of 
afforestation, and 33.57 acres of off-site mitigation in fulfillment of the woodland conservation 
requirements for the site. 

Because much of the site is located within a designated evaluation area of the Countywide Green 
Infrastructure Plan and within. the watershed ofMattawornan Creek, woodland conservation 
should be provided on-site to the greatest extent possible. Preservation of existing woodlands is the 
highest priority, but additional afforestation on-site in priority areas to widen stream buffers and 
protect sensitive environmental features is also recommended. In addition, the strategies contained 
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in the General Plan indicate that, if off-site woodland conservation is provided in fulfilhnent of the 
woodland conservation requirement, it be fulfilled within the Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

The WCT for the subject property is 53. 77 acres. The revised TCPl proposes to provide 
74.50 acres of woodland conservation on-site; this exceeds the WCT for the site plus the 2:1 
replacement requirement for on-site clearing below the threshold (53.77 acres plus 23.17 acres 
equals 76.94 acres). The concept of providing the threshold acreage and the acreage required for 
clearing below the threshold on-site would meet the criteria of meeting the woodland conservation 
requirements on-site to the fullest extent possible; however, the submitted TCP2 does not fulfill 
this standard. Revisions to the submitted TCP 1 and the provision of notes on the final plat are 
required. The woodland conservation requirements should be fulfilled .on-site or within the 
Mattawoman Creek watershed. 

Technical Revisions to.the TCPl 
The TCP l requires technical revisions to meet the requirements of the Woodland and Wildlife 
Habitat Conservation Ordinance (WCO), approved by the County Council on July 13, 2010 and 
effective September 1, 2010. 

Section 25-l 22(b )(1 )(I) and (J) of the WCO sets the minimum sizes for woodland preservation and 
afforestation areas. The minimum width for woodland preservation and afforestation areas is 
50 feet wide and the minimum contiguous area is 10,000 square feet. The minimum dimensions 
for landscaped areas are 35 feet wide and 5,000 square feet in area. Landscaped areas must also 
contain at least 50 percent trees. 

It appears that there are areas shown on the TCPl that do not meet these minimum standards. The 
plan must be revised to meet these minimum standards and all of the design criteria contained in 
Section 25-122. For example, Preservation Areas PA-1 and PA-2 are very small and impractical to 
preserve. It also appears that PA-2 is within a master•planned right-of-way and, as such, cannot be 
counted. Reforestation Area RA-2 contains several locations that do not meet the minimum width 
standards, resulting in several fragmented areas that will not meet the minimum size requirements. 
A complete analysis of the proposed preservation and afforestation areas must be conducted by a 
qualified professional prior to submission for signature approval to ensure that the plans meet the 
minimum standards of Subtitle 25. 

Section 25-122(b)(l)(O) requires woodland.conservation areas to be shown no closer than 20 feet 
from the sides of all commercial buildings. Unless a justification is provided regarding an 
alternative placement of utilities and access points to the rears of townhouse lots, a 10-foot-wide 
unobstructed area must be maintained around all sides and rears of each stick of townhouses, or 
duplexes in this case. This clear access zone should be unobstructed by woodland conservation 
areas, landscaping, or noise mitigation measures. 
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It appears that woodland conservation is being proposed within the proposed rights-of-way of 
public roads. Section 25-122(b )(1 )(N) contains restrictions for the placem:ent of woodland 
conservation within rights-of-way. The plans should be revised accordingly. 

The specimen tree table must be revised in accordance with the condition ·analysis procedure 
contained m. the Environmental Technical Manual, and the proposed disposition of the specimen 
trees must be included in the specimen tree table. The table also lacks the required note regarding 
the method oflocation of the specimen trees (field located or surveyed). On a TCP!, the trees are 
only required to be field located; however, at the time ofTCP2 review, the trees must be· survey 
located. 

If any of the minimum standards of Subtitle 25 cannot be met and a variance request associated 
with the CDP was not approved for a certain design feature, then the TCP l _ associated with this 
application must meet all of the minimum standards. 

Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance 
Subtitle 25, Division 3, Tree Canopy Coverage Ordinance, requires a minimum percentage of tree, 
canopy on properties that require a tree conservation plan or letter of exemption. Properties zoned 
R-M are required to provide.a minimum of 15 percent of the gross tract area in tree canopy. It 
appears that_ this property will be able to meet the requirement by using the existing woodlands 
that are proposed to be preserved (the woo.dlands within the 100-year floodplain may be counted 
toward meeting the tree canopy coverage requirement). 

Soils 
According to the Prince George's County Soil Survey, the principal soils on the site are in the 
Beltsville, Bibb, Chillum, Croom, Elkton, Iuka, and Leonardtown series. Beltsville soils are highly 
erodible, have perched water tables, and impeded drainage. Bibb soils are highly erodible and 
hydric. Chillum soils are highly erodible. Croom ana Sassafras soils pose few difficulties for 
development. Elkton and Iuka soils are highly erodible and hydric. Leonardtown soils are highly 
erodible, have perched water table, poor drainage, and typically have wetlands.- High groundwater 
is problematic for both foundations and basements. This information is provided for the 
applicant's benefit, and may affect the architectural de~ign of structures, grading requirements, and 
stormwater management elements of the site. The Prince George's County Department of Public 
Works and Transportation (DPW &T) may require a soils report in conformance with County 
Council Bill CB-94-2004 during the permit process review. 

General Plan Noise Standards 
Policies contained in the General Plan call for the reduction of adverse noise impacts to meet State 
of Maryland noise standards. 
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Crain Highway (US 301) is an existing source of traffic-generated noise, and a master-planned 
freeway. Using the Environmental Planning Section (The Maryland-National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission (M-NCPPC)) noise model, the anticipated 65 dBA Lein noise contour 
would lie 690 feet from the center line of US 3 O 1. Because the closest point of development in the 
L-A-C-zoned portion of the site is located over 1,500 feet from US -301, there is no need to 
mitigate transportation-related noise impacts within the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site for 
us 301. 

Matta woman Drive is a master-planned arterial roadway that may have noise impacts on the 
subject application. Residential development located along the east side of Matta woman Drive 
must be evaluated in relation to noise impacts. The Subdivision Regulations require that residential 
development adjacent to an arterialroadway provide a minimum lot depth of 150 feet, in part to 
address noise-related concerns. 

A Phase I noise study was prepared and submitted for the subject property (The Villages of 
Timothy Branch Phase I Noise Analysis, prepared by Phoenix Noise and Vibration, LLC, dated 
April 13, 2010) to evaluate transportation-related noise impacts on proposed residential areas in 
the L-A-C Zone along the southeast side ofMattawoman Drive. 

The conclusion of the noise study (page 14) indicates, in part, that: 

"Residential building structures and outdoor activity areas throughout The Villages of 
Timothy Branch are exposed to transportation noise levels ranging up to 76 dBA 
Ldn ... Further analysis is required to determine the exact mitigation designs necessary, 
which ·may include modifications to proposed building structures, site planning and noise 
barriers." 

Previous collllllents requested that the TCPl and preliminary plan be revised to show the location 
of the unmitigated 65 dBA Ldn noise contours. The TCPl and preliminary plan have been revised 
to show the unmitigated 75, 70, and 65 dBA Ldn noise contour at ground level for the portion of 
Mattawoman Drive north of Road N. The entire length ofMattawoman Drive north of A-55 is 
classified as an arterial (A-63), so the unmitigated noise contours must be delineated for the entire 
length ofMattawoman Drive on the subject property. 

The TCP 1 and preliminary plan have been revised· to show the location of all unmitigated noise 
contours of65 dBA Ldn or greater adjacent to roads classified as arterials or higher. The plans also 
show conceptually how noise mitigation will be provided. 

Brandywine Road 
Brandywine Road (MD 3 81) runs along the northern boundary of the subject property, and was 
designated in the Subregion VI Master Plan {1993) as a historic road. Because Brandywine Road 
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is a state road, it is not subject to the Design Guidelines and Standards for Scenic and Historic 
Roads adopted by DPW &T, and is subject to road improvements as d~termined by the Maryland 
State Highway Administration (SHA). 

SHA has adopted a policy of implementing context sensitive solutions (CSS) for road 
construction, which applies to all ofSHA's projects. Context sensitive solutions result from a 
collaborative, interdisciplinary approach to developing and implementing transportation projects, 
involving all stakeholders to ensure that transportation projects are in harmony with communities 
and preserve and enhance environmental, scenic, aesthetic, and historic resources while enhancing 
safety and mobility. Prince George's County has a special interest in encouraging context sensitive 
solutions when state roads are also county-designated scenic and historic roads. 

The previous master plan for Subregion V (1993) classified Brandywine Road as an industrial 
road west ofMattawoman Drive. East ofMattawoman Drive, passing over the Timothy Branch 
stream valley and towards adjacent residential zoning, Brandywine Road was proposed to remain a 
collector (C~613). 

The recently approved Master Plan for Subregion 5 (2009) retains the collector classification for 
the portion of the roadway east ofMattawoman Drive, and upgrades the previous industrial 
roadway west ofMattawoman Drive to collector status. As previously noted, Record Plat 
NLP. 181 @41 delineates a 30-foot-wide landscape buffer associated with the subject application 
in the following locations: the south side of Short Cut Road, the south side of Brandywine Road, 
and the west side ofMattawoman Drive. This 30-foot-wide landscape buffer was required in order 
to conform to the buffer requirements of the prior 1-3 zoning. 

The design and implementation of any road improvements to Brandywine Road required by this 
project must include context ·sensitive solutions and the review should be coordinated with SHA . 
and the Transportation and Environmental Planning Sections of M-NCPPC. The prelimmary plan 
shall be revised to address all CDP conditions regarding roadway buffering. 

Stormwater Management 
The Stormwater Management Concept Approval Letter and Plan (11355_-2009-00), approved on 
May 26, 2009 by DPW &T, was submitted with this application which included sixteen conditions 
of approval and five traffic safety comments. No further information about the stormwater 
management concept approval letter or plan is necessary at this time. A site development 
storm water management plan is required to be reviewed with the SDP for the site. This plan shall 
be submitted as part of the SDP submittal requirements and reviewed along with the SDP. 

6. Variation for Lot Depth- The applicant requests a variation from Section 24-121(a)(4) of the 
Subdivision Regulations for the purpose of reducing the required resideD:tial lot depth adjacent to 
Mattawoman Ddve, a designated arterial road, and US 301/ MD 5, a designated freeway. 
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Section 24-121 ( a)( 4) of the Subdivision Regulations establishes design guidelines for lots adjacent 
to existing or planned arterial roads and freeways. This section requires that lots adjacent to 
arterials be platted with a minimum depth of 150 feet. Lots adjacent to freeways shall be platted 
with a depth of 300 feet. This requirement prov.ides ample space to create adequate protection 
from traffic nuisances including berms, plantings, and fencing, as well as the option of establishing 
a building restriction line where appropriate. The ordinance ~ the word adjacent which is 
defined in Section 27-107.01 of the Zoning Ordinance as nearby, but not necessarily sharing a 
common point or property line ("abutting," "adjoining," or "contiguous"). 

This property is bounded on the west side by US 301/MD 5, a designated freeway. Parcel D, a 
proposed homeowners association (HOA) parcel, immediately abuts this road. The parcel ranges in 
depth from 9·0 feet to 110 feet. Fifteen single-family dwellings and twenty-four townhomes 
immediately abut the east side of the parcel. The single-family dwellings are approximately 
120 feet deep. The townhome lots are approximately 90 feet deep. The effective depth of the . 
adjacent lots, meaning the lot depth plus the intervening Parcel D, totals between 210 and 230 feet. 
The applicant requests a lot depth variation for these single-family and townhome lots from the 
required 300 feet. Staff supports these variation requests if studies, at the time of SDP, show that 
the mitigated impact of noise from US 301/MD 5 is less than 65 dBA Ldn for outdoor activity 
areas and 45 dBA Ldn for interiors of the houses. 

Proposed Mattawa.man Drive, a designated arterial road, bisects the property. Approximately ten 
residential lots for multifamily and two-over-two dwellings are proposed along Mattawoman 
Drive. In most cases, these are shown to be 150 feet deep, but several of the property lines are 
unclear. A full ISO-foot lot depth is required for these parcels to provide the setbacks that are 
required m the approved CDPs. The applicant should revise the plans to show a 150-foot lot depth 
for all multifamily parcels along Mattawoman Drive. The applicant has identified 33 other 
residential lots that are adjacent to Mattawoman Drive and require variations. For most of these, a 
portion of the property is within 150 feet of the road, but is most often screened by other dwellings 
that immediately front the road. The Planning Board approves these variation requests, with some 
.flexibility in the absolute number of lots impacted by this variation to allow some revisions in the 
lotting pattern at the time of SDP, subject to conditions. 

Section 24-113( a) of the Subdivision Regulations sets forth the required findings for approval qf 
variation requests. Section 24-113( a) reads: 

Where the Planning Board imds that extraordinary hardship or practical difficulties may 
result from strict compliance with this Subtitle and/or that the purposes of th.\s Subtitle may 
be served to a greater extent by an alt.ernative proposal, it may approve variations from 
these Subdivision Regulations so that substantial justice may be done and the public interest 
secured, provided that such variation shall not have the eff~ct of nullifying the intent and 
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purpose of this Subtitle; and further provided that the Planning Board shall not approve 
variations unless it shall make f"mdings based upon evidence presented to it in each specific 
case that: 

Approval of the applicant's request does not have the effect of nullifying the intent and purpose of 
the Subdivision Regulations. In fact, strict compliance with the requirements of Section 24-121 
could result in practical difficulties to the applicant that could result in the applicant not being able 
to develop this property. 

(1) The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or 
welfare, or injurious to other pro_perty; 

' 
The Planning Board's approval of the two afftliated CDPs was extensive with regard to design 
consjd~rations to address noise concerns. The preliminary plan and TCP 1 should be revised to 
reflect the noise-related revisions to the CDPs require<lby conditions of approval, including 
required setbacks along Mattawoman Drive. This is further addressed in the Urban Design 
fmdings below. · 

The applicant proposes dwelling units adjacent to US 301 with noise mitigation provided by an 
earthen berm. The footprint of the proposed berm is 100 feet for most of its length and, as it goes 
around the Southern Maryland Oil property, it narrows to less than SO feet. This may not be 
sufficient space to provide the height proposed. The berm is also proposed to be partially located 
within the ultimate right-of-way of US 301. 

A minimum lot depth of 300 feet is required along a freeway or expressway. The plan proposes 
27 townhouse units and 12 single-family dwelling units which do not meet the 300-foot lot depth 
from the ultimate right-of-way. A noise mitigation berm 25 feet in height has been proposed along 
US 301 to reduce the noise exposure from the freeway on the proposed residential dwellings. 

The single-family dwellings proposed have a minimum lot depth of 240 feet and require variations 
ranging from zero to 60 feet to meet the standard. Based on design standards proposed in the CDP. 
text, a 25-foot-wide front yard is proposed for the single-family dwellings in the R-M Zone (page 
30) with a 25-foot-wide rrtjnimum rear yard. This would place the dwelling unit outside of the 75 
dBA Ldn noise contour, and a substantial amount of the outdoor activity areas would also be 
outside of the 75 dBA Ldn noise contour. 

The townhouses proposed have ·a minimum lot depth of 190 feet from the right-of-way and require 
variations ranging from 90 to 110 feet to meet the standard. Based on the design standards 
proposed in the CDP text, an 800-square-foot minimum yard area is required for townhouses in the 
R-M Zone (page 30). This would place the dwelling unit outside of the 75 dBA Ldn noise contour, 
with a substantial amooot of the outdoor activity areas inside of the 75 dBA noise contour. The 
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noise mitigation proposed consists of a 25-foot-high berm located 100 feet or less from the rear of 
the structures. It is not clear that the applicant can provide adequate noise mitigation in this area. 

At the time of SDP, the applicant shall provide evidence that the outdoor activity areas of the 
single-family and townhouse lots along US 301/MD 5 will be outside of the 65 dBA Ldn 
mitigated noise contour. The earthen benn proposed in this area should be analyzed in light of the 
future right-of-way for US 301/MD 5. If mitigation to these levels cannot be accomplished, the 
applicant shall move all lots outside of the 75 dBA Ldn unmitigated noise contour. The loss oflots 
may result if the lots cannot be appropriately relocated at the time of SDP. 

The applicant proposes a variation to 33 lots adjacent to Mattawoman Drive (A-63). Most of the 
properties requiring variation are oriented along side streets, with a side wall facing the arterial 
roadway. Acceptable noise levels for outdoor activity areas are 65 dBA Ldn for outdoor activity 
areas and 45 dBA Lein for indoor areas. In these cases, additional interior and exterior noise 
mitigation measures, such as fences or walls, should be required at the time of SDP. 

Future revisions at the time of SDP may result in a change to the number of lots that are impacted 
by noise along Mattawoman Drive. The Planning Board approves a variation to lot depth along the 
length ofMattawoman Drive subject to conditions that the acceptable noise levels identified above 
are maintained. 

(2) The conditions on which the variation is based are unique to the property for which 
the variation is sought and are not applicable generally to other properties; 

The conditions on which the variations are based are unique to the property. Noise from two 
master-planned roadways designated as arterial and higher impact the site. At the same time, 
master plans and the approved zoning call for significant residential density in this area The site is 
further constrained from the east by the Timothy Branch stream valley. There are few places on the 
site that can accommodate residential development, protect the environment, and avoid some 
impact from roadway noise. 

(3) The variation does not constitute a violation of any other applicable law, ordinance, 
or regulation; and 

The master plan mentions, but does not preclude, development within areas impacted by noise. 
The master plan includes the following recommendations concerning noise intrusion that are 
particularly relevant to this development application: 

Policy: Ensure that excessive noise-producing uses are not located near uses that are 
particularly sensitive to noise intrusion. 
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Strategies: Evaluate development and redevelopment proposals in areas subject to 
signjficant noise intrusions using Phase I noise studies and noise models. 

Provide for adequate setbacks for development exposed to existing and proposed 
noise generators and roadways of arterial classification or greater.· 

Further review of noise issues, particularly for the interior of buildings, will take place at the time 
of SOP. It should be noted that, while interior noise can be mitigated using sound absorption 
materials in construction, outside noise cannot be as easily mitigated. Hence, granting a variation 
to the lot depths along MD 5/US 301 should be carefully analyzed to ensure that the outside noise 
levels will not cause significant adverse impacts to future residents, particularly to children. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions 
. of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is 
carried out; · 

Without the approva1 of these variations, the subject property would not be developed in 
accordance with the vision and goals of the master plan and the approved basic plan. Development 
constraints on this site that are specific to the property, inc;luding the required construction of a 
master plan required arterial and the proximity to a freeway, create a particular hardship that 
requires relief provided by these variations. 

7. Community Planningc-The land use proposed by this application is consistent with the General 
Plan Development Pattern policies for the Developing Tier and a community center. This 
application is located in the Developing Tier. The vision for the Developing Tier is to maintain a 
pattern of low- to moderate-density suburban residential communities, distinct commercial centers, 
and employment areas that are increasingly transit serviceable. A portion of the application is 
within the boundaries of a designated community level center for Brandywine, per an amendment 
to the General Plan approved as part of the 2009 Approved Subregion 5 Master Plan. The vision 
for centers· is mixed residential and nonresidential uses at moderate to high densities and 
intensities, with a strong emphasis on transit-oriented development. · 

This application conforms to the recommendations of the 2009 Approved Subregi.on 5 Master 
Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for a mix of residential and commercial land uses in the 
Developing Tier and appears to conform to recommendations for a residential component of mixed 
land use in the Brandywine Community Center, albeit at the low end of the recommended density 
range. Until published, the approved master plari and SMA consists of the following documents: 
the February 2009 Preliminary Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment as revised 
or amended by an Errata Sheet dated March 31, 2009; the Planning Board Resolution of Adoption 
(PGCPB No. 09-109); and the District Council Resolution of Approval (CR-61-2009). · 
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( 

The location of the transit facility and the designation of the center core has driven the location of 
multifamily dwellings in this development, therefore, the applicant should show the center core 
and edge boundaries on the preliminary plan and indicate that the development densities proposed 
in the center edge and center core conform with plan polices for residential land use in this center. 

TI1e following planning issues were identified in the review of the preliminary plan of subdivision: 

a. Transit Right-of-Way-The Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) has completed a 
multi-year project and released a final draft report for the Southern Maryland-Transit 
Corridor Preservation Study {January 2010) which recommends the preservation of right
of-way for future transit from La Plata to the Branch A venue Metro Station. The 
recommendations in the study reinforce the county's approved land use plan along the MD 
5/US 301 corridor; At the location of the proposed Villages of Timothy Branch 
development, the preferred alternative for the transit right-of-way is along the east side of 
MD 5/US 301. This right-of-way should be noted on the preliminary plan and land needed 
to preserve the future right-of-way should be included in any development proposals for 
this area. · · 

The MT A final draft report states: 

Section 1.2, Purpose and Need of Corridor Preservation Study 

''Acting now to preserve a transit right-of-way in the study area is the first step 
towards reaching the goal of a future transit system along the MD 5/US 301 
corridor. Waiting to' preserve a transit right-of-way could allow the inevitable 
continued growth in the region to occur in form of sprawl, risking the loss of 
available land, and the loss of continued right-of-way for transit. Additionally, 
preserving right-of-way will p.elp enable the counties to coordinate land use with 
the transit system so they complement each other." · 

Section 5.1, Selection of Preferred Alternative 

"The Preferred Alternative would provide service to all important trip generators 
including: Saint Charles Towne Center, Waldorf, Brandywine Crossing, Southern 
Maryland Hospital Center, Woodyard Crossing, Andrews AFB, and the Branch 
A venue Metrorail station. Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would provide 
service to both Charles and Prince George's counties proposed developments 
within the corridor. 
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"The Preferred Alternative has been identified as an alignment Charles and Prince 
George's County should protect through their Master Plans. Preservation will 
enable the counties to plan for transit by.implementing policies supportive of 
densely developed, walkable, mixed-use centers that would attract and create 
transit trips, thus improving the cost-effectiveness of providing service on the 
alignment. Nevertheless, future project planning and development processes, such 
as the FTA's New Starts program and NEPA, will require revisiting potential 
alignments and modes." 

Section 5.2, Station-Locations & Connectivity-Timothy Branch (TB) 

"The TB Station is the southern most station in Prince George's County anci 
expected to be mostly a walk-up station. However, 'to support potential drive 
access from the west side of MD 5/US 301, a 200 space surface parking lot is 
recommended. The station is located at Brandywine Crossing, a new commercial 
development. Additionally, the Subregion V Master Plan has identified_ a 
COill.Illuriity center on the east side of MD 5/US 301 within walking distance of the 
TB station. The community center wi:;:,uld provide mixed-use buildings and 
interconnected walking and bicycle paths, which are optimal armmd transit 
stations." · 

The plan does not show the proposed transit alignment along US 301/MD 5 on the west 
side of this application although a symbol for a proposed transit station in the vicinity of 
the application's southern property line is included. As discussed in the Transportation 
finding, the applicant is providing a berm for mitigation along US 301/MD 5. The area 
proposed for this berm constitutes ample area for future configurations of this transit 
facility. As the development of the transit connection has not reached a design stage that 
will allow dedication or ;reservation of property, the actual alignment cannot be shown on 
the plan. However, the proposed transit alignment should be noted along US 301 on the 
preliminary plan of subdivision. 

b. Truck Traffic and Industrial Access-The warehouse use in the abutting E-I-A Zone 
generates significant truck traffic. The sole access to this site is from Brandywine Road 
along Mattawoman Drive. Presently, large trucks cue up and sit idle or are parked along 
Mattawoman Drive. This is not appropriate in a residential area. In the alternative, ingress 
and egress to the site from Short Cut Road from the north could entirely eliminate this 
truck traffic through the Timothy Branch development. Approximately· 5 00 feet of 
roadway would need to be constructed through the applicant's industrially-zoned property 
(Parcel G) to make this connectiop.. To ensure the compatibility of future residential uses 
in Timothy Branch with this existing industrial use, the existing entrance off of 
.Mattawoman Drive should be limited to passenger vehicles, and trucks should utilize a 
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new road from Short Cut Drive. The construction of this roadway should be timed so that 
new residential development will not be negatively impacted by truck traffic. 

Providing an access connection between the existing warehouse/distribution facility and 
Short Cut Road was included as a condition of approval of CDP-0902. The preliminary 
plan should be revised to show this proposed connection. Plans for the connection should 
be finalized prior to SDP approval to provide an alternative access to this warehouse 
operation, especially for heavy truck traffic. 

c. Residential and Industrial Land Use Compatibility-The applicant proposes to 
construct 146 townhouse dwelling units in Pod G. Abutting Pod G to the west are three 
industrial parcels in the 1-1 Zone. The Southern. Maryland Transit Corridor Pres~rvation 
Study (January 2010) identifies a possible maintenance yard for buses or trains on one of 
the 1-l-zoned parcels. Although this is ·only one possible location for the maintenance 
yard, the property was r~ed in the I-1 Zone in the 2009 Sectional Map Amendment, 
therefore, industrial development is likely. Since the approval of CDP-0902, the applicant 
has provided an exhibit redesigning this area. The redesign replaces the townhomes along 
this edge with duplexes that have larger rear yards. This also increases the distance from 
the site boundary to the rear of the property lines from 80 feet to 100 feet. TI1is is an 
improved_ design generally- and allows further opportunity for screening landscaping at the 
time of SDP for increased buffering in this area. · · 

d. Noise impacts on residential lots located within the higher noise contours that are not 
recommended for residential uses. The noise impacts are addressed in the Variation 
section t[ofthis Feport]. 

8. Parks and Recreation- The Commission has reviewed th~ comprehensive design plans and 
Preliminary Plan 4-09003 for conformance with Basic Plan A-9997-C and A-9998-C conditions, 
the requirements and recommendations of the current approved Prince George's County General 
Plan, the Approved Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment for Subregion 5, zoning 
regulations, subdivision regulations, and existing conditions in the vicinity of the proposed 
development as they pertain to public parks and recreation facilities. 

The subject property consists of 262 acres in the Residential Medium Development (R-M) Zone 
and 72.26 acres in the Local Activity Center (L-A-C) Zone. The applicant's proposal indicates that 
1,200 residential dwelling units will be provided as part of the planned development, including 
single-family and multifamily dwelling units. Using current occupancy statistics for single-family 
and mu.I.ti.family dwellings, the proposed development would result in an increase of 3,328 
additional residents. in the Brandywine area community. 
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The addition of 3,328 new residents to the existing Brandywine community would significantly 
impact public recreational facilities in the existing community. The Prince George's County 
General Plan establishes objectives related to the provision of public parkland. The General Plan 
states that a minimum of 15 acres of M-NCPPC local parkland should be provided per 
1,000 county residents and 20 acres of regional, countywide, and special M-NCPPC parkland per 
1,000 residents. By applying the G~neral Plan standards for the projected population in the new 
community (3,328), 50 acres of local and 66.5 acres of regional public parkland suitable for active 
recreation will be needed to serve the proposed development 

Section 24-134 of the Subdivision Regulations requires the mandatory dedication of 30.5 acres of 
parkland suitable for active and passive recreation to serve the proposed development. 

Prior approvals, including the basic plans and CDPs, provide requirements for improvements to 
the nearby undeveloped Brandywine Area Community Park. To meet the mandatory dedication of 
parkland under the Subdivision Regulations, the ap'plicant proposes private on-site recreational 
facilities in lieu of mandatory dedication of parkland. These on-site private recreational facilities 
meet the Subdivision Regulations. The tpayment of a fee-in-lieu of off-site public facilities 
adequately serve the residential needs of the development and meet the Zoning Ordinance 
requirements. · 

Off-site Public Facilities 
To meet zoning requirements, the applicant proposes tthe payment of a fee-in-lieu of off-site 
public recreational facilities. Condition 8 of approved Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall provide either: 

a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Park and Recreational Facilities Guidelines and dedication of on-site a. 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Park and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

The su~ject prop~rty is located 0.75 mile south of the undeveloped, 62-acre Brandywine Area 
Community Park. t[A park eoneept plan has besn dE!'leloped \Vhieh. d5moastrates that the ):)ark 
):)foperty can aeeommodate the following rnereatienal faeilities: soccer field, softball field, youth 
soceer field, sehool age playground, tot lot, few- piooie sheltet=s, two basketball eoarts, asphalt and 
natw=e kails, and a 130 spooe parking lot. Currently, th.ere is no Capi4al Improvement Progrnm 
(ClP) funding allocateEl for the developmsnt of this park.] 
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To address conditions of the basic plans and provide recreational opportunities for the residents of 
the proposed development, the applicant proposes the tpayment of a fee-in-lieu for the 
construction of major off-site recreational facilities at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park 
t[.including: one softball field, one soccsr field, and a 65 spaee parking lot. The first phase ofpafk 
eonstructiofl. 1.vill havs aeeess from Missow=i f..:venue ]. 

On-site Private Facilities 
To meet subdivision requirements, the applicant proposes on-site private recreational facilities. 
In addition, the applicant proposes an extensive package of on-site private recreational facilities 
including: two recreational centers with swimming pools, tennis courts, two gazebos, a stream 
valley trail, tot lot, school-age playground, three multi-age playgrounds, and one open play area. 

The development of these facilities was generally addressed in the conditions ofCDP-0901 and 
CDP-0902. Those conditions state: · 

An overall recreational facilities agreement (RFA) should be required to address the 
development of these facilities. With specific RFAs, appropriate triggers for 
construction and timing for the bonding of these facilities can be established to 
ensure a concurrency of the provision of the facilities as the development progresses. 

The combination of the proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and ta fee-in
lieu of $700,000 for off-site public recreational facilities will satisfy the recreational needs of the 
residents of the Villages of Timothy Branch planned community, and fulfill the requirements of 
mandatory dedication tand Condition 8(b) of A-9987. 

9. Trails-The proposal was reviewed for conformance to the provision for trails, sidewalks, and 
pedestrian circulation in the Approved Countywide Master Plan of Transportation (MPOT) and 
the Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment (area master plan). 

The development proposal is in the "community center" described on pages 49 and 50 in the area 
master plan. A variety of road cross sections exist along Brandywine Road and sidewalks are 
missing along many segments. Sidewalk and pathway construction is needed within the 
Brandywine and Aquasco communities, and Brandywine Road is a heavily-used corridor for long 
distance cyclists. All development plans in these areas should include dedication for on-road 
bicycle accommodations, sidewalks, sidepaths, trails, and off-road bicycle accommodations where 
specified by the master plans or where proposals require these facilities to meet other master plan 
goals. 

Both the area master plan and the 1\1:POT recommend that pedestrian and bicycle facilities be 
constructed as part of new development in the Brandywine area where the subject property is 
located. The are?- master plan recommends that future development in Brandywine be connected 
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by pedestrian and bicycle networks to areas north of the subject site, where Brandywine Road 
provides a parallel route to MD 5 for pedestrians and bicyclists. The plan recommends that 
Brandywine Road contain a dual-route bikeway between MD 223 and the Charles County line. A 
dual-route bikeway contains both an on-road-bikeway and a sidepath for multi-use purposes, 
including bikes, pedestrian, and other trail users. The area master plan recommends that sidewalks 
be constructed throughout Brandywine, and that a stream valley trail be constructed within the 
Timothy Branch stream valley to provide a section of trail network between Dyson Road ·and 
Mattawoman Creek. Brandywine Road is depicted on the MPOT map set as a proposed 
bikeway/sidepath. 

Additionally, the area master pian recommends that developers provide bicycle parking, lockers (if 
they are major employers), bicycle-friendly intersection improvements, and trail connections as 
part of development proposals (page 122). The plan recommends bicycle sign.age and safety 
improvements along designated bikeways. · 

The :MPOT recommends that Developing Tier centers and corridors should integrate the 
transportation system with a mix of land uses that support all modes of travel, including future use 
of moderate bus transit service, as well as bicycle and pedestrian modes qf travel for shopping, 
recreation, and commuting trips. Corridor and right-of-way preservation for future transportation 
(particularly transit) facilities and systems are major challenges in the Developing Tier, particularly 
on roads that serve Developing Tier centers (page 20). 

The District Council approved Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-C with conditions in July 2008. 
Those conditions address the provision of trails and sidewalks within this ·development site. 

Based a meeting with the applicant on October 14, 2010 and a staff level meeting on 
October 18, 2010, a number of modifications were made to the recommended conditions of 
approval. 

Mattawoinan Drive/Matapeake Business Drive 
Condition 5 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 

Mattawoman Drive (A-63) is a proposed bikeway/sidepath as depicted on the map set in the 
MPOT. It is a Qlaster-planned arterial road and should contain sidewalks, and a sidepath or 
on-road bikeJVay. The zoning cases require that the applicant shall provide standard sidewalks 
along both sides of Matta woman Drive, unless modified by DPW &T. As stated in the 
Transportation finding, no further dedication ofMattawoman Drive is required. 
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It is recommended that the applicant provide a sidepath along the east side of Mattawoman Drive 
and a sidewalk on the west side of the road to fulfill the MPOT recommendation. The specific 
details of the sidewalks and pedestrian refuges will be reviewed at the time of specific design plan. 

Matapeake Business Drive (A-63) is proposed to begin south of the intersection-of A-63 and A-55. 
This has been moved off site in recent revisions to the ·plan. All recommendations for Matapeake 
Business Drive are contained in those for Mattawoman Drive. 

Nearby Roadways 
Condition 4 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 

4. The applicant shall construct the eight-foot-wide Master Plan trail along the subject 
site's entire frontage of A-55. This trail shall include ADA-accessible curb cuts and 
ramps atall intersections and shall be separated from the curb by a grass planting 
strip. 

The area master plan moved A-55 off of the subject site to the south. This condition is no longer 
applicable to this development. 

Short Cut Road runs along the northwest frontage of the site. This road will eventually contain 
pedestrian and bikeway facilities within the Brandywine Community Center where the road will 
serve new uses. No new uses are proposed along this road, and the road may be affected by a 
planned highway interchange at the intersection of Crain Highway (US 301) and Branch Avenue 
(MD 5). 

Brandywine Road runs along the north frontage of the site. As addressed in the Environmental 
finding above, this road is a designated historic road. The applicant should provide an 
eight-foot-wide sidewalk or sidepath along the subject site's entire frontage of Brandywine Road, 
unless modified by SHA. As identified in the Transportation finding, the applicant is proposing 
dedication along Brandywine Road of 40 feet from centerline; This has been deemed adequate. 
Striping of the bike lane is entirely in SHA's control and the dedication that they.require can 
accommodate either bike lanes or wide outside curb lanes, at the discretion of SHA. 

Timothy Branch Trail . 
The area master plan and the MPOT recommend a trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley 
between Dyson Road and Mattawoman Creek. A significant section of this planned trail is part of 
this application. this trail should be linked to the subdivision and be aligned along the stream 
valley. 

Condition 3 of A-9987-C and A-9988-C states: 
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3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development en:velopes. 

Condition 3 of CDP-0901 states: 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail 
along the subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within 
M-NCPPC parkland or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. 
Trail connectors should be provided fro:m the Master Plan trail to adjacent 
development envelopes. · 

Condition 35 ofCDP-0902 states: 

35. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch 
trail) along the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream 
valley, unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring 
the same. 

This trail location has b.een evaluated from a number of perspectives. As proposed by the applicant 
on the preliminary plan, the trail conforms to the conditions of Basic Plans A-9987-C and A-9988-
C, and it appears to be adequate for the proposed use and will implement the master-planned trails 
in this area. The applicant is providing this trail along the appropriate portions of the Timothy 
Branch stream valley. · 

The Planning Board has determined that trail locations are sometimes so close to single-family 
private residential lots that special notification is needed to inform future homebuyers of the frails' 
location. The present case does contain some trail locations and alignments that bring the trail 
close to residential lots. 

The applicant shall provide the eight-foot-wide master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream 
valley at the location agreed to by the applicant, ORD, and the trails coordinator. This trail will 
also utilize existing subdivision roads where necessary to avoid environmental impacts and 
running immediately behind residential lots. As this trail will be a private HO A trail, no equestrian 
component is recommended. 

The HOA can elect to provide any signage that residents request in the future. Residents of the 
comm.unity will be familiar with the area, the nearby destinations, and probably will not require 
major wayfinding. This• trail will ncit be used by those who do not already live in the community 
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and we probably do not want to place signage that might.encourage the public to use the private 
HOA trail. 

Interior Circulation 
The MPOT recommends using complete street principles in designated centers and corridors, and 
it encourages the use of medians as pedestrian refuge islands. It also recommends increasing 
crossing opportunities for pedestrians. There are many pedestrian and bicycle improvements 
recommended for the subject property. It may be feasible to include a raised median or small 
refuge islands at some pedestrian crossing locations, making it easier and safer f01;- pedestrians to 
cross the road. At the time of specific design plan, the proposal should contain safety measures 
such as pedestrian refuges along major road intersections where road crossings are provided for 
pedestrians and bicyclists. , 

Policy 2 of the Trails, Bikeways, and Pedestrian Mobility section of the MPOT recomm.ends 
providing "adequate pedestrian and bicycle linkages to schools, parks, and recreation areas; 
commercial areas, and employment centers." There are four recreational facilities and two 
recreation centers shown on the subject plan. Trails provided within the development should be 
linked to the recreational facilities and centers. It is recommended that the applicant provide 
sidepaths or on-road bikeways for bicyclists, and sidepaths or sidewalks for pedestrians, on or 
along the road\vays that lead to the recreational facilities and centers. 

The American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) guidelines 
recommend that barriers be provided to protect trails from automobile use and to reduce conflicts 
between automobiles and path users. It is recommended that trail access points be designed to 
ensure that off-road motorized.vehicles do not use trails except for maintenance and emergency 
purposes or wheelchair access. At the time of specific design plan, the applicant must provide 
details of these measures. Bollards and/or other appropriate structures should be used to prevent 
~otorized vehicles from entering trail routes at any crossing of a public road right-of-way or at any 
trail staging area. 

Conditions 6 and 7b of A-9987-C andA-9988-C state: 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of preliminary plan and specific design plan. Trail connectors may 
be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

7b. Provide a site-wide pedestrian circulation plan, including the possible location of a 
bus stop(s) and its supporting pedestrian path network, the location of pedestrian 
crossings, and a connection to the adjacent retail components of the site. 
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The applicant is proposing sidewalks and bikeways along the internal roads to support the 
residential and mixed-use development that is proposed. The sidewalk details will be eva1uated at 
the time of specific design plan. Pedestrian routes between commercial buildings and from parking 
areas to commercial buildings will be evaluated in more detailed at the time of SDP. 

The applicant has proposed a comprehensive site-wide pedestrian circulation plan. Bus transit stop 
locations have been provided along Mattawoman Drive and appear to be adequate for the proposed 
use. Transit locations are shown on the approved CDP. Additional facilities and amenities 
at these stops can be evaluated at tl_ie time of SOP. 

Based on the preceding analysis, adequate bicycle and pedestrian transportation facilitjes would 
exist to serve the proposed subdivision as required under Section 24-123 of the Prince George's 
County Code, with conditions. 

10. Transportation-The overall site is located south ofMD 381 and east of US 301/MD 5 on both 
sides of existing and planned Matta woman Drive. The applicant proposes to develop the over~ 
property as a mixed-use development with approximately 1,200 residences and 305,000 square 
feet of commercial space. 

Analysis of Traffic Impacts 
The application is a preliminary plan of subdivision for a mixed-use development consisting of the 
following uses (with the commercial uses as described in the traffic study and with the residential 
uses in accordance with the current submitted preliminary plan) having the following trip 
generation: 
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4-09003, Yillages at Timothy Branch 
Use Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Quantity Type In Out Tot In Out Tot 
Residential 
One-Family Detached 101 units 14 61 75 60 31 91 
One-Family Semidetached 100 units 14 56 70 52 28 80 
Townhouse 379 units 53 212 265 197 106 303 
Two-Family Attached 352 units 49 197 246 183 98 281 
Multifamily 268 units 27 112 139 105 56 161 
Total Residential 1200 units 157 638 795 597 319 916 
Commercial 
Retail (total trips) 100 000 Sq feet 95 61 156 600 600 1200 
Less 60 percent pass-by and internal -56 -36 -92 -360 -360 -720 
Retail (net trips) 39 25 64 240 240 480 
General Office 205,000 Sa feet 369 41 410 72 307 379 
Total Commercial 305.000 SQ feet 408 66 474 312 547 859 
Total 465 704 1269 909 866 1775 

The trip generation is estimated using trip rates in the "Guidelines for the Analysis of the Traffic 
Impact ofDevelopment Proposals." 

The traffic generated by the proposed preliminary plan would impact the following seven critical 
intersections, interchanges, and links in the transportation system: · 

US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (future/signalized) 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 

• US 301 and MD 381 (signalized) 
MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (signalized) 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive (signalized) 

• US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive (signalized) 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 

The application is supported by a traffic study dated July 2009 provided by the applicant and 
referred to the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) and the Department of Public 
Worlcs and Transportation (DPW &T). Comments from DPW &T and SHA have been received. 
The findings and recommendations outlined below are based upon a review of these materials and 
analyses conducted by the staff of the Transportation Planning Section (M-NCPPC), consistent 
with the guidelines. 

The subject property is located within the Developing Tier, as defined in the Prince George's 
County Approved General Plan. As such, the subject property is evaluated according to the 
following standards: 
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Links and signalized intersections: Level of Service (LOS) D, with signalized intersections 
operating at a critical lane volume (CLV) of 1,450 or better. Mitigation, as defmed by Section 
24-124(a)( 6) of the Subdivision Regulations, is permitted at signalized intersections within any tier 
subject to meeting the geographical criteria in the guidelines. 

Unsignalized intersections: The Highway Capacity Manual procedure for unsignalized 
intersections is not a true test of adequacy, but rather an indicator that further operational studies 
need to be conducted. Vehicle delay in any movement exceeding 50.0 seconds is deemed to be an. 
unacceptable operating condition at unsignalized intersections. In response to such a finding, the 
Planning Board has generally recommended that the applicant provide a traffic signal warrant 
study and install the signal ( or other less costly warranted traffic controls) if deemed warranted by 
the appropriate operating ag~cy. 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
existing traffic using counts taken in May 2009 and existing lane configurations, operate as 
follows: 

EXISTING TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 
(AM&PM) (l OS, AM & PM) 

US 301 andMattawomanDrive Future Future -- --
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,769 1,810 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,160 1,078 C B 
MD 3 81 and Mattawoman Drive 493 412 A A 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,185 1,431 C D 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeak.e Business Drive 1,114 1,416 B D 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,289 1,866 C F 

With one exception, none of the critical intersections identified above are programmed for 
improvement with 100 percent construction funding within the next six years in the current 
Mary land Department of Transportation "Consolidated Transportation Program" or the Prince 
George's County "Capital Improvement Program." There are programmed improvements being 
conducted by SHA at the intersection of MD 5 and Brandywine Road. Background traffic has 
been developed for the study area using an extensive listing of approved developments in the area 
and a 2·.o percent annual growth rate in through traffic along {.!S 301 and MD 5. The critical 
intersections, when analyzed with background traffic and existing ( or future) lane configurations, 
operate as foll9ws: 
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BACKGROUND TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume 

(AM&PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,193 1,743 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 1,804 1,815 

US 301 and MD 381 2,002 1,601 
MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive 621 602 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,650 2,111 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,497 2,198 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,737 2,398 

Level of Service 
(LOS, AM & PM) 

C F 
F F 
F F 
A A 

F F 
E . F 
F F 

The following critical intersections, interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
the programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines including 
the site trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, 
operate as follows: 

TOTAL TRAFF1C CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM) (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive 1,271 1,851 C F 
MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 2,528 2,340 F F 
MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive 1,284 1,361 C D 
US_ 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,693 2,199 F F 
US 301/MD 5 and Mat.apeake Business Drive 1,534 2,278 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree Road 1,797 2,420 F F 

It is found that all but one of the critical intersections operates unacceptably under total traffic in 
either one or both peak hours. In response to the inadequacies, the applicant proposes several 
roadway improvements in the area: · 

• A third northbound through lane is proposed along US 301 through the MD 3 81 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections. Left turns are proposed to be eliminated at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with the extension of Mattawoman Drive through 
the Brandywine Business Park property (which is to be completed by other private parties 
in the future). 

• A northbound left-tum lane is proposed along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive. 
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• The MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection is proposed to be signalized (this has been 
taken into account through the entire analysis), and a westbound lefHurn lane along 
MD 3 81 at Mattawoman Drive is proposed. 

• · As a means of mitigating the impact of excessive through traffic along US 3 0 l /MD 5 
south of the split, the applicant proposes to extend Mattawoman Drive south of the subject 
property to connect to Matapeake Business Drive. This will provide some relief by 
rerouting traffic from the subject site off of portions of US 301/MD 5. 

The subject site is required to contribute to the Brandywine Road Club. It is noted that the · 
.Brandywine Road Club has posed several issues for the Planning.Board in the past, and 
these issues are briefly summarized below: 

a. The use of the Brandywine Road Club in approving a development poses an issue 
of concurrency. In other words, Section 24-124 of the Subdivision Regulations 
(the section that governs findings of adequate transportation facilities) is intended 
to ensure that needed transportation facilities occur concurrently with 
development or within a reasonable time thereafter. However, transportation 
inadequacies in the area have been documented since 1989. Beginning in 1990, 
many properties have been approved with a condition to pay funds toward a 
Brandywine Road Club. But since those initial approvals, no improvements have 
been constructed. Furthermore, there is nothing in either the current county 
Capital Improvement Program or the ·state's Consolidated Transportation Program 
which suggests that needed improvements are funded for construction. 

b. County Council Resolution CR-60-1993 approved. the master plan and the 
sectional niap amendment for Subregion V. A_s a part of that resolution, Zoning 
Map Amendment A-9878 for Brandywine Village was approved with conditions 
that allow this and many other properties to participate in the Brandywine Road 
Club as a-means of determining transportation adequacy. The same condition 
aliows such road club participation by "any properties along US 301/MD 5 
between T.B. (the intersection ofUS 301 and MD 5 in Prince George's County) 
and Mattawoman Creek." This has been carefully considered, and it has been 
determined that the subject property is along the identified section of 
US 301/MD 5. Therefore, the use of the Brandywine Road Club for this site 
would appear to be consistent with the intent of the council resolution. 

c. The site included under the current plan was subdivided under·application 
4-92048, which itself was a consolidation of four previous preliminary plans, 
conditional upon contribution to the Brandywine Road Club. The road club has 
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always involved the construction of interchanges north arid south of the study 
· area, along with north-south roadways connecting properties to those intersections 
that would eliminate existing signals and provide adequacy. Toe road club was 
implemented in recognition that the scope and cost of these improvements would 
far exceed the ability of an individual applicant to fund them. 

The Brandywine Road Club fees have been established through procedures contained in 
past approvals, and are summarized below: 

a. For the commercial space, a rate of $1.41 per square foot of gross floor area has 
been used for sites that have A-63 construction requirements, 

b. The major improvements that are ratable for the residential uses include widening 
the link of US 30 I/MD 5 north of Cedarville Road and the associated 
interchanges and widening of the junctions of A-63 with US 301 and MD 5. 
Current and potential members of the Road Club located in the Brandywine 
Employment Area are paying $1.10 per square foot of gross floor area to cover 
their share of the cost of building these improvements. On the average, this . 
payment is $1,582.73 per peak-hour trip generated. Based on the peak-hour trip 
generation rates associated with single-family detached units, single-family 
attached units, and multifamily units, a road chm payment of $1,306 per 
single-family detached unit, $1,187 per single-family attached unit, and $886 per 
multifamily unit (1993 dollars) is a fair and equitable pro-rata payment for the 
subject property toward these off-site improvements. 

For the reasons described above, and given that development under the existing cap can 
proceed with the payment of fees under the Brandywine Road Club, the use· of the road 
club as a means, in part, of finding adequacy for this site would be acceptable. It is 
determined that adequate transportation facilities can only be found if the improvements at 
the intersections within the study area, (ls proffered and described above, are constructed 
and there is participation in the Brandywine Road Club. 

It is recognized that the off-site road improvements being proffered by this applicant are 
on the overall list of improvements to be funded through the Brandywine Road Club. As 
such, the costs of the off-site improvements are eligible for a credit against the road club 
fees to be paid. The extent of the eligibility of costs and the determination of any credits 
shall be made byDPW&T . . 
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The following critical intersections~ interchanges, and links identified above, when analyzed with 
the programmed improvements and total future traffic as developed using the guidelines, including 
the site trip generation as described above and the distribution as described in the traffic study, and 
with the proffered improvements as described in the July 2009 traffic study, operate as follows: 

TOTAL TRAFFIC CONDITIONS 

Intersection 
Critical Lane Volume Level of Service 

(AM&PM)· (LOS, AM & PM) 
US 301 and Mattawoman Drive . 916 1,221 A C 
:MD 5 and Brandywine Road 2,105 1,815 F F 
US 301 and MD 381 1,741 1,725' F F 
:MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive 1,031 1,246 B C 
US 301/MD 5 and Chadds Ford Drive 1,570 2,013 E F 
US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive 1,453 2,183 E .F 
US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville/McKendree.Road 1,797 2,420 F F 

The traffic study was referred to and reviewed by DPW &T and SHA. The responses are attached, 
and they raise four issues that require discussion: 

f 
• DPW &T indicated that the number of trips diverting onto Mattawoman Drive appears to · 

be overestimated. It is important to remember that many trips in the area are destined for 
retail uses within and to the south of the subject site. The connection ofMattawoman 
Drive will provide a direct alternative for reaching these areas from north of Brandywine, 
and that was much of the reason for classifying this roadway as an arterial. 

DPW &T also indicated that analyses should have been included for the future intersection 
of A-55 and A-63. Since that intersection is off-site, and since neither the east nor west 
legs of A-5.5 are proposed for construction, staff did_not analyze this intersection. · 

• SHA and DWP&T both objected to the elimination of left tum movements at the 
US 301/MD 381 intersection. That is obviously something that will need to be studied 
carefully at the time that Mattawoman Drive is connected on both sides of US 301 by 
Brandywine Business Park. 

Plan Analysis 
At the time of the Subdivision and Development Review Committee (SDRC) meeting, several 
comments recommending revisions to the submitted plan were offered. The plan has gone through 
a number of revisions. 
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With regard to the L-A-C-zoned portion of the site, the site is affected by A-63, a master plan 
arterial facility traversing the site from north to ·south, and C-613, a planned collector facility along 
existing :MD 381. The preliminary plan of subdivision shows dedication for 120 feet of right-of
way for A-63. It also shows dedication for right-of-way of 40 feet from the centerline along :MD 
381. Both are acceptable. 

Within the L-A..C-zoned portion of the site, variations for driveway access to A-63 have been 
reviewed. Two variations.from Section 24-12l(aX3) of the Subdivision Regulations to serve the 
commercial development on the west side of A-63 have been considered. In summary, it is 
determined that the findings for approval of both access points can be made consistent with the 
applicant's justifi<;:ation. A total of 12 parcels will be served by the two access points. 1his 
eliminates the need for a driveway from MD 381. There is no other reasonable alternative for 
providing access to these parcels. With the implementation of the needed cross easements over this 
grouping of parcels, the two access points will function in a way that is, in concept, consistent with 
the intent of Subtitle 24. Therefore, the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the 
L-A-C-zoned area are approved. 

With regard to the R-M-zoned portion of the site, the site is affected by several facilities. 

The F-9 facility, which is along existing US 301/MD 5, is a planned freeway facility. The 
current plan includes ramps to and from the north and south to support the future 
interchange at A-55. An extensive area in the southwest portion of the site is proposed to 
remain without development, and this is sufficient. There shall be no street or driveway 
access from the site to US 301/MD 5. 

The A-63 facility traverses the site from north to south. Over the time of reviewing this 
plan, there has been some confusion about the alignment of A-63 and where it terminates 
at the southern end. The A-63 arterial facility actually terminates at A-5 5, which has been 
determined to be located just south of the subject site. Comprehensive Design Plan 
CDP-0902 indicates a portion of A-63 south of the more southerly traffic circle to be 
"Matapeake Business Drive Extension" with a 100-foot right-of-way. This is incorrect. 
This portion of roadway between the traffic circle and the southern property line is A-63, 
and should indicate dedication for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

• South of the more southerly traffic circle, the A-63 facility is to be extended to connect to 
Matapeake Business Drive within the Brandywine Crossing property to the south. It is 
recognized thatA-63 will need to transition to a smaller section to connect to Matapeake 
Business Drive, which is currently a commercial street constructed within a 70-foot 
right-of-way. It may be reasonable to limit current construction south of the traffic circle to 
a half-section of the ultimate roadway at this time. The remaining half-section would be 
constructed when the A-55 facility is constructed orwhen additional right-of-way is 
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dedicated along Matapeake Business Drive in the future when the Brandywine Crossing 
property resubdivides. Nonetheless, the timing of this construction shall be reasonably 
determined by DPW &T. 

The master plan includes 1-503, a planned facility that was originally included in the 1993 
Subregion V Master Plan and intended to connect industrial land uses between the A-63 
facility and Short Cut Road, along with. the· Schraf, Meinhardt, and M&M Joint Venture 
properties to Short Cut Road, and to tb.e Mattawoman Drive facility in the future. If 
collector-distributor lanes ate not constructed along MD5/US 30 I when it is upgraded to 
an access-controlled freeway, the named properties may lose tb.e ability to access 
US 301/MD 5 in the future. Planned facility I-503 was initially planned when all 
properties in the area had industrial zoning, however, this has changed with the subject 
site being rezoned to R-M. Hence, the uses proposed for the subject property are different, 
and it is appropriate to route industrial traffic away from proposed residential areas. 
Therefore, I-503, as initially envisioned and aligned, is no longer necessary. However, 
some means to allow the named properties that front on MD 5/US. 30 I to potentially gain 
access to· Short Cut Road may be needed. Accordingly, an alternative to 1-503 has been 
addressed by this plan by showing an area of land within which an industrial cul-de-sac 
south from Short Cut Road to the Schraf property could be constructed. This cul-de-sac 
could be located half on the subject property and half on the properties being served by it. 
The portion of the subject property should be placed in a separate parcel or outlot at the 
time of subdivision to facilitate the future acquisition by either the state or a property 
owner to be served by it. With the provision of this parcel, 1-503 is no longer needed and 
the plan should be revised prior to signature approval to remove the. depiction of the 
"Alternative Alignment ofI-503" and to show a separate parcel to accommodate the future 
industrial connection. 

• The 2009 Approve<! Subregion 5 Master Plan and Sectional Map Amendment reflects a 
future transit facility between Charles County and the Branch A venue Metrorail station. 
The facility has a typical section requiring 70 feet from the edge of roadway, as noted in 
the August 2010 report for the Southern Maryland Transit Corridor Preservation Study 
(Maryland Transit Administration). This right-of-way is adjacent to and, parallel to 
US 301/MD 5 along the western edge of this site. While it is noted that this facility is not 
explicitly noted on the preliminary plan, the plan includes berming 100 feet in width along 
the site's frontage ofUS 301/MD 5; this berming is set back between 15 and 50 feet from 
the existing right-of-way. Furthermore, there is an average of 30 feet between the edge of 
pavement and the property line. Once again, the transit facility is proposed to be 70 feet in 
width. It is determined, given that the transit line has not been subjected. to environmental 
review or detailed engineering, that the area between the edge of pavement and the 
property line combined. with-the area ofberming along the US 301/MD 5 frontage 
constitutes adequate provision for this future transit facility. In the event that a transit 
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facility is implemented in the future, plans for the facility may need to incorporate the use 
of a retaining wall to maintain the berm. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 indicated 
a 70-foot width for this alignment, and has included a condition requiring that the CDP 
show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: "Possible Future 
Transit Alignment (subject to further future environmental review)." A closer examination 
indicates that the alignment area within the subject property needs only 40 feet in width. 

The transit line described above includes the identification of the combined M&M Joint 
Venture/Meinhardt properties as a possible location for a maintenance yard, in the study. 

Within the R-M-zoned portion of the site, individual residential lots are proposed to receive 
driveway access from alleys or minor streets, and are not proposed to gain individual access to 
A-63 directly. This is desirable. 

Two variations for driveway access to A-63 have been reviewed. The variations from Section 
24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations to serve the multifamily development on the west side 
of A-63 within Block E have been considered. In summary, it is determined that the findings for 
approval of both access points can be made consistent with the applicant's justification. Two large 
parcels containing 208 multifamily residences will be served by the two access points. These two 
accesses augment a third access point from Road N. The accesses onto A-63 ~liminate the need to 
array the multifamily buildings around a large cul-de-sac. The additional accesses improve the 
delivery of public and emergency services to these two parcels. There is no other reasonable 
alternative for providing secondary access to this area of the development. Therefore, approval is 
rec9mmended for the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the L-A-C-zoned area. 

The R-M-zoned portion of the property surrounds a piece of developed land in the E-I-A Zone. 
This developed site is not part of the subject application, but it receives its access via Mattawoman 
Drive. Given that the land around this site is proposed for development as mixed use and 
residential, it is desirable that the E-I-A-zoned property be provided with the opportunity to gain 
access to Short Cut Road. It is recommended that the plan make provision for an access across 
Parcel G, as discussed above. 

Review of Basic Plan Conditions 
The basic plans for the site (A-9987-C and A-9988-C) were approved by the District Council. The 
status of the transportation-related basic plan conditions for applications A-9987-C and A-9988-C 
are as follows: · 

Condition 1: This condition indicates that the transportation staff shall make master plan 
transportation recommendations consistent with the applicable master plan. This has been done. 
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Condition 2: This condition specifies the intersections to be studied at later stages ofreview. All 
intersections were included except the US 301/MD 5/proposed A-55 and the Mattawoman 
Drive/proposed A-55 intersections. The two excluded intersections were not included because, 
based on the final recommendations of the master plan, they were south of the subject site. 
Specifically, this applicant would not be constructing any part of A-55. As a result, there were no 
intersections at these locations to study. 

None of the remaining conditions are specific to transportation; however, ConditioQs 3, 4, 5, and 6 
will be monitored by the trails coordinator of the Transportation Planning Section at future stages 
ofreview. With regard to Condition 7(b), the required information was provided on both of the 
CDPs. 

Review of CDP Conditions 
Comprehensive Design Plans CDP-0901 and CDP-0902 were approved on October 7, 2010 and 
their resolutions are currently pending before the Planning Board. To the extent possible, all 
.findings and conditions have been moilified to be consfatent with the Planning Board's decision in 
those cases, along with any changes or modifications. 

Based on the preceding .findings and proposed conditions, the Planning Board finds that adequate 
transportation facilities would exist to serve the proposed subdivision as required under Section 
24-124 of the Prince George's County Code. 

1 L Variations for Access to Arterial Roadways~ The applicant requests a variation from Section 
24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations for the purpose ofaccessingMattawomanDrive, a 
designated arterial road, at four locations. 

Section 24-121(a)(3) of the Subdivision Regulations establishes design guidelines for lots that 
front on arterial roadways. This section requires that these lots be developed to provide direct 
vehicular access to either a service road or an interior driveway when feasible. This design 
guideline encourages an applicant to develop alternatives to direct access onto an arterial roadway. 
The applicant proposes to construct a network of public and private roads to provide access to 
residential and commercial properties throughout the development. At four locations, the applicant 
proposes to directly access Mattawoman Drive. Two accesses will serve the commercial retail and 
office uses on the west side of Mattawoman Drive at the north end of the site. These are the only 
two accesses proposed for this module. Two accesses will serve the multifamily dwellings on the 
west side ofMattawoman drive at the south end of the site. Access to these residential parcels will 
also be provided off of Road N at its intersection with Road P. Staff supports these variations. 

Section 24-113( a) of the Subdivision Regulations sets forth the required findings for approval of 
variation requests. Section 24-l 13(a) reads: 
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Where the Planning Board imds that extraordinary hardship or-practical difficulties may 
result from strict compliance with this Subtitle and/or that the purposes of this Subtitle may 
be served to a greater extent by an alternative proposal, it may approve variittions from 
these Subdivision Regulations so that substantial justice may be done and the public interest 
secured, provided that such variation shall not have the effect ~f nullifying the intent and 
purpose of this Subtitle; and further provided that the Planning Board shall not approve 
variations unless it shall make findings based upon evidence presented to it in each specific 
case that: 

The approval of the applicant's request does not have the effect of nullifying the intent and 
purpose of the Subdivision Regulations. In fact, strict compliance with the requirements of Section 
24-121 could result in practical difficulties to the. applicant that could result in the applicant not 
being able to develop this property. · 

(1) The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public safety, health, or 
welfare, or injurious to other property; 

Within the L-A-C Zone, variations from Section24-12l(aX3) to serve the commercial 
development on the west side of Matta woman Drive have been requested. A total of 12 parcels 
will be served by the two access points. This.eliminates the need for a driveway from Brandywine 
Road (MD.381). There is no other reasonable alternative for providing access to these parcels. 
With the implementation of the needed cross easements over this grouping of parcels, the two 
access points will function in a way that is, in concept, consistent with the intent of Subtitle 24. 
Therefore, approval is recommended for the two variations from Section 24-124(a)(3) within the 
L-A-C-zoned area. · 

Within the R-M Zone, variations from Section 24-12l{aX3) for driveway access to Mattawoman 
Drive are requested: Two large parcels containing 208 multifamily residences will be served by the 
two access points. These two accesses augment a third access point from Road N. The accesses 
onto Mattawom.an·Drive eliminate the need to array the multifamily buildings around a large cul
de-sac. The additional accesses improve the delivery of public services and emergency services to 
these two parcels. There is no other reasonable alternative for providing secondary access to this 
area of the development. 

(2) The conditions on which the variation is based are unique to the property for which 
the variation is sought and are not applicable generally to other properties; 

For the commercial retail and office parcels, no access is.proposed other than Mattawoman Drive. 
Access along Brandywine Road is not proposed and is undesirable. In the approved 
Comprehensive Design Plan, CDP-0901, extensive effort has gone into protecting the rural 
character of Brandywine Road. The commercial area is immediately bounded on the south by 
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Parcel E, which is not part of this application. Other than Mattawoman Drive and Brandywine 
Road, the site has no access to another public street. 

For the multifamily parcels in the south, the site is on the comer of Road N and Mattawoman 
Drive. Access is proposed to both. Limiting access will force all traffic onto Road N, which also 
serves as a main connection to Mattawoman Drive for other residential areas. Additional accesses 
provide improved circulation and access to the site. 

(3) The variation does not constitute a violation of any other applicable law, ordinance, 
or regulation; and 

The accesses will be constructed in accordance withTelevant laws and standards. The applicant 
will be required to obtain a SDP prior to development of these sites, permitting further review. 

(4) Because of the particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions. 
of the specific property involved, a particular hardship to the owner would result, as 
distinguished from a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of these regulations is 
carried out; . 

Without approval of these variations, particular hardship to the owner will result. Construction of 
Mattawoman Drive as an arterial is required by the Master Plan of Transportation and the 
Subregion 5 Master Plan. For the comniercial site to the north, driveways to Mattawoman Drive 
are the only accesses to the property. For the multifamily site to the south, access to Mattawoman 
Drive provides significant relief to the intersection of Road N and Mattawoman Drive. 

12. Schools-The impact on school facilities was analyzed separately for residential and 
nonresidential portions of the development. 

Residential 
TI1e Special Projects Section has reviewed this preliminary plan for impact on school facilities in 
accordance with Section 24-122.02 of the Subdivision Regulations and CR-23-2003 and 
concluded the following: 
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Single-Family Detached Dwelling Units-Im.pact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster# 5 Cluster# 3 Cluster#3 

Dwelling Units 118DU 118DU 118DU 
Pupil Yield Factor 0.16 .13 .14 
Subdivision Enrolhnent 18.9 15.3 16.5 
Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923 7,081 
Total Enrollment 3,885.9 3,939.3 7,097.5 
State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 
Percent Capacity 103.3% 79.0% 91.0% 

Source: Prince George's County Planning Department, M-NCPPC, January 2007 

Attached Dwelling UnitS--:-Impact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster#5 Cluster# 3 Cluster#3 

Dwelling Units 796DU 796DU 796DU 
Pupil Yield Factor 0.14 0.11 0.10 
Subdivision Enrollment 111.4 87.6 79.6 
Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923 7,081 
Total Enrollment 3,978.4 4,010.6 7,160.6 
State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 
Percent Capacity 105.8% 80.5% 91.9% 

Source: Prince George's County Planning Department, M-NCPPC, January 2007 
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Multifamily Dwelling Units (Garden Style)-Impact on Affected Public School Clusters 

Affected School Clusters Elementary School Middle School High School 
Cluster# S Cluster#3 Ciuster#3 

Dwelling Units 284DU 284DU 284DU 

Pupil Yield Factor .14 .06 . 09 

Subdivision Enrollment 39.8 17.0 25.6 

Actual Enrollment 3,867 3,923. 7,081 

Total Enrollment 3,906.8 3,940.0 7,106.6 

State Rated Capacity 3,761 4,983 7,792 

Percent Capacity 103.9% 79.0% 91.2% 

Source: Prince George's CountyPlanningDepartment, M-NCPPC, January2007 

County Council Bill CB-31-2003 established a school facilitiC!> surcharge in the amounts of: 
$7,000 per dwelling if a building is located between the Capital Beltway (I-95/495) and the 
District of Columbia; $7,000 per dwelling if the building is included within a basic plan or 
conceptual site plan that abuts an existing or planned mass transit rail station site operated by the 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA); or $12,000 per dwelling for all other 
buildings. County Council Bill CB-31-2003 allows for these surcharges to be adjusted for inflation 
and the current amounts are $8,299 and $14,227 to be paid at the time of issuance of each building 
permit. The school facilities surcharge may be used for the construction of additional or expanded 
school facilities and renovations to existing school buildings or other systemic changes. 

Nonresidential 
The subdivision is exempt from a review for school facilities in accordance with Section 
24-122.02 of the Subdivision Regulations and the Adequate Public Facilities Regulations for 
Schools (CR-23-2001 and CR-38-2002) because it is a nonresidential use. 

13. Fire and Rescue-The impact on frre and rescue facilities was analyzed separately for the 
residential and nonresidential portions of the development. 

Residential 
The Special Projects Section has reviewed this subdivision plan for adequacy of fire and rescue 
services in accordance with Section 24-122.0l(a)(2), Section 24-122.0l(d), and Section 
24-122.0l(e)(l)(B) tb.roum (E) of the Subdivision Regulations. Special Projects staff bas 
determined that this preliminary plan is within the seven minute required response tim~ for the first 
due fire station using the Seven-Minute Travel Times and Fire Station Locations Map provided by 
the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department. 
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First Due Fire/EMS Station Address 
Fire/EMS Company# 

40 Brandywine 14201 Brandywine Road 

Pursuant to CR-69-2006, the Prince George's County Council and the County Executive 
temporarily suspended the provisions of Section 24-122.01( e )(1 )(A) and (B) regarding sworn fli:e 
and rescue personnel" staffing levels. · · 

Toe Fire/EMS Chief has reported that the Fire/EMS Department has adequate equipment to meet 
the standards stated in CB-56-2005. 

Toe above findings are in. conformance with the 2008 Approved Public Safety Facilities Master 
Plan and the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public Facilities: Public Safety 
Infrastructure." 

Nonresidential 
The subdivision plan has been reviewed for adequacy of fire and rescue services in accordance · 
with Section 24-122.0l(d) and Section 24-122.0l{e){l){B) through (E) of the Subdivision 
Regulations. 

Actual Travel 
Fire/EMS Fire/EMS 

Service Address 
Travel Time Within/ 

Company# Station Name Time Guideline Beyond 
.<minutes) (minutes) 

40 Brandywine Engine 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 3.25 Within 

20 
Upper Ladder 

14815 Pratt Street 10 4.25 Beyond Marlboro Truck 

40 Brandywine Paramedic 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 7.25 Within 

40 Brandywine Ambulance 14201 Brandywine Rd. 2.68 4.25 Within 

The above fmdings are in conformance with the 2008 Approved Public Safety Facilities Master 
Plan and the "Guidelines for the Analysis ofDevelopment Impact on Fire and Rescue Facilities." 

In order to alleviate the negative impact on fire and rescue services due to the inadequate service 
discussed, an automatic fire suppression system shall be provided in all new building~ proposed in 
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this preliminary plan unless the Prince George's County Fire/EMS Department detennines that an 
alternative method of fire suppression is appropriate. 

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
The Prince George's County FY 2010-2015 Approved Capital Improvement Program budgets 
funding for the replacement of Company 40, Brandywine Fire/EMS Station, at 14201 Brandywine 
Road. This fire station site is 1.4 minutes from the subject development. 

14. Police Facilities-The impact on police facilities was analyzed separately for the residential and 
nonresidential portions of the development. · 

Residential 
*Pursuant to the memo from Major Christopher Cottillo. Prince George's County Police 
Department dated March 5, 2012: the police res_ponse times for the District V have been corrected 
for the applicable re_porting cycle. 

*The subjecfpropertyis located.in Police District V, Clinton. The response time standard is 10 
mmutes for emergency calls and 25 minutes for nonemergency calls. The times are based on a 
rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The preliminary plan was accepted for processing by 
the Planning Department on May 12, 2010. 

*ReQorting Cvcle 
*Previous 12 Month 

*Emergency Calls *Nonemergency Calls Cvcle 
* Acceptance Date 

5/2009-4/2010 7.5 minutes 23.4 minutes 5/12/2010 
*Cycle 1 
*Cycle2· 
*Cvcle 3 

*The response time standards of 10 minutes for emergency calls and the 25 minutes for 
nonemergency calls were met on May 19. 2010. Therefore. the Public Safety Mitigation Fee 
Commitment form, signed under protest by the applicant on October 28, 2012. is hereby null and 
void and shall no longer have any force and effect or be required under this approval. Condition 
41, which required the agreement, is hereby deleted in its entirety.· 

*[The subject property is loeated .ia Paliee Distrist V, Cl.iataa. Ths nisponse time standard is ten 
mirrutes for emergency calls a.ad 25 m.m-ates for .aanem.erg6RCy calls. The times are based an a 
rolling tweFage for the preeedi.ag 12 manths. The preliminary plan was aeeepted for proeessieg by 
the Plaooing Department on May, 12, 2010. 
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PFcviaus U Meath RepaFtiDg Gyelc Emel'gen:ey Ge:lls Naaemet'geucy Galls ~ 

Meftt:W¥r Moatb/¥i: # mm.ates # t:mmites 

Cyele l S.QOQ9 4~01Q y -10 
C3-•ele2 6.~0Q9 5,Q.OlQ y -10 
Cyele3 +~OQ9 6.'2(HO H 9 

Ths response time standards ofteB llllf:l\H6S for emergency eails aad 25 mmutes for B:OB:emergeney 
calls were not met OB: May 19, 2010 aarmg tli.e nwitlW ofCyele l, ea June 1g, 2Q10 during the 
review of Cycle 2, or on July 23, 2010 during there>.iiew ofCyele 3. 

The rolling twelve month .werage for response times :i:a District V were pro1rided for three monthly 
eyoles fullovi.ng the aeceptaaoe of the Sl:H>ject applieahoo. If the response time staadaras ofteB: 
1mnutes for effl6£gency oalls and 25 minutes for nonemerge13:ey eaJ.ls are not met by the third 
monthly eyele of response time reports and the aetaal respoase times for both emergency aad/or 
Re.B:emergeB:ey calls do not CKceed 20 percent a-eave the required response times, the applieaat may 
offer to mitigate. The applicam may eater into a mitigation plan with the oouaty and file s\¼6h plan 
v,1ith the Plaimmg Board. The PlanmB:g Board may not approve the prelim-ina:ryplan lifttil a 
mitigatioa plan is St:1emi-tted and aeoepted by the couaty. If the respoase times for emergenoy calls 
ancl. /or aeaernergenoy calls are greater than 20 pet'eent a-eov:e the re(l-l¼ired ernergaaey respOflse 
time, the applicant may &ot mitigate.] 

*[In aooordanee with CR 7& 2005, the applieim.t may offer to mitiga-te by paying a mitigatioa fee 
13er d>.¥e:1:.1:i:ag ueit, provid:i:ag in kind sef't'ices 0:F pooliB:g resourees. 

Publie Safety :Mitigation Fee 
Begina:i:ag iii Fiscal Year 2007, the lftitigatioa fee is ad.jested by J.aljr 1 of e,aeh year by the 
percentage eha.B:ge :i:a the Co&mlmer P-riee lfl:deK for All Urban Consumers pwilished by the Unitoo 
States Department of Labor from the pFe>lioas fiseal year. The :ffilmf:ler was deri,,•ed ft:om the costs 
associated with bl:lild-mg and eE:tUippmg polioe stations to hoase the police offieers that are 
B:eoessmy to help meet the Fespo&se times assoeiated with CB S6 2005. The pa-blie safety 
Sl:ll'Gharge may aot be redHoed by the pa,yment of any pwilie safety mitigation fee. The fee is 
n.iEJ:ttrred to be paid at tlie time of the issaanee of a grading permit for the development. In 2QQ6, 
the mitigation fee was $3,+SQ psr aB:it if the test failsd many of the police distriots. 

Ia Kilul Serviees 
An applieant may mitigate by offering to 13ro¥ide equipment and Of faoilities that eqaal or exceed 
the eost of the publio safety mitigation fee or offer a combination of in kind serv10es and 
supplemeetal payment of the pablie safety mitigation fee. A.eceptance of in k:i:ad services are at the 
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discretion of ths eouety 'eased. 0ft the ~lfo safeW lliOO~rs required to bring the SHbdi'1isioo 
iR eonfermanes with the stanciarcls mandated by GB 50 2005. 

Pooling Resources 
Applieants. may pool tagethiW \·Ath edt . appliGan:t:s te purnhase e~ or mu]J faeilities that; 
would ellOOl or e31.eee,a the eest of.~e pal:llis safety mitigation fee. 1A..eceptaaee af p-oale.e 
resQU.ro&'3 to provi · kin~e&-are at the dis6l'etiaa of tlH! eounty has&i on-the-F1.:1hli&-safe.ty 
~etufe f'!MtU~ Mm-g the subdivisien iB. con~e with th..at:aa.4Mtls-nl.-an~..:ay 
CB 50 2005.] 

The Police Chief has reported that the department has adequate equipment to meet the standards 
stated in CB-56-2005. 

Pursuant to CR-69-2006, the Prince George's County Council and the County Executive 
temporarily suspended the provisions of Section 24-122.0l(e)(l)(A) and (B) of the Subdivision 
Regulations regarding sworn police personnel staffing levels. 

Nonresidential 
· The proposed development is within the service area of Police District V in Clinton. There is 
267,660 square feet of space in all of the facilities used by the Prince George's County Police 
Department and the July 1, 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau) county population estimate is 834,560. 
Using 141 square feet per 1,000 residents, it calculates to 117,672 square feet of space for police. 
The current amount of space 267,660 square feet is within the guideline. 

~[l'.1:s r~ by CR 7& 2005 ll:fl:G the Adeq-uate-Atblie Safetyl¼eiltties Mit.ige.Eion Gldidefoie5, 
the apf!li:o!mt has provided a signed eoml:B¼tmOB:t to flay the Pablie Safety Mitigation Fee. The 
sommfunent retleets a f)t~ 't:ffi.it fee efs:3,780 with aim-aal adjnstE.'\etlts per the G~PaM 
IndeN.. The current (FY201 l) fee is $4,235. This oommttme:B:t oonsti.Mes the Mitigatieft Plan as 
required by SeetiOB. 24 122.01 (e)(2) of the SabdMsioo Ordinance. The applicant has also 
m-dioowd+d sire to hw,<e the 8flll0R te enter into em. ~ ·l!te GOUHfy govemm:eru fer the 
~e-o.f pro11idmg m krad sernoes er a oombittatioo-G~ · -laaNn•iees-and a fee te offset the 
impa.ot of J)l¼elio safety byt!Hs ee•.r.el0t3meat. ,i\:n;c,,5uest:itme-mitigatioe. agreemeat will have to 'ee 
in aoooffianc e with fue pro11isioas of CR :+8-2 ~s -eonclition is ffil.-bj ect to the appli6ilt'li 
f!FOOeedmg \Hlaer Preliminary Plan 4 09003.] 

15. Health Department-The Environmental Engineering Program has reviewed the preliminary 
plan of subdivision for The Villages at Timothy Branch and has no comments to offer. 

16. Water and Sewer Facilities-The 2008 Water and Sewer Plan designates Parcels A, B, C, D, F, 
and Gin water and sewer Category 3, inside the sewer envelope and within the Developing Tier. 
Parcels 4, 13, 19, and 25 are designated "dormant" water and sewer Category 3, inside the sewer 
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envelope and within the Developing Tier. Therefore, the site will be served by public water and 
sewer. 

Water and sewer lines in Mattawoman prive abut the property. Additional sewer lines traverse the 
property. Water and sewer line extensions are required to service the proposed subdivision and 
must be approved by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSC) before recordation 
of a final plat. 

Plan Note 8 should be revised to reflect the "Dormant Water and Sewer Category 3" status of the 
designated parcels on the preliminary plan. 

17. Archeology-A Phase larcheologi~l survey was completed on the subject property prior to 
submission of this preliminary plan. The Phase I archeological survey of the Timothy Branch 
property consisted of surface survey of all plowed fields and the excavation of 1,762 shovel test 
pits (STPs). The survey located one previously recorded Historic Site, 18PR454, and one 
previously recorded Prehistoric Site, 18PR97';l. Five new archeological sites were delineated and 
include a late 19th or early 20th century Domestic She, 18PR991; a Prehistoric Site, l 8PR992, 
likely dating to the Archaic period (7,500-1,000 BC); a mid-19th century Domestic Site, 
18PR993; a colonial period Domestic Occupation, 18PR994; and a mid- to late-20th century 
Domestic Ruin, 18PR995. Sites 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 were noted to potentially 
contain significant information. 

The Commission concurred with the recommendation of the draft Phase I report that sites 
18PR992, l-8PR993, and l 8PR994 could potentially contain significant information on the history 
of Prince George's County. Although a portion of site 18PR454 has been impacted by gravel 
extraction and grading for sediment control features, the western part of the site possibly retained 
some integrity. Phase II investigations were recommended on sites 18PR.454, 18PR992, 18PR993, 
and l 8PR9 94. On all of these sites, close-interval shovel tests were recommended to identify the 
possible locations of subsurface features aµd were used to guide the placement of test units. A 
Phase II work plan for sites 18PR454, 18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 was submitted to the 
Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC) for review and approval on November 30, 2009. 

Phase II investigations were conducted on sites l 8PR454, 18PR992, l 8PR993, and 18PR994 in 
December 2009. Phase Il investigations of site l 8PR992 consisted of the excavation of 50 STPs at 
25-foot intervais across 11 transects. Artifacts were concentrated in transects F through Lon a 
piece of high ground. Nine test units weri:: placed in the northern portion of the site and 732 
prehistoric artifacts were recovered. The site contained two components: a late Middle Archaic 
(6,000-4,000 BC) or early Late Archaic ( 4,000- 2,000 BC) Halifax occupation and a Terminal 
Late Archaicffransitional broadspear occupation. There was a high concentration of fire-cracked 
rock, but no subsurface features were identified. Due to the lack of intact features and the effects 
on the site from erosion, no further work was recommended on site 18PR992. 
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Phase II investigations of site 18PR993 consisted of the excavation of 43 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across seven transects. Only 20 historic artifacts were recovered and no subsurface features were 
identified. Due to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, no further work 
was recommended on site 18PR993. 

Phase II investigations of site l 8PR994 consisted of the excavation of 45 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across five transects. Only one porcelain sherd and one prehistoric quartz flake were recovered 
from the STPs. A metal detector survey failed to locate any metal objects other than modem 
machine parts and tools. Due to the lack of significant archeological deposits and intact features, 
no further work was recommended on site 18PR994. 

Ph&Se II investigations of sitel8PR454 consisted of the excavation of 61 STPs at 25-foot intervals 
across six transects and five 3-x-3 foot test units. An intensive metal detection survey was also 
conducted across the site. Artifacts recovered included glass, nails, whiteware, pearlware, 
black-glazed redware, and brick. The five test units were placed in areas where the highest 
concentration of artifacts was noted. The eastern portion of the site was impacted by earlier 
construction activities. One intact subsurface feature was identified in Test Units 4 and 5. ,This 
feature possibly represents a cellar hole filled with debris from the dismantling of the house that 
formerly stood on the property. The types of artifacts recovered indicated that the house was 
occupied from the late 18th to the first half of the 19th century. 

In a review letter dated March 27, 2010, staff concurred with the report's conclusions and 
recommendations that sites 18PR454,"18PR992, 18PR993, and 18PR994 are not eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and do not meet the criteria for designation as 
county historic sites. Staff also concurred with the report's recommendation that no further work is 
necessary on these sites, as they lack subsurface integrity and have limited research value. The 
applicant has not yet submitted four copies of the final report. 

If state or federal monies or federal permits are required for this project, Section 106 review may 
require archeological survey for state or federal agencies. Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act requires federal a,gencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
historic properties, to include archeological sites. The applicant should provide proof to the 
Historic Preservation Section (M-NCPPC) that they have forwarded all necessary materials to the 
Maryland Historical Trust for their review of potential effects on historical resources on the subject 
property prior to approval of this preliminary plan. 
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18. Urban Design: L-A-C Zone-This referral is based on revised plans submitted by the applicant 
for Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, The Villages at Timothy Branch. 

The subject Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 4-09003, seeks to subdivide a 334.26-acre property 
into 580 lots and 68 parcels in order to develop a mixed-use project including 1,200 residential 
dwelling units and approximately 305,000 square feet of commercial gross floor area. The 
property included in this application is split between the R-M (Residential Medium Development) 
Zone and the L-A-C (Local Activity Center) Zone. The R-M-zoned portion of the property is 
located east of US 301/MD 5, on both sides of proposed Mattawoman Drive, north ofMatapeake 
Business Drive, and the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property is located on the south side of 
Brandywine Road. At this time, Comprehensive Design Plans, CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned 
portion of the property and CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portion of the property, were reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010. However, at the time of the writing of 
·this report, the Planning Board has not yet adopted the resolutions for both comprehensive design 
plans. 

This referral focuses on the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property, its previous Basic Plan approval 
(A-9988-C), and the subsequent Comprehensive Design Plan approval (CDP-0901). 

Conformance with Zoning Map Amendment A-9988-C _ 
On June 16, 2008, the property was conditionally rezoned to the R-M arid the L-A-C Zones 
through County Council approval of A-9987-C and A-9988-C, respectively, which contained 
urban design-related requirements for the approved land use program, 12 conditions, and one 
consideration. The conditions and consideration that are applicable to the review of this 
preliminary plan of subdivision have been listed in bold face type below, followed by ~ommen.ts 
and recommendations regarding these requirements. 

Approved Land Use Program A-9988-C (L-A-C) 

Land Use Types and Quantities: 

Total area: 

Land in the 100-year floodplain: 
Adjusted Gross Area: 

Density permitted under the L-A-C Zone: 
Permitted dwelling unit range: 
Floor area ratio: 
Proposed Commercial/Employment: 
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Proposed Land Use Types: 

One-family attached, townhouse, and multi-family (active adult community) .and 
recreational facilities. 

Residential uses, retail/commercial, office, warehousing and distri~ution, and light 
manufacturing and industrial flex space. 

Basic Plan Conditions 

1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 
make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 

The Planning Board addressed the condition above. through Conditions 41 through 43 in the 
Planning Board's Resolution for CDP-0901, which was found to be consistent with the Subregion 
V Master plan. 

2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 
Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of 
making fmdiilgs of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, 
at a minimum, include the following as _critical intersections: 

a. MD S and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD S and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 and Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proeosed A-55 (future) 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use ~rail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

In the review of the CDP, this issue was discussed at length. The Department of Parks and 
Recreation (DPR) testified at the Planning Board hearing that the agency was not interested in 
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acquiring the property associated with the Timothy Branch· stream valley and was not interested in 
being party to a public use easement for the master plan trail with"in homeowners association 
(HOA) land. DPR also testified that the master plan trail along the Timothy Branch stream valley 
would terminate at Brandywine Road, because an at-grade pedestrian roadway crossing would 
create a hazardous situation at that location. Further, they stated that the master plan trail located 
along Mattawoman Drive V(ill adequately serve future residents and bicyclists traveling between 
the subject site and properties to the north and south of the subject site. The Planning Board 
recognized these issues and agreed with the applicant's proposed language as adopted in Condition 
35 of the Planning Board's approval of the CDP. 

5. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides ofMattawoman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. · 

Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial road. The applicant should provide a five-foot
wide, concrete sidewalk along the west side of the ro_ad and an eight-foot-wide, concrete side path 
on the east side, in accordance with DPW &T standards. Condition 30 of CDP-0901 addresses the 
design of sidewalks along Mattawoman Drive in fulfillment of the condition above. 

6. The applicant shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of all internal roads, 
u.nless modified by DPW &T. The sidewalk an~ trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and.park/school site. 

Conditions 27 through 36 of CDP-0901 address specific requirements for the sidewalk and trail 
network dis<,ussed in this condition, but further analysis may be appropriate at the time of the 
review of the SDP. 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standards for development, 
standards for the materials and design of architecture, and stan~ards for 
design of signage for the entire site. 

Condition 13 of CDP-0901 addresses the requjrements for setbacks, building restriction 
lines, and build-to-lines for the project, and will be further evaluated at the time of SDP. · 

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to 
meet the needs of the future populations. · 
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Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 proposes 131 residential units, which will be part 
of the 1,200 units in the overall Villages at Timothy Branch comm.unity. Condition 7 .b.(8) 
of CDP-0901 addresses the recreational facilities package for the development and sets 
forth a schedule of the phasing of the facilities in association with this development and 
the R-M-zoned portion of the property to the south. It should also be noted that the 
applicant is obligated to tpay a fee-in-lieu of $700,000 for [ eoostruct] major off-site 
recreational fi;icil:ities- at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park t[inoludi:ng: one 
softball field, ooe soeeer field, a 65 spa-ee parking lot, and aeeess from Missmui A.venue]. 
The Planning Board found that the combination of the proposed package of on-site private 
recreational facilities and ta fee-in-lieu of off-site public recreational facilities will satisfy 
the indoor and outdoor recreational needs of the residents of the Villages of Timothy · 
Branch community. 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 

a. Private recreational facilitie~ on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and dedication of onsite a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agteeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

To address conditions of the basic plan and provide recreational opportunities for the residents of 
the proposed development, the applicant proposes the tpayment ofa fee-in-lieu [eonstructioa] of 
major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine Area Community Park t[inell:l:dmg: 
one softeall field, Olli! !50666£ fi~-GpOO:e parltle-g let~e---fl.l'!'IH'J~~lf--aat'!i:..eeMt:me.tleB 
1.vill ha-ve aeeess from Missouri A1,cenue.] and private on-site facilities. 

11. The submission package of the Comprehensive Design Plan shall include an 
Inventory of Significant Visual Features for the viewshed of historic Brandywine 
Road. 

The Planning Board reviewed the inventory analysis in conjunction with CDP-0901 and found that 
conditions were necessary to assure that both the setback and the treatment of the edge of the 
development along Brandywine Road would blend the subject development with the future 
development across Brandywine Road, associated with the Stevens Crossing development, 
specifically, the development of Lot 22 as was approved in Detailed Site Plan DSP-09011. 

12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adja~ent 
projects, to coordinate its development activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
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Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the 
correspondence with these project representatives. One year after final approval of 
the Basic Plan Amendment approved herein, the applicant sbaU file in the record 
(with a copy to the Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and 
to be taken to develop the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these 
other projects. 

At the time of the CDP review, the applicant provided copies of communications sent to the 
adjacent projects listed, along with the CouncilmanicDistrict 9 office, but indicated that no 
responses had been received in order to produce steps to develop the subject property consistently 
and harmoniously with these other projects. 

Consideration 

If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty acre 
on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreation amenities so 
that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 

The applicant has reached an agreement with DPR for providing ta fee-in-lieu of off-site 
recreational facilities as per the basic plan condition. 

Conformance with Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 
The Planning Board approved Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 on October 7, 2010 with 
the following conditions that are applicable to the review of this preliminary plan of subdivision. 
Since the Planning Board has not adopted the resolution of approval yet, the actual wording of the 
conditions may be slightly different from the resolution. 

Approved CDP 0901 Development Data: 

Square Footage/GF A of commercial office 

Square Footage/GP A of retail commercial 
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Dwelling Types 

.L-A-C Zone 
Single-family semidetached dwellings 
Single-fainily attached dwellings 
Two-family attached dwellings 
Multifamily condominium dwellings 

Subtotal 

Approximate % 
of Total Units 

15.3 
8.4 

30.5 
45.8 
100 

Number of Units 

20 
11 

40 

60 
131 

It should be noted that CDP-0901 included one variance in conjunction with the CDP approval 
(Variance VD-0901) to allow an additional 15.8 percent in multifamily units above the allowed 30 
percent maximum. Any changes to the number of units that exceed the numbers listed in the chart 
above should be carefully evaluated for conformance to Subtitle 27. Further, it should also be 
noted that the subject CDP was approved with flexibility in the number of units as stated in CDP 
Condition 5 below. However, the applicant will not be able to exceed the number of dwelling units 
approved with this preliminary plan. 

In regard to the amount of proposed commercial development at the time of the basic plan, the 
following discussion was included in the CDP findings of the Planning Board: 

In a memorandum dated June 18, 2009, the District Council noted that the Cou~cil's 
approval for A-9988-C does not indi~ate the "85,000 to 100,000 square foot of 
retail/commercial space" as requested by the applicant. Furthermore, they advised 
that this quoted use should be viewed as one approved by the Council for all future 
certifications and reviews. 

Therefore, the approved total commercial space would be 305,000 to 370,000 square feet. The 
total proposed commercial square footage, 305,000, listed on the proposed preliminary plan falls 
within this range; however, the number is at the bottom of the range and the proposed 131 
residential units fall well. below the allowed range. In order to assist staff in evaluating compliance 
with this requirement on an Qn-going basis, the applicant in each individual specific design plan 
should provide an inventory of the existing quantities of uses in the development, including the 
cumulative square footage/number of units of each land use as approved in the previous 
applications, and inf9rmation as to the exact square footage/number of units proposed so that 
conformance with the above requirements can be evaluated. 

Comprehensive Design Plan CDP 0901 Conditions: 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and 
effect 
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This condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision. 

2. The multifamily component of the project shall be developed for active adults in 
accordance with the Land Use Types table of the basic plan. 

The uses for the parcels as labeled on the preliminary plan do not specify the multifamily units as 
being active adult. This should be labeled on the plan to ensure the land uses are developed per the 
basic plan. 

3. The proposed mixed-use development on this property shall include a maximum of 
100,000 square feet of retail commercial uses, a minimum of 205,000 square feet of 
office, service commercial, institutional and educational uses, and a minimum of 
131 residential units. 

The proposed uses listed on the preliminary plan are in conformance with this condition, but this 
condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plan of subdivision to ensure 
future conformance. 

4. The total areas within the L-A-C zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M zone (CDP-0902) 
comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 1,775 trips in the 
PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are modified for any reason, 
trips may be re-allocated between these two zones (CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such 
that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

The transportation system analysis of the preliminary plan should create a trip cap that is either 
consistent or more restrictive that the condition above. 

5. At the time of preliminary plan and SDP, the applicant may increase the residential 
density beyond the 131 dwelling units shown on the CDP, preferably through the 
addition of a multistory, mixed-use structure. However, the plans must conform to 
the maximum development allowed as stated in Condition 4 above. Revisions to the 
CDP for this purpose will not be required so long as the basic design requirements 
are adhered to in the proposed layout. 

The applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to attempt to 
address this condition by showing a total of 148 dwelling units. However, staff is concerned about 
the layout and is still reviewing the revisions as of the writing of this referral. 

6. A minimum SO-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured fro°' the ultimate 
right-of-way of Matta woman Drive shall be provided on the Specific Design Plan 
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(SDP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to 
adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting patterns created for fee simple lots along 
Matta woman Drive. The preliminary plan does not provide dimensions on the plan and should be 
revised prior to_ signature approval to indicate such. A proposed reduction of the building 
restriction line (BRL) will be analyzed at the time of specific design plan. 

7. Prior to certificate approval of the comprehensive design plan: 

b. The CDP plan and text shall be revised as follows: 

(1) The on-site private recreational facilities list contained in the CDP 
text and plan shall include a swimming pool and a tot-lot. 

(2) The community building and swimming pool shall be relocated to 
either the southern end of the residential use area, adjacent to the 
existing stonnwater management (SWM) pond, or central to the pod 
of development. A six-foot-wide trail shall be provided around the 
SWM pond, if possible. 

(3) Add a note to the plan and text that the residential development will 
be limited to no more than three different residential unit types, 
which may include two-family attached (two-over-two), single-family 
semidetached, single-family-attached (townhouse), or multifamily 
units, in order to create a more cohesive development. 

TI1e applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems 
to attempt to address these three conditions. 
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(8) Include the following phasing for the on-site private recreational 
facilities within the CDP text and plan. 

CDP-0901 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

One gazebo/seating area - Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 100th overall* 
LAC residential unit permit residential unit permit 

2,500 sq. ft. tot lot - LAC Prior to the issuance of any Complete by 100th overall 
residential unit permit residential unit permit 

Min. 2,200 square-foot .Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 300th overall Community building and 200th overall* residential 
residential unit permit swimming pool-LAC unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 300th overall Double Tennis Court'- LAC 200th overall residential 

unit permit residential unit permit 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as 
more details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational 
facilities may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain 
circumstances, such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment 
ponds or utilities, or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior to 
construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent, and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of all · 
the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 

This condition provides for guidance for the final bonding and completion of 
recreational facilities and the recordation of RF As after the approval of the 
specific design plans for the project. 

c. The CDP and the TCPl shall be revised to show a minimum of a 40-foot
wide scenic easement and landscaped buffer, outside of the ultimate right-of
way and any public utility easements, along the southern frontage of historic 
Brandywine Road. A reduction in wid.th of the scenic easement may be 
permitted at the time of SDP if additional design elements are implemented. 
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The preliminary plan is unclear on this issue as there appears to be a minimum of 40 feet 
between the ultimate right-of-way of Brandywine Road and any development. However, 
the preliminary plan does not provide dimensions or labeling on the plan and should be 
revised prior to signature approval to indicate such to ensure compliance with this 
requirement. Any proposed reduction of the scenic easement width will be analyzed at the 
time of specific design plan. 

8. Prior to the approval of a specific design plan, the following shall be provided: 

a. On both corners at the intersection ofMattawoman Drive and Brandywine 
Road, landmark buildings shall be provided within the retail/office use areas 
at the entrance into the development. These buildings shall have a maximum , 
build-to-line of 100 feet from both rights-of-way, be a minimum of 26 feet 
high, be faced with a minimum of 60 percent brick, stone or stucco, or other 
masonry materials of equivalent quality, and have enhanced architecture on 
all building elevations, to include, but not limited to, balanced fenestration, 
ornamentation, and dimensional articulated roofs. Additionally, both 
buildings shall include a special architectural feature, such as, but not 
limited to, a portico, cupola, or belvedere located at the corner of the 
building closest to the intersection. The area in front of the proposed 
landmark buildings shall be designed to enhance visual interest provided 
through variation in building materials and color at the street level, 
pedestrian-scaled signage, awnings, outdoor seating areas, and high-quality 
pedestrian amenities. Specific details of the retail fa~ades shall be provided 
and reviewed with the specific design plan application. 

This condition should be considered in determining the commercial parcel layout adjacent 
to the intersection ofMattawoman Drive and Brandywine Road. The parcels shown in this 
area on the preliminary plan are smaller and might not allow sufficient room to place these 
landmark buildings as required. 

j. No rear elevations of commercial buildings shall be oriented toward 
Brandywine Road or Mattawoman Drive. Any side elevations of commercial 
buildings oriented toward Brandywine Road or Mattawoman Drive shall be 
designed with the same attention to detail as the front elevation. 

This condition should be considered in determining the commercial parcel layout adjacent 
to Mattawoman Drive and Brandywine Road. The parcels shown in this area on the 
preliminary plan do not seem to prohibit the building arrangement as required by this 
condition. 
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Jc. An appropriate landscape bufferyard shall be provided between the 
commercial and residential uses unless a street is located between them with 
single-family homes fronting the road. This bufferyard sha11 be specifically 
designed to screen and buffer undesirable views and activities, while also 
creating defined, direct pedestrian circulation between the uses. 

~ . . 

This condition should be considered in detennining the residential lot and parcel layout 
adjacent to the commercial parcels. The parcels and lots shown in this area on the 
preliminary plan appear to be in general conformance with this condition. 

1. Trails shall be shown no less than 20 feet from all private residential lot lines 
and/or 25 feet from all residential buildings, excluding where trails connect 
with the internal road network, unless such environmental 
constraints/impacts exist that make this impractical. 

This condition should be considered in detennining the residential lot and parcel layout 
adjacent to the trail along the stream valley. The buildings and lots shown in this area on 
the preliminary plan appear to be in general conformance with this condition. 

s. A Phase II noise study for any residential units alon.g Mattawoman Drive 
shall be submitted for review. The Phase II noise study shall address how 
noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide interior 
noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 d.BA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the final site design. The approval 
of architecture at the time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed 
structures are in conformance with the noise mitigation measures 
recommended in the Phase II noise report for interior residential uses. 

Any request to reduce the lot depth requirements along the Mattawoman Drive right-of
way cannot be thoroughly addressed until the time of specific design plan, just as issues . 
relating to· reduced building restriction lines should not be evaluated without the Phase II 
noise study. 

v. A 30-foot landscape b.uffer, inclusive of any public utility easement, between 
the right-of-way of Matta woman Drive and any commercial development. 

The preliminary plan is unclear on this issue as there appears to generally be a minimum 
of 30 feet between the ultimate right-of-way of Mattawoman Drive and any development. 
However, the preliminary plan does not provide dimensions or labeling on the plan and 
should be revised prior to signature approval to indicate such to ensure compliance with 
this requirement. · 
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w. The residential development shall be designed to mjnimize the use of public 
streets ending in cul-de-sacs in order to promote vehicular circulation. 

The applicant has submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to 
attempt to address this condition. However, additional review will occur with subsequent 
SDPs. 

13. The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to the 
standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board at the time 
of specific design plan if circumstances warrant.) 

RESIDENTIAL USES-L-A-C ZONE1 

Minimum Net Lot Area 

Minimum frontage at street R.O.W 

Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 

Minimum frontage - corner lot 

Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive11 

Minimum front setbacks 

Minimum side setba.ck5 

Minimum rear setback5 

Minimum side setback to streets 

Maximum residential building height12 

Maximum percentage of total units 
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Two-family 
attached 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

3510 

50 feet 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

55 feet 

NIA 

[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

Single-family Single-family Active-Adult 
semidetached8

' 
9 attached3

' 
8
' 
9 Multifamily4 

3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
· 36 feet 20 feet NIA 

36 feet 20 feet NIA 

40 feet 30 feet NIA 

35 3510 5010 

50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

20 feet 3,6 7 

10 feet 6 7 

20 feet 6 7 

20 feet 6 7 

45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

NIA 40 45.82 
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All parking is governed by.Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Variance requested from the maximum multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows a maximum 30 percent of 
multifamily dwelling units in the L-A-C Zone .. 

Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a minimum 30-foot 
front yard setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

To be developed as condominiums and as an active adult community, per A-9988-C. 

Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

Minimum yard area of 800 square feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 square feet 
for providing stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for Mattawoman Drive, 
which requires a 50-foot setback. 

Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting setback 
requirements. 

Fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area. 

At the time of SDP, these distances may be modified if it is determined by the Planning Board, that adequate measures 
are provided to protect all residential buildings from the traffic nuisances ofMattawoman Drive. 

These height limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planning Board at the time of 
SOP. 
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ACCESSORY BUILDINGS-L-A-C ZONE 

Maximum Lot Coverage{%) 
Minimum setback from front street line 
Minimum setback from side lot line 
Minimum setback from rear lot line 
Comer lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

(along which an abutting lot fronts) 
Corner lot - Minimum setback from side street line 

(along which an abutting lot does not front) 
Maximum building height above grade 

25 
60 feet 
2 feet 
2 feet 

10 feet 

7feet 
15 feet 

Note: No accessory building shall be located closer to the street line than the 
main building on the lot or parcel. 

COMMERCIAL USES-L-A-C ZONE 

Commercial Commercial Employment 
Office Retail /Flex Space 

Minimum Net Lot Area NIA NIA NIA 

Minimum frontage at street R.O.W NIA NIA N/A 

Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. NIA NIA N/A 

Maximum Lot Coverage (1/o) N/A N/A N/A 

Maximum Build-to.;Line along 100 feet 
Mattawoman Drive 

100 feet 100 feet 

Minimum front setback froin R.O.W. 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 

Minimum side setback 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 

Minimum rear setback 30 feet 30 feet 30 feet 

Maximum building height NIA N/A N/A 

Minimum parking spaces As required by Part 11 of the 

The preliminary plan shall adhere to the standards set above and the same standards should be 
added to the plru:,. prior to signature approval. 

t[20. The applieant shall submit three adginal aeeuted publie rcueatianal faeilities 
agFeeme&ts ·(RF} .. ) fer the ea&stF11etian af Phase 1 rcaeeaoo&al faeilitics in the 
Brandywine Area Community Parll ta DPR for thew appraYal three ·weel£s 
prior ta submission of 11 final plat. :-cJpen approval by DPR, the RF.\ shall be 
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recorded among the )and Feeords ef Pl'iece George's Ceuaty, UpIJeF M1H'lber0, 
Ma.rylaed. 

Th:-is-eeRdi.-tiea--ef..appl'e'Wll-ef---the-G-IlP ~s-R-atea..for- itH ~tfdll-etB. at-pcie,~--t~'7P~~ ;:;o-ia:a.--af 
the £ma.I plat of sabdivision. 

21. Submissian to DPR ef a pedennaaee bend, letter af credit, er ether suitable 
fin,meial guarantees far the eee!ltnletien of Phase 1 l'eereatienal facilities ie 
tile Bl'llndywiee Area Cemmuaity Park; ie 11:e amount to be determiBed by 
DPR, shaH be done at least two weel~ prier ta 1tpplyi&g fer 1H1y building 
pemiits. 

This eondition of appre'<'al af the CDP is nated for its req-uirement prior w the sabmission of 
anybaildiE:g permits.] 

tlS. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for 50 percent of the 
residential dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall 
make a monetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in 2015 dollars to 
The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission <M-NCPPC). 
M-NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the Consumer 
Price Index (CPD for inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used 
for the construction of recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area 
Community Park <M-NCPPC), as determined by the.Prince George's County 
Department of Parks and Recreation {DPR), to complement the facilities being 
provided in the Southern Area Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

tBymemo dated February 11, 2015 the Planning Director requested a waiver of the 
Planning Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration, with a same day hearing. On March 
19, 2015 the Planning Board approved the Planning Director's <M-NCPPC) request for the 
reconsideration of Conditions 14-21 for the PPS. Conditions 14-21 of CDP-0901. and 
Conditions 20-27 for CDP-0902 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major 
recreational facilities :in the Brandywine Area Community Park. and approved a fee-in-lieu 
payment to satisfy the off-site requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987), with no change to the 
proposed on-site private recreational facilities. 

22. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall 
provide adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with the 
standards outlined in the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

23. The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design 
Section as designee of the Planning Board for adequacy, conformance to the 
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Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines, and location during the specific 
design plan review. 

The two above conditions will be further analyzed at the time of specific design plan to 
ensure that the RF A and bonding will result in the completion of the recreational facilities in 
phase with the development, and that recreational facilities will be available to future 
residents in an appropriate time frame. 

24. The applicant shall submit three original executed private recreatio-~al 
facilities agreements (RFA) for the private recreational facilities on-site to 
DRD for their approval three weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon 
approval '1Y DRD, the RFA shall be recorded among the land records of 
Prince George's County, Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement prior to the submission of 
the final plat of subdivision. 

25. Submission to DRD of a performance ·bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
financial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities, in an 
amount to be determined by DRD, shall be done at least two weeks prior to 
applying for any buildii:ig permits. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement priar to the submission of 
any building permits. It should also be noted that bonding of the project is subject to the 
timmg of permits associated with the appropriate phase of development as stated in CDP 
Condition 7 .b.(8), addressed above. 

28. The applicant shall provide sufficient dedication on the preliminary plan along 
Brandywine Road for on-road bike lanes in accordance with SHA standards and 
AASHTO guidance . 

. This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement of sufficient dedication 
along Brandywine Road for on-road bike lanes. This condition is addressed by the 
Transportation Planning Section. 

30. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage between 
Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW &T 
standards for a concrete hik:er/biker ·trail within an urban right-of-way (DPW &T 
Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the Timothy Branch 
trail, if required, via an alternate configuration (DPW&T Standard 100.06) to 
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accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the travel lanes of the primary 
street located between the commercial and residentia:l development, with directional 
signage to the Timothy Branch trail. A five-foot-wide.sidewalk shall also be provided 
on the west side of Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locatiomi, materials, 
signs, and other details shall be shown on the.applicable specific design plan, Both 
the hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public right-of
way. 

This condition of approval of the CDP is noted for its requirement and its fulfillment of basic plan 
Condition 5 above. 

35. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timo.thy Branch trail) along 
the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the 
District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

This condition is noted for its requirement and should be discussed further prior to the approval of 
specific design plans, in order to determine the final disposition of the trail. 

41. At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following 
rights-of-way: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to south 
through the subject property. 

b. A right-of-way of 40 feet from centerline along C-613, MD 381, along the 
site's entire frontage. 

The preliminary plan reflects these rights-of-way as required within the portion of the property 
covered by CDP-0901. 

43. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors and/or assignees shall provide 
the following transportation improvements as proffered in the July 2009 traffic 
imp_act study. 

a. A third northbound through lane along US 301 through the_ MD 381 and the 
M.attawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 
of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,500 feet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 
the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Matta woman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 
SHA. . 
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b. A northbound left-turn lane along us·301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 
SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, along with 
the addition of a westbound left-turn lane along MD 381at Mattawoman 
Drive. 

d. The extension of Matta woman Drive, south of the subject property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

45. At the time of SDP review, the applicant may redesign the residenti,al pod to include 
the relocation of the multifamily uriits, townhouse-units, two-over-two units, and the 
recreational facility. 

The applicant submitted a sketch plan with the preliminary plan, which seems to attempt to 
address this condition. 

Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance 
The application must comply with all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Certain 
requirements are discussed at this time because they directly affect lot sizes, lotting patterns, and 
unit yields. These include: 

Section 27-496(d) L-A-C Zone Regulations 
Section 27-496(d) indicates that each lot in the L-A-C Zone shall have frontage on, and direct 
vehicular access to, a public street, except lots for which private streets or other access 
righ.ts~of-way have been authorized pursuant to Subtitle 24 of this Code. It should be noted that the 
sketch plan, as submitted, does n ot specify parcel or lot lines for the multifamily or two-family 
attached portions of the development, so it is unclear whether or not this requirement is met It is 
recommended that the private 50-foot right-of-way, as shown on the sketch plan, be defmed as a 
public right-of-way since townhouse lots, multifamily buildings, and the recreational facilities 
front this street. 

Section 27-480(b) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480(b) indicates that the minimum lot area for townhouses shall be 1,800 square feet. 
The preliminary plan as submitted does indicate cqnformance to this issue; however, the sketch 
plan submitted does not specify lot size. It is reconimended ·that labels be provided on the plan 
prior to signature approval to ensure compliance with this requirement. 
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Section 27-480(d) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480(d) indicates that there shall be no more than six townhouses per building group in 
any comprehensive design zone, except where the applicant demonstrates that more than six 
dwelling units (but not more than eight dwelling units) would create a more attractive living 
environment or would be more environmentally sensitive. Additionally, in no event shall there be 
more than nine dwelling units in a building group, and garage parking within all building groups 
shall be provided in rear-loaded garages exc~pt where the rears of the units are located along open 
space areas along the perimeter of the development area or areas of steep topography. The sketch 
plan as submitted does indicate conformance to this issue; however, the sketch plan submitted 
does not label lot types clearly. It is recommended that lot labels be provided on the plan prior to 
signature approval to ensure compliance with this requirement. 

Section 27-480( e) CDZ General Development Regulation 
Section 27-480( e) indicates that the minimum building width for townhouses in any continuous, 
attached group shall be 20 feet. The sketch plan does not label the lot dimensions, so it is . 
recommended'that lot dimensions be provided on the plan prior to signature approval to ensure 
compliance with this requirement. · 

Conformance with the Prince George's County Landscape Manual 
The proposed development is subject to the requirements of Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.6 of the 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual. Although Section 4. 7 does not technically apply in 
comprehensive design zones, Urban Design staff used the requirements as a guide. Cont:ormance 
with these requirements will be judged at the time of specific design plan approval. 

Other Design Issues 
The preliminary plan included a variation request from the 150-foot lot depth requirement along an 
arterial road (Mattawoman Drive), per Section 24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision Regulations, that 
affected only lots and parcels within the R-M Zone. However, it is unclear whether this variation 
would now apply to the lots and parcels within the L-A-C Zone as the submitted sketch plan does 
not provide parcel lines or dimensions for review. With the addition of this information, if it is· 
now determined that a variation from the lot depth is necessary within the L-A-C ,Zone, it will be 
difficult to make urban design comments regarding adequate protection and screening from traffic ' 
nuisances as details or descriptions of proposed protection measures, such as earthen benns, plant 
materials, fencing, and/or the establishment of a building restriction line have not been labeled or 
provided. Noise mitigation measures must be further addressed at the time of SDP when a Phase II 
noise study is recommended. · 

Block A, the commercial/employment area of the site, has lot lines running through drive aisles 
and parking lots which will create difficulties in complying with the requirements of Section 
4.3.b., Parking LorPerimeter Landscape Strip, of the Landscape Manual. Thisjssue of perimeter 
parking lot landscaping within office parks ·allows for smaller compounds and should be 
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considered in the preliminary plan process. The applicant should be prepared to revise the plan or 
consider the possibility of the requirements for alternative compliance or departure applications to 
addr.ess Section 4.3.b. at the time of specific design plan if necessary. 

19. Urban Design: R-M Zone-TI1is referral is based on revised plaris submitted by the applicant for 
, Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003, The Villages at Timothy Branch. 

The subject Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, 4-09003, seeks to subdivide a 334.26-acre property 
into 580 lots and 68 parcels in order to develop a mixed-use project including 1,200 residential 
dwelling units and approximately 305,000 square feet of commercial gross floor area. The 
Timothy Branch project includes 262 acres :in the R-M. (Residential Medium. Development) Zone 
and 72.26 acres in the L-A-C (Local Activity Center) Zone. The R:M-zoned portion of the 
property is located east of US 301/MD 5, on both sides of proposed Mattawoman Drive, north of 
Matapeake Business Drive, and the L-A-C-zoned portion of the property is located on the south 
side of Brandywine Road. Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0901 for the L-A-C-zoned portion of 
the property and CDP-0902 for the R-M-zoned portiori. of the property were reviewed and 
approved by the Planning Board on October 7, 2010. However, at the time of the writing of this 
report, the Planning.Board has not yet adopted the resolutions for both comprehensive design 
plans. · 

This referral focuses on the R-M-zoned portion of the property, its previous Basic Plan approval 
(A-9987-C), and the subsequent Comprehensive Design Plan approval (CDP-0902). 

Conformance with Zoning Map Amendment Applications A-9987-C 
On June 16, 2008, the property was conditionally rezoned to the R-M and L-A-C Zones through 
County Council approval of A-9987-C and A-9988-C, respectively, which contained urban 
design-related requirements for the approved land use program, 12 conditions, and one 
consideration. The condition and consideration that are applicable to the review of this preliminary 
plan of subdivision have been listed in bold face type below, followed by comments and 
recommendations regarding these requirements. 
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Approved Land Use Program A-9987-C (R-M) 

Land Use Types and Quantities 

Total area: 
Land in tli.e 100-year floodplain: 
Adjusted Gross Area: 
Density permitted under the R-M Zone: 
Permitted dwelling unit range: 

Proposed Land Use Types and Quantities: 

262± acres 
19 acres 
243 acres 
3.67-5.7 du/ac 
874.8- 1,385.1 du 

One-family detached, townhouse, one-family attached, two-family attached (two-over-two), 
and multifamily and recreational facilities. 

The approval of CDP-0902 mcluded the following breakdown of units: 

Dwelling Types 

R-MZone 
Single-family Detached 
Townhouses 
One-Family Semi-Attached (Duplex) 
Two-Family Attached ('(wo-Over-Twos) 
MultifaJDily 
Total Units in the R-M Zone 

Approximate % 
of Total Units 

9.45 

34.42 

7.48 

29.18 

19.45 
99.98 or approximately 100% 

Number of Units 

101 
368 
80 

312 

208 
1,069 

It should be.noted that CDP -09Q2 mcluded a two-part variance in conjunction with the CDP 
approval (Variance VD-0902) to allow an additional 9.5 percent m multifamily u,nits (for a total of 
208 multifamily units)'and 4.4 percent in townhouse units (for a total of 368 townhouse units). 
Any changes to the number of units that exceed the numbers listed in the. ch-art above should be 
carefully evaluated for conformance to Subtitle 27. 

Basic Plan Conditions 

1. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the Transportation Planning Staff shall 
make Master Plan transportation facility recommendations consistent with the 
Subregion V Master Plan. 
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The Planning Board addressed the condition above through conditions of approval for CDP-0902, 
which was found to be consistent with the Subregion V Master Plan. 

2. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan and Preliminary Plan of Subdivision, the 
Transportation Planning Staff shall review a traffic impact study as a means of 
making findings of the adequacy of transportation facilities. The traffic study shall, 
at a minimum, include the following as critical-intersections: 

a. MD 5 and Brandywine Road (signalized) 
-b. US 301 and MD 381/Brandywine Road (signalized) 
c. MD 381 and Mattawoman Drive (unsignalized) 
d. US 301 and Mattawoman Drive (proposed) 
e. US 301/MD 5 and proposed A-55 (future) 
f. US 301/MD 5 11-nd Matapeake Business Drive/Clymer Drive (signalized) 
g. US 301/MD 5 and Cedarville Road/McKendree Road (signalized) 
h. Future Mattawoman Drive and proposed A-5~ (future) 

This condition was addressed.by the Transportation Planning Section at the time of comprehensive 
design plan and is also addressed with the preliminary plan of subdivision. 

3. The applicant shall construct the Master Plan hiker-biker-equestrian trail along the 
subject site's entire segment of Timothy Branch either within M-NCPPC parkland 
or within HOA land within a public use trail easement. Trail connectors should be 
provided from the Master Plan trail to adjacent development envelopes. 

In the review of CDP-0902, this issue was discussed at length, the main issue being that, as was 
testified by the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) at the Planning Board hearing, DPR is 
not interested in acquiring the property associated with the Timothy Branch steam valley, nor are 
th~y interested in being party to a public use easement for the master plan trail as discussed 
previously. DPR staff also testified that the proposed master plan trail along the Timothy Branch 
stream valley will terminate at Brandywine Road because a road crossing at that location would 
create a safety hazard. Staff further stated that the master plan trail located along Mattawoman 
Drive will adequately serve users traveling between the subject site and properties on either end of 
the subject site. The Planning Board recognized these issues and agreed with the applicant's 
proposed language as adopted in a condition of the Planning Board's approval of the CDP. 

5. The applicai:it shall provide standard sidewalks along both sides of Mattawoman 
Drive, unless modified by DPW&T. 
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Mattawoman Drive is a master-planned arterial road. The Planning Board found that providing a 
five-foot-wide, ccincrete sidewalk along the west side of the road and an eight-foot-wide, concrete 
side path on the east side, in accordance with DPW &T standards addresses the condition above. 

6. The applicant shall prov_ide standard sidewalks along both sides of all lntei-nal roads, 
unless modified by DPW&T. The sidewalk and trail network will be evaluated in 
detail at the time of Preliminary Plan and Specific Design Plan. Trail connectors 
may be warranted to the proposed recreation center and park/school site. 

Conditions of the CDP and this preliminary plan address specific requirements for the sidewalk 
and trail network discussed in this condition. 

7. At time of Comprehensive Design Plan, the applicant shall: 

a. Submit design standards that establish design and review parameters, 
including setbacks, lot coverage, and other bulk standards for development, 
standards for the materials and design of architecture, and standards for 
design of signage for the entire site. 

The CDP has a condition to address the requirements for setbacks, building restriction 
lines, and build~to-lines for the project, and will be further reviewed with the SDPs. 

d. Provide an indoor and outdoor recreational facility package adequate to 
meet the needs of the future populations. 

The subject CDP proposes 1,069 residential units, which will be part of the 1,200 units in 
the overall Villages at Timothy Branch community. The CDP addresses the recreational 
facilities package for the development and sets forth a schedule of the phasing of the 
facilities in association with the development. It should also be noted that the applicant is 
obligated to construct major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine Area 
Community Park including: one softball field, one soccer field, a 65-space parking lot, and 
access from Missouri Avenue. The Planning Board found that the combination of the 
proposed package of on-site private recreational facilities and off-site public recreational 
facilities will satisfy the indoor and outdoor recreational needs of the residents of the 
Villages of Timothy Branch community, and as discussed in the Parks and Recreation 
section of this report. 

8. At the time of Comprehensive Design Plan the applicant shall provide either: 
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a. Private recreational facilities on site consistent with the standards outlined in 
the Parks and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and de~cation of onsite a 
minimum 20 acres of parkland, at a mutually agreeable location, or 

b. Private recreational facilities and major off-site recreational facilities (ball 
field(s) and parking) consistent with the Parks and Recreation Facilities 
Guidelines at nearby Brandywine Area Community Park. 

To address this condition of the basic plan and provide recreational opportunities for the residents 
of the proposed development, the applicant has proposed the tpayment of a fee-in-lieu of 
$700,000 for the construction of major off-site recreational facilities at the nearby Brandywine 

· Area Community Park (Parcel A, Plat PM 228@ 79) t[inoluding: one softball fi6ld, on6 soccsr 
fi6ld, and a 65 space parking lot.] , and private on site recreation facilities. 

12. The applicant shall communicate with representatives of the following adjacent 
projects, to coordinate its dev~lopment activities with these projects: Wilmer's Park, 
Chaddsford, Centrex, and Brandywine Crossing. The applicant shall place in the 
record (with copies to the Councilmanic District 9 office) copies of the 
correspondence with these project representatives. One year after final approval of 
the Basic Plan Amendment approved herein, the applicant shall file in the record 
(with a copy to the Councilmanic District 9 office) a report showing steps taken and 
to be taken to develop the subject property consistently and harmoniously with these 
other projects. 

At the time of CDP review, the applicant provided copies of communications sent to the adjacent 
projects listed along with the Councilmanic District 9 office, but indicated that no responses had 
been received in order to produce steps to develop the subject property consistently and 
harmoniously with these other projects. 

Consideration 

If public benefit features are needed and if the Applicant and DPR agree to a twenty acre 
on-site parkland dedication; the Applicant shall provide the needed recreation amenities so 
that the twenty acre public parkland can serve as a Community Park. 

The applicant has reached an agreement with DPR for providing ta fee-in-lieu for off-site 
recreational facilities, as per the basic plan condition, t[on Parcel A,] for the Brandywine 
Cormnunity Park (M-NCPPC). 

Conformance with Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 
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The Planning Board approved Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-09002 on October 7, 2010 with 
the following conditions that are applicable to the review of this preliminary plan of subdivision. 
As of the writing of this report, the Planning Board had not adopted the resolution of approval. 
Therefore, the actual wording of the conditions may be slightly different from the resolution. 

1. All conditions of approval of Basic Plan A-9988-C shall remain in full force and 
effect. 

This condition should be reiterated in the approval of the preliminary plari of subdivision. 

2. The total area within the L-A-C Zone (CDP-0901) and the R-M Zone 
(CDP-0902) comprise a combined total trip cap of 1,269 trips in the AM and 
1,775 trips in the PM. If the densities of the L-A-C zone or the R-M zone are 
modified for any reason, trips may be re-allocated between these two zones 
{CDP-0901 & CDP-0902) such that the overall trip cap of 1,269 AM and 
1,775 PM trips is not exceeded. 

A trip cap is recommended. 

3. A minimum SO-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the 
ultimate right-of-way of Matta woman Drive shall be provided on the Specific 
Design Plan (SDP) unless it is determined that a lesser BRL provides sufficient 
area to adequately buffer the dwellings from the roadway. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting pattern for fee simple lots along .the 
right-of-way ofMattawoman Drive. For ease of review, the preliminary plan of subdivision 
should be revised prior to signature approval to indicate the 50-footbuilding restriction line 
(BRL) along the ultimate right-of-way ofMattawoman Ddve. Any proposed reduction of 
this BRL will be analyzed at the time of specific design plan. 

4. A minimum 200-foot building restriction line (BRL) as measured from the ultimate 
right-of-way of US 301 shall be provided on the specific design plan (SDP) for 
multifamily buildings unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area 
to adequat~ly liuffer the dwellings from the roadway. The minimum width of 
building restriction lines for other residential product types along US 301 shall be 
determined at the time of SDP and the Phase JI Noise Study shall be considered in 
the determination of establishing the·building restriction lines. 

This condition should be adhered to in the lotting pattern for fee simple lots along the 
right-of-way of US 301. For ease of review, the preliminary plan of subdivision should be 
revised prior to signature approval to indicate the 200-foot BRL along.the ultimate 

. . 
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right-of-way ofUS-301. Any proposed reduction of this ERL will be analyzed at the ti.me of 
specific design plan. 

5. Prior to certificate of approval of the subject comprehensive design plan: 

a. Show the proposed transit alignment and include the following label: 

"Possible Future Transit alignment (subject to further future 
environmental review)." 

The preliminary plan and all future specific design plans should show this transit 
alignment. Lot lines for single and two-family unit types should be free and clear of the 
future right-of-way for the transit facility. 

b. Indicate a potential access connection between the existing 
warehouse/distribution facility on Mattawoman Drive (A-63) and Short Cut 
Road as an alternative for heavy truck traffic. 

The preliminary plan should show the access in an outlot, which could be conveyed in the 
future by the applicant and his heirs, successors, and/or assignees, providing direct access 
to Short Cut Road and divert industrial traffic away from Mattawoman Drive at such time 
as both parties are in agreement. 

c. Revise the development standard chart in the text and on the plan as follows: 

The following standards shall apply to the development. (Modifications to 
the standards may be permitted on a lot-by-lot basis by the Planning Board 
at the time of specific design plan if circumstances warranq 
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RESIDENTIAL USES-R-M ZONE1 

Minimum Net Lot Area 

Minimum frontage at streetR.0.W 

Minimum frontage at Front B.R.L. 

Minimum frontage- corner lot 

Maximum Lot Coverage (%) 

Minimum building setback from 
Mattawoman Drive 

Minimum building setback from 
Robert Crain Highway (US 301) 

Minimum front setback5 

Minimum side setback5 

Minimum rear setback5 

Minimum side setback to street' 

Maximum residential building height'1 

Maximum percentage of total units 

Minimum frontage on cul-de-sac 

One-family 
.detached 
6,000 sq. ft. 

60 

60 

70 

30 

50 feet 

TBD10 

25 

10 

20 

25 

40 

NIA 

40 
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Two-family 
attached 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
354 

SO feet 

TBDlO 

NIA 
NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

55 feet 

NIA 

N/A 

[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 

Single-family Single-family 
Multifamily semidetached8

• 
9 attached3• 8• 9 

3,600 sq. ft. 1,800 sq. ft. NIA 
36 feet 20 feet NIA 
36 feet 20 feet NIA 
40 feet 30 feet NIA 

35 354 504 

50 feet 50 feet 50 feet 

TBDlO TBD10 200 feet10 

20 feet 3, /j 7 

10 feet Ii 

20 feet 6 

20 feet /j 

45 feet 45 feet 80 feet 

NIA so2 252 

N/A NIA NIA 
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All parking is governed by Part 11 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Variance requested from the maximum townhouse and multifamily dwelling unit percentage, which allows a maximum 30 and 10 
percent respectively of units In the R-M Zone. 

Applies to both front and rear loaded garage townhouses. Rear-load garage townhomes shall have a minimum 25-foot front yard 
setback in order to reduce the length of the driveway. 

This percentage is for building coverage (and not for lot coverage) of the overall net tract area 

Stoops and/or steps may encroach into yard area. 

Minimum yard area of 800 square 'feet to be allocated for front, side, or rear yard. May be reduced to 500 square feet for providing 
stoops, steps, and terraces which may project into yard area. Decks may project into rear yards only. 

For multifamily buildings, the minimum building setback along a street shall be 25 feet, except for Mattawoman Drive, which 
requires a SO-foot setback unless it is deemed that a lesser BRL provides sufficient area to adequately buffer the units. 

Fences and retaining walls up to six feet high may be constructed anywhere in a rear yard without meeting setback requirements. 

On lots consisting of one acre or less, fences in the front yard shall not be more than four feet high. 

The minimum building setback for one-family detached, two-family detached, single-family semidetached and single-family attached 
and multifamily from Robert Crain Highway (US 301) shall be determined at the time of SDP review. 

These heij!;ht limits may be increased if a variance and/or modification is granted by the Planninl!: Board at the time of SOP. 

The preliminary plan of subdivision should adhere to the above standards and a note 
should be required to be added to the preliminary plan of subdivision prior to signature 
approval. 

10. At the time of preliminary plan review, an evaluation of all impacts to the primary 
management area shall be made. A revised Letter of Justification shall provided for 
impacts remaining at time of preliminary plan review, at which time further 
revisions necessary to minimize impacts shall be determined. 

This condition is addressed in the Environmental section of this report. 

11. If, revisions to the CDP plan increase the cumulative PMA impacts on the site for a 
total of 200 or more linear feet of stream beds or one-half acre of wetlands and their 
buffers, additional required mitigation shall be identified at time of preliminary plan 
review. 

This condition is addressed in the Environmental section of this report. 
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17. At time of specific design plan application for residential units.in the R-M zone, a 
Phase II noise study shall be submitted for review. The Phase II Noise Study shall 
address how noise impacts to the residential units will be mitigated to provide 
interior noise levels of 45 dBA Ldn or less and exterior noise levels of 65 dBA Ldn or 
less within outdoor activity areas based on the fmal site design. The approval of 
architecture at time of SDP shall also demonstrate how the proposed structures are 
in conformance with the noise mitigation measures recommend in the Phase II noise 
report for interior residential uses. 

Any request to reduce the lot depth requirement along either Mattawoman Drive or the US 301 
right-of-way cannot be thoroughly addressed until after receipt of a Phase Il noise study. The 
specific design plan will address building restriction lines and the protection of outdoor activity 
areas from unmitigated noise levels above 65 dBA. The Urban Design Section would support the 
granting of the variation of the lot depth requirement for the project along Mattawoman Drive and 
US 301 with condition, due to the lack of provision of supporting information in the applicant's 
statement of justification. 

The applicant claims that the revised layout creates a natural buffer for all of the lots along A-63, 
Mattawoman Drive, but has not provided evidence of the reduction in noise level for the outdoor 
activity areas associated with the units. Aberm along US 301 may provide sufficient buffering to 
adequately mitigate the noise generated, but should be demonstrated with a Phase Il noise study. 
Conditions are recommended to address adverse noise impacts at the time of SOP, and discussed 
further in the Environmental section of this report. 

t[2li. The applieant shall submit three original aeeuted public l'eet'eatil!Bal facilities 
agreements (RF,4...) fuF the eanstruetian ef Phase 1 reereatienal facilities m the 
Brandywine Area CammaBity Park to the Department af Pam and Reerea-tiae. fuF 

their app~val three weeks prier ta the submissiau ef a rmlll plat. Upae. a-ppl'6¥al by 
the Department af Pllf"ks and Ree1;eatian, the RF.A. shall be l'eearded. among the land 
records of :PFinee George's County, Upper Marlhara, Maryland. 

This condition is noted for its requirement prior to SH-emission of the final plat of subdiYision. 

27. Submission ta DPR af a perfurmanee band, letter of eFedit, or other suitable 
finaneial guarantees far the eanstrttetian af Phase l l'eel'eational facilities in the 
Bnutlywine Area Cammueity Parle, iB an amount to be deteFmined by DPR, shall 
be requ.ired at least two weeks prier to 11pplymg fur buildiug permits. 

This condition is noted fer its requirnment prior te SH-emission of the final plat of subdMsion.J 
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t21. Prior to approval of building permits by M-NCPPC for. 50 percent of the residential 
dwelling units within CDP-0901 and CDP-0902, the applicant shall make a 
mqnetary contribution in the amount of $700,000.00 in: 2015 dollars to The 
Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission (M-NCPPC). M
NCPPC shall adjust the amount of the contribution using the Consumer Price Index 
(CPD for inflation at the time of payment. The funds shall be used for the 
construction of recreational facilities at the Brandywine Area Community Park (M
NCPPC), as determined. by the Prince George's County Department of Parks and 
Recreation IDPR), to complement the facilities being provided in the Southern Area 
Aquatic and Recreational Complex. 

tBy memo dated February 11, 2015 the Planning Director requested a waiver of the Planning 
Boards Rules of Procedure, a reconsideration. with a same day hearing. On March 19, 2015 the 
Planning Board approved the Planning Director's (M-NCPPC) request for the reconsideration of 
Conditions 14-21 for the PPS, Conditions 14-21 of CDP-0901, and Conditions 20-27 for CDP-
0902 related to the applicants requirement to construct the major recreational facilities in the 
Brandywine Area Community Park. and approved a fee-in-lieu payment to satisfy the off-site 
requirements of Condition 8b (A-9987), with no change to the proposed on-site private 
recreational facilities. 

28. The applicant and the applicant's heirs, successors, and/or assignees shall provide 
adequate, private recreational facilities on-site in accordance with the standards 
outlined in the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines. 

29. The private recreational facilities shall be reviewed by the Urban Design Section of 
the Development Review Division (DRD), M-NCPPC for adequacy, conformance to 
the Park and Recreation Facilities Guidelines and appropriateness of location during 
the specific design plan review. 

These conditions will be further analyzed at the time of specific design plan to ensure that the RF A 
and bonding will result in the completion of the recreational facilities in phase with the 
development, and that recreational facilities• will be available to future residents in an appropriate 
time frame. · 

30. The applicant shall submit three original executed private recreational facilities 
agreements (RFA) for the private recreational facilities on-site to DRD for their 
appro.val three weeks prior to submission of a final plat. Upon approval by DRD, the 
RFA shall be recorded among the land records of Prince George's County, Upper 
Marlboro, Maryland. 

This condition is noted for its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision. 
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31. Include the following·phasing for the on-site private recreational facilities 
within the CDP text and plan: · 

CDP-0902 - PHASING OF AMENITIES 

FACILITY BOND FINISH CONSTRUCTION 

7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RMl Prior to the·issuance of Complete by ~OOth overall* 
any residential unit permit residential unit permit 
Prior to the issuance of 

Complete by 450th overall 7,500 sq. ft. multiage - RM3 any residential unit permit 
withinRM3 residential unit permit 

20,000 sq. ft. Open play area 
Prior to the issuance of 

Complete by 600th overall any residential unit permit - RM4 
withinRM4 

residential unit permit 

Min. 4,200 ·square-foot Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 750th overall Community building and 25 500th overall* residential 
residential unit permit meter swimmin2 pool - RM2 unitnermit 

Prior to the ismance of 
Complete by 750th overall 2,500 sq. ft. tot-lot- RM2 500th overall residential 

unituermit 
residential unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 750th overall 5,000 sq. ft. per teen - RM2 500th overall residential 

unit permit residential unit permit 

Prior to the issuance of 
Complete by 1,000th overall 7,500 sq. ft; multiage - RMS any residential unit permit 

withRMS residential unit permit 

Timothy Branch 
Prior to the issuance of 

Stream Valley Trail1 

any residential unit permit Complete with adjacent pod 
(approx. 5,600 L.F.) or other development 
recreational trail 

for the adjacent pod 

It is occasionally necessary to adjust the precise timing of the construction of recreational facilities as 
more details concerning grading and construction details become available. Phasing of the recreational 
facilities may be adjusted by written permission of the Planning Board or its designee under certain 
circumstances, such as the need to modify construction sequence due to exact location of sediment 
ponds or utilities; or other engineering necessary. The number of permits allowed to be released prior 
to construction of any given facility shall not be increased by more than 25 percent~ and an adequate 
number of permits shall be withheld to assure completion of all of the facilities prior to completion of 
all the dwelling units. 

* "Overall" means CDP-0901 (LAC Zone) .and CDP-0902 (RM Zone) 
1 Unless the District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same 
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This condition provides guidance for the final bonding and completion of recreational. 
facilities and the recordation of RF As, after the approval of the specific design plans for the 
project. The bonding of the recreational facilities is allowed to be sectionalized in 
accordance with the above schedule. Minor revisions to this chart will be permitted based on 
the final analysis of the facilities proposed, and the timing of bonding and construction . 

. 32~ Submission to DRD of a performance bond, letter of credit, or other suitable 
fmancial guarantee for the construction of private recreational facilities, in an 
amount to be determined by DRD, shall be required at least two weeks prior to 
applying for building permits. 

This condition is noted for its requirement prior to submission of the final plat of subdivision. It 
should also be noted that the bonding of the project is subject to the timing of permits associated 
with the appropriate phase of the development, as stated in CDP-0902, Condition 31. 

34. Provide an eight-foot-wide, concrete hiker/biker trail on the east side of 
Mattawoman Drive (A-63) along the subject site's entire frontage between 
Brandywine Road and the southern property line in accordance with DPW &T 
standards for a concrete hiker/biker trail within an urban right-of-way 
(DPW &T Standard 100.18). The hiker/biker trail shall be connected to the 
Timothy Branch trail, ifrequired, via an alternate configuration (DPW&T 
Standard 100.06) to accommodate two five-foot-wide bike lanes within the 
travel lanes of the primary street located between the commercial and 
residential development, with directional signage to the Timothy Branch trail. 
A five-foot-wide sidewalk shall also be provided on the west side of 
Mattawoman Drive. All hiker/biker trail locations, materials, signs, and other 
details shall be shown on the applicable specific design plan. Both the 
hiker/biker trail and the sidewalk shall be provided within the public 
right-of-way. · 

This condition is noted for its requirement and fulfillment of Basic Plan A-9987-C, Condition 5. 

40. Provide a master plan hiker/biker/equestrian trail (the Timothy Branch trail) along 
the subject site's entire segment of the Timothy Branch stream valley, unless the 
District Council amends the Basic Plan condition requiring the same. 

This condition is rioted for its requirement unless the District Council amends the basic plan 
condition requiring the trail, and is discussed further in the Trails section of this report. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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44. At the time of preliminary plan approval, the plan shall reflect the following 
rights-of-way: 

a. A 120-foot right-of-way along A-63, Mattawoman Drive, from north to 
south through the subject property. 

The preliminary plan addresses this condition. 

45. The applicant and/or the applicant's heirs, successors, or assignees shall provide the 
following transportation improvements as proffered in the July 2009 traffic impact 
study. 

a. A third northbou:nd through land along US 301 through the MD 381 and the 
Mattawoman Drive intersections, beginning approximately 1,000 feet south 
of MD 381 and continuing approximately 2,soo·reet north of MD 381. The 
elimination of left turns at the US 301/MD 381 intersection coincident with 
the construction of a northbound left-turn lane along US 301 at 
Mattawoman Drive shall be constructed by the applicant if required by 
SHA. -

b. A northbound left-turn land along US 301 at Mattawoman Drive, subject to 
SHA approval. 

c. The signalization of the MD 381/Mattawoman Drive intersection, 
along with the addition of a westbound left-tum lane along MD 381 at 
Mattawoman Drive, 

d. The extension of Matta woman Drive south of the subject·property to 
connect to Matapeake Business Drive. 

This condition is addressed in the Transportation section of this report. 

47. The R-M portion of the COP shall be modified to indicate that the portion of 
A-63 between the more southerly traffic circle and the southern property line 
shall be labeled as A-63, and shall make provision for a 120-foot right-of-way. 

The preliminary plan should be revised prior to signature approval in accordance with the 
condition above. 

Conformance with the Zoning Ordinance 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
"'Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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The application must comply with all applicable requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. Certain 
requirements are discussed at this time because they directly affect lot sizes, lotting patterns, and 
unit yields. These include: 

Section 27-509(d) R-M Zone Regulations 
Section 27-509(d) indicates that each lot in the R-M Zone shall have frontage on, and direct 
vehicular access to, a public street, except lots for which private streets or other access 
rights-of-way have been authorized pursuant to Subtitle 24 of this Code. It should be noted that the 
sketch plan, as submitted, does not specify parcel or lot lines for the multifamily portions of the 
development. Whether they are parcel or lot lines, the applicant should be required to demonstrate 
conformance with this requirement unless the elements of the exception have been met. 

Section 27-480(d) CDZ General Development Regulation (in part) 

There shall be no more than six (6) townhouses per building group in any 
Comprehensive Design Zone (with the exception of the V-L ·and V-M Zones) for 
which an application for a specific Design Plan is filed after December 30, 1996, 
except where the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Planning Board or 
District Council, as applicable, that more than six (6) dwelling units (but not more 
than eight (8) dwelling units) would create a more attractive living environment or 
would be more environmentally sensitive. In no event shall the number of building 
groups containing more than six (6) dwelling units exceed twenty percent (20%) of 
the total number of building groups in the SDP, and the end units on such building 
gi-oups shall be a minimum of twenty-four (24) feet in width ... 

This section of the Zoning Ordinance applies to the townhouses proposed within the R-M Zone 
and will be addressed at the time of specific design plan review for the project. 

S~ction 27-480(e) CDZ General Development Regulation 

The minimum building width for townhouses in any continuous, attached group 
shall be twenty (20) feet, and the minimum gross living space for a townhouse shall 
be one thoµsand two hundred and fifty (1,250) square feet in any development for 
which an application for a Specific Design Plan is filed after December 30, 1996 
(with the exception of townhouses in the V-L and V-M Zones and, as it applies to the 
minimum building width only, townhouses on property in the L-A-C Zone, if any 
portion lies within one-half (1/2) mile of an existing or planned Washington 
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail station). For the purposes of this 
subsection, "gross living space" shall be defined as all interior building space except 
the garage and unfinished basement or attic area. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 

· [Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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This section of the Zoning Ordinance applies to the townhouses proposed within the R ,M Zone 
and will be addressed at the time of specific design plan review for the project. 

Conformance with the Prince George's County Landscape Manual 
The proposed development is subject to the requirements of Sections 4.1, 4.3, 4.4, and 4.6 of the 
Prince George's County Landscape Manual. Although Section 4. 7 does not technically apply 
within comprehensive design zones, it will be used as a guide in the review and approval of 
specific design plans for the project. 

Other Design Issues 
The variation request from the 150-foot lot depth requirement along the arterial roadway, 
Mattawoman Drive, and the 300-foot lot depth requirement along US 301, per Section 
24-121(a)(4) of the Subdivision Regulations, will be further evaluated with the review of the Phase 
II noise study at the time of SOP to ensure that the rear yards of the units are protected from noise 
levels exceeding 65 d.BA Ldn. The current information on the plan indicates that the majority of 
units located within Block F are entirely impacted by greater than 65 d.BA Ldn unmitigated noise 
contour. Section 24-121(a)(4) requires that protection be provided via earthen berms, plant 
materials, fencing, and/or the establishment of a building restriction line. The use of a berm or 
noise wall is not appropriate along Mattawoman Drive as the units front on the arterial roadway. 

Along US 301, the use of a berm is conceptually shown on the plan, but the impact of the bemi on 
noise volumes has not yet been determined and will be with the review of a Phase II noise study. 
Therefore, along each edge of the development, staff recommends that, at the time of approval of 
specific design plans for the project, the 65 dBA Ldn mitigated noise line be shown on the plans 
and all rear yards of either single-family detached, single-family attached, or two-family dwellings 
provide a minimum 25-foot-wide outdoor activity area free of noise intrusion apove the 65 dBA 
Ldn mitigated line. It should be noted that the project's US 301frontage is interrupted by an 
independent parcel that is cleared. It may be difficult to create a berm in this area and therefore, a 
noise wall may be more appropriate. 

In some areas, like Block E, it is not clear where recreational areas are to be located. All outdoor 
recreational areas have to be located outside of the 65 dBA Ldn line at the time of SOP. The 
mitigated 65 dBA Ldn line and more precise location information for outdoor recreational areas 
should be shown on the specific design plan. · · 

All stormwater ponds should be designed as visual amenities and placed so as to complement 
recreational facilities. A homeowners association trail should be provided around all ponds if 
possible. 

In Block D, create a visual break and convenient direct pedestrian connection between the trail and 
the main recreational facility in Parcel D. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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A redesign of Block E for the layout of multifamily buildings is necessary to provide a cohesive 
community that reduces or eliminates surface parking, provides a central focal recreational space, 
and provides an appropriate location for future pedestrian connections to the off-site transit stops. 
Special attention should be paid to· landscaping and architecture of the buildings along 
Mattawoman Drive at time of specific design plan. The footprints of buildings and parking areas 
should be deleted from the preliminary plan to allow more flexibility in design at the time of 
approval of specific design plans regarding layout of structures aµd choice of multifamily product 
type. 

20. Stormwater Management-The Department of Public Works and Transportation has detennined 
that on-site stormwater management is required. A Storm water Management Concept Plan, 11355-
2009-00, has been approved with conditions to ensure that development of this site does not result 
in on-site or downstream flooding. Development must be in accordance with this approved plan, 
and any subsequent revisions. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that an appeal of the Planning Board's action must be filed with 
Circuit Court for Prince George's County, Maryland within thirty (30) days following the date of notice of 
the adoption of this Resolution. 

tDenotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strikethrough indicate deleted language 
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.. .. • • + 

This is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of _the action taken by the Prince 
George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission oil. the 
motion of Commissioner Squire, seconded by Commissioner Clark, with Commissioners Squire, Clark, 
Vaughns, Cavitt and Parker voting in favor of the motion at its regular meeting held on Thursday, 
October 28. 2010, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 2nd day of December 2010. 

*This is to certify that the foregoing, indicated in underline and deletion, is a true and correct copy 
of the reconsideration action taken by the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland
National Capital Park and Planning Commission relating to police response time reporting on the motion 
of Commissioner Washington. seconded by Commissioner Bailey, with.Commissioners Washington, 
Bailey, Shoaff and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with Commissioner Squire absent at its 
regular meeting held on Thurs_day, April 5, 2012, in Upper Marlboro, Maryland. 

* Adopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 24th day of May 2012. 

tThis is to certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of the reconsideration action taken 
by the Prince George's County Planning Board of The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning 
Commission on the motion of Commissioner Washington. seconded by Commissioner Geraldo, with 
Commissioners Washington,.Geraldo, Bailey and Hewlett voting in favor of the motion, and with 
Commissioner Shoaff absent at its regular meeting held on Thursday. March 19, 2015, in Upper Marlboro. 
Maryland. The adoption of this amended resolution based on the reconsideration action taken does not 
extend the validity period 

tAdopted by the Prince George's County Planning Board this 19th day of March 2015. 

PCB:JJ: WC:arj 

Patricia Colihan Barney 
Executive Director 

q ~ er~_) 
By Jessica Jones 

Planning Board Administrator 

nt t Denotes 2015 Amendment 
*Denotes 2012 Amendment 
Underlining indicates new language 
[Brackets] and strilc~through indicate deleted language 
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r-•-~ THE PRINCE GEORGE'S COUN1Y GOVERNMENT JI 
·-~~~,, 

March S. 20)2 

Fern Piret, Planning Director 
M-NCPPC Prince George1s County Planning Department 

14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 

Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

RE: Adequate Public Facilities Reporting 

Dear Ms. Piret: 

In response to your inquiry, please be advi$ed that, as a result of ao MPIA request, 

the Police Department re-examined the types of calls that should be included as 

emergency and non-emergency calls for service jn adequate pub.lie facilities ("APF"1
) 

reporting. 

In so doing, the Department found that certain calls were incorrectly categorized 

as "emergency calls for service." The Department deoide<l that calls with a dispatch of 

Priority 11E" should be considered emergency calls and that calls with a dispatch Priority 

of 1, 2, and 3 should be considered non-emergency cal.ls. The definitions of these caU 

types are found in tbe enclosed Public Safety Communications, Directive 2012~02. 

Tbe Department has implemented theist changes effective January 1, 2009. The 

:revised APF report for Distt'ict V, 2009-2010, that was the ~ubject of the MPIA :request, 

is also enclosed. 

If you have fu1ther que$tions concerning this issue please contact me at 301-772~ 

4748. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Mn .,.c--,...,~ ti lo 

Prince George's County Police Department 

--.. --- ·--· .. _ ___ .... ___ --

Enclosure 

cc: M. Andre Green 
Acting County Attorney 

HEADQUARTERS: 7600 Barlowe Road, Palmer Park, MD 20785 
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I 
JANUARY 
FEBRUARY 
MARCH 

' 

~RIL 

MAY 
,~UNE 
UULY 
AUGUST 

/SEPTEMBER 
OCTOBl:R 
NOVEMBER 
DECEMBER 

TOTALS 

~ 

JANUARY 

FEBRUARY 

MARCH 

APRIL 
MAY 
JUNE 
JULY 
AUGUST 

SEPTEMBER 

OCTOBER 

NOVEMBER 
DECEMBER 

-- . 

I TOTALS 
= 

I u l AL ~Cl:>l""UN~C I ,me 

(ONSCENE TIME - INCIDENT TIME) 

2009 DISTRICT V 

NON-PRIORITY CALLS FOR SERVICE 

TOTAL MINUTES I TOTAL CALLS AVG. TOTAJ. RESPONSE TIMI: 

-44,316 2,009 2.2.1 

39,145 1,976 19.8 

43,394 2,135 20.3 

44,949 2,219 20.3 

68,49S 2,481 23.6 

62,610 2,646 24.6 

- 58,184 2,612 23.2 

60,281 2,452 24,6 

63,438 I 2,223 24.0 

66,425 .2,316 28.3 

68,6S1 2,119 I 26.7 

49,793 I 2,135 23.3 

636,589 I 2'7.123 23.47044943 

PRIORITY CALLS FOR SERVICE 

TOT~ MJNUTE$ 10TALCALLS f AVG. TOTAL RE:SPONSE TIME 

327 47 1.0 

311 42 7.4 

387 41 9.7 

201 24 8.4 

266 36 7.4 

361 42 8.6 

368 57 6,5 

281 41 G.9 

313 47 6.7 

303 38 8.4 

372 I 44 8.5 

210 I 36 5.8 
-

3,700 I 493 
.,, ' .~•-

I 7.60507099 

-· - -· --- --- - - --
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PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS 

DIRECTIVE 2012-02 

To: AU Law Dispatch l'ersOMel 

From: Charlynn Flaherty. Associate Director rm1g1Ml,1g,r~t1by) 

Area: Law Dispatch 

Snbject: Lew dispatch policy- revised 

Effective: February 13, 2012 

PAGE 04 

The PSC Law Section Dispatcll Policy is being revised to reflect recent pol icy changes made by 

the Police Department and Public Safety Communications. This revised dispatch policy 

becomes effective immediately and remains in effect until further notice. This policy replaces 

and supersedes all previous PSC interim directives, memo's and emails regarding Law Section 

Dispatch and will be.placed in your General Order manuals. · 

PRIORITYE 

Dejlnltlon: Priority E call$ involve an immediate threat to life, a viulent act in progress or just 

occurred and there Is likellhoud that the suspects could be apprehended 

• Priotity E ealls shall be dispatched immediately when possible but always wlthin two 

minutes of entry. 

.. Priority E calls shall be dispatched to the closest and or first available units regardle~s of 

sector boundaries. 

• The Sector Supervisor shall .be notified by radio whenever a Priority E call ha.'I been 

pending for more than two minnt~. 

• A notation will be made in CAD indicating the Sector Supervisor was notified, to include 

either their car number or rank and name. 

Priority J 

Dejlnitum: Priority 1 call., involve a potential threat to property or qther crimes against 

property that just occurred, and the suspects are stUI ill the area D/the scene. 

• Priority 1 calls shall be di.spatched immediately when possible, but always within five 

minutes of entry. 

• Priority l calls shall be dispatched to the closest and or first available units in the sector. 

lf no unit is available in the ·sector the dispatcher will enter NCA into the text of the calJ 

-----ana·continue nrrevlew unit avaHa:btllty. · - ---·· ., __ _ 
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• The Sector Supervisor should be notified by radio, CAD/MDC message, or official 

telephone tine whenever e Priority l call has been pending for mote than flve minutes. 

• A notation will be made in CAD indicating the Sector Supervisor was notified, to include 

either their car number or rank and name. 

Priority l 

DeflnlLlon: Priority 2 calls Involve Incidents where a delaJ1 in police response ;$ not Uke(v tn 

result lnf,nther injury, prnperty lOS$, and the suspects arc not in the area of the scene. 

• Priority 2 calls shall be dispatched immediately when possible, but always within thirty 

minutes of entry. 

• Priority 2 c:alls shall be dispatched to the closest and or first availa.bte units in the sector. 

If no unit is available ln the sector the dispatcher will enter NCA into the text of the call 

and continue to review unit availability. 

• The Sector Supervisor shall be notified by radio, CAD/MDC message, or official 

telephone line whenever a Priority 2 oall has been pending for more than thirty 

minutes. 

• A notation will be m~de in CAD indicating the Sector Supervisor was notified, to include 

either their car number or rank and name. 

Priority 3 

DeflnJJlnn: Prwrlty 3 calls involve incidents where a dellIJI ill police response Js ttot llkely to 

adversely af/t!ct an ln.vestigatwn, no Injuries have been reported, and the suspects are not in 

the (IJ'ea of the scene. 

• Priority 3 calls shall be dispatched immediately when possible, but always within thirty 

minutes of entry. 

• Priority 3 calls shall be dispatched to the closest available unit in the sector, If no unit is 

available in the sector the dispatcher will enter NCA into the text of the call and continue 

to review unit availability. 

• The Sector Supervisor shall be notified by radio, CAD/MOC message, or official 

telephone line whenever a Priority 3 call has been pending for more then thirty 

minutes. 

• A notation will be made in CAO indicating the Sector Supervisor was notified, to include 

either their car number or rank and name. 

'Page 2 
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Priorfty4 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 

Definition: Priority 4 cal/$ are 9elj-initiated c.alls hoting actlvity of a police ojJlcer or calls 

noting a transfer of a 9-1-1 call to another Jurlsdictlotz. 

• Priority 4 oalls are self"jnitiated calh1 generated by police officers on the ~cene of an 

incident and do not require dispatch. 

PAGE 06 

• Priority 4 calls are also caUs initiated by the 9-1-1 call taker noting the transfer of 9-1-1 

calls to another jurisdiction and do not require the dispatch of a Prince George's County 

Police Officer. 

Pending CaUs Status Report - Sector Supervisor 

• The Sector Supervisor will be given a Pending Calls Status Report for his/her sector 

every thirty minlltes. This will be done on the radio and should include the following 

infonnation: 

.. The number and type of Priority l calli; that are cmrently pending or have been 

pending for more than five minutes. 

• The numbar of Priodty 2 and 3 calls that are currently pending or have been 

pending for more than thirty minutes. 

Pending Calls Status Report - Shift Commander 

• The Shift Commander will be given a Pending Calls Status Report for his/her sectors as 

necessary. This will be done by radio, CAO/MDC message, or official telephone line 

and will include the following infonnation: 

• The number of Priority 1, 2, and 3 calls that have been pending for more tban 

sixty minutes, 

Call Documentation 

• At the 30 minute mark (on the .hour and half hour) CAD will prompt the di~patcher to 

remind the Sector Supervisor and or Shift Commander about any pending calls being 

held longer than noted above. After this notification, the dispatcher will document, in the 

text of eacl'I pending call, that this notifi~ion has been made. This notification wifl 

include the car number or name and rank of the supervisor/commander notified. 

----·_-~PA. 3J 10 adv~s,£:d or NCA, L~ .. Doe advis~~ .Qf calls og_!J.9._l_d). The resp_on~e ___ _ 

provided may be noted in CAD. 

Page 3 
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DESCRIPTION 
3S1 Alert 
Abduction 
Break In 
Carlackin~ 
Plane Accldent • Combined Call 

Train Accident • Combined Call 

Cuttin2 
Drownin2 
Hold-up Alann 
Si~nal l3 - Police/Sheriff 
Helo for FF/EMS 
Hit and Run w/lniury 
Kidnaotrln2 
Raoe 
Robbery 
Shootin2 
Suicide 
Deoarunental Accideot 
Fire Dem Denartm.ental Accident 

Hlrmway Accident 
Industroll Accident 
Motorcycle Accident 
Pedestrian Accident 
Street Accident 
Vicious Animal Comolaint 

Barric.ade 
Ext>loslve Device/Bomb Threat 

Check Weapon 
Cross Buminl? 
Domestic 
Escam, 
911 Disconnect 
Hate Crime 
Lock Out/In 
Missing Person 
Stolen Vehicle 
Tamperini 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PAGE 07 

CAD CALL 
TYPE PRIORITY AGENCY 
84B E p 

ABDUCT E p 

BREAK E p 

CARIK E p 

CPLANE E p 

CTRAIN E p . 
cur E p 

DROWN E p 

HALARM E p 

HELP E p 

HELPF E p 

HJTI E p 

KIDNAP E p 

RAPE E 'P 
ROBB B p 

SHOOT E p 

SUJCJ E p 

ACCO 1 p 

ACCFD l p 

ACCH 1 p 

ACCJ 1 p 

ACCM I p 

ACCP 1 p 

ACCS J p 

ANIMLI 1 p 

BARRI l p 

BOMB I p 

CKWEAP 1 p 

CROSS 1 p 

DOMEST J p 

ESCAPE l p 

HANGUP 1 p 

HATE l p 

LOCK 1 p 

MISSl 1 p 

STLVEl 1 p 

TAMPER l p 

Page4 
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DESCRIPTION 
Theft from Auto Ju.crt Occurred 

Theft Just Occurred 
Traffic Hazard 
UnknoWil Trouble 
Child/Vulnerable Adult Abuse 

Assist FD 
Assault 
Assist other A2encv 
Check Susoiclous Person 
Check Suspicious Person in Automobile 

Check Welfare 
Disorderly 
Family Disoute 
Drru:t Racers 
Fight 
Sound of Gunshots 
lnlured Person 
Neirzhbor Comolaint 
Ooen Door/Window 
Property Alarm 
Commercial Alarm 
Residential Alarm 
School Alarm 
Vehicle Alann 
Police Hazmat Invest 
Police Test 
Request Assistance 
Robherv R.eoort Call 
StaJkin1t 
Stolen Vehicle Report 
Tresoassin2 Complaint 
Misc Calls 
Abduotion Report 

Child/Vulnerable Adult Abuse Reoort 
~,!S&nt-R-eport · ·-
Added Information 
Animal Complaint 

DEVaOPMENT REVIEW PAGE 08 

CAD CALL 
TYPE PRJORITY AGENCY . 

n-tEFAl 1 p 

THEFTl 1 p 

TRAFI 1 p 

UNK ] p 

ABUSE 2 p .. 
ASFIRE 2 p 

ASLT 2 p 

ASSJST 2 p 

CKPER 2 p 

CI<PERA 2 p 

CKWEL 2 p 

DlSORD 2 p 

DJSPUT 2 p 

DRAG .2 p 

FIGHT 2 p 

GNSHOT 2 p 

INJUR 2 p 

NElOHB 2 p 

OPEN 2 p 

PALRM 2 p 

PALRMC 2 p 

PALRMR 2 p 

PALRMS 2 p 

PALRMV 2 p 

PHAZIN 2 p 

PTEST 2 p 

RA 2 p 

ROBB2 2 p 

. STALK 2 p 

STLVEH 2 p 

TRES 2 p 

XXX 2 p 

ABDUC3 3 p 

ABUS3 3 p 

.. A-Ge a --- . -·-P-

ADDED 3 p 

ANIMAL 3 p 

Page 5 
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DESCR.lPTION 
Asuult Renort 
Water Restriction Violation 
Bait Car Siimal 6B 
Break In Renort 
Drua Comolaint 
Check Vehicle 
Check Premises 
Check W esmon ~ Report 
Court 
Death Renort 

Domestic Standbv 
nw1 
Found Prooertv 
Omnb1in1Z Comolaint 
Hit and Run 
·mnound 
Juvenile Comnlaint 
Liauor Comolaint 
Loiterina Comolaint 
J.,Ost Prooertv Rennrt 
1.,0Ud Music Comn]aint 
Noise Comnlaint 
Notification 
Misc Potice Incident 
0 attv Comnlaint 
Telephone Comolaint 
Dronertv Damao-P. 
Rane Renart 
Shooliftimr 
Stelkina Renort 
Theft Reoort 
Theft from Auto Report 
Threats Comnlaint 
Traffic Comolaint 
Trash Dumoin2 Comolaint 
Vandalism 
Wires Down 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PAGE 09 

CAD CALL TYPE PRIORITY AGENCY 
ASLT3 3 p 

ASWSSC 3 p 

BAJT 3 p 

BREAKR 3 p 

CDS 3 p 

C.KAUTO 3 p 

CKPRBM 3 p 

CKWEP3 3 p 

COURT 3 p 

DEATH 3 p 

DOMESS 3 p 

DWI 3 p 

POUND 3 p 

GAMBLE 3 p 

HIT 3 p 

IMP 3 p 

JUVS 3 p 

LJOUOR 3 p 

LOITER 3 p 

LOST 3 p 

MUSIC 3 p 

NOISE 3 p 

NOTIFY 3 p . 
OTHER 3 p 

PARTY 3 p 

PHONE 3 p 

PROPDA 3 p 

RAPE3 3 p 

SHOPL 3 p 

STALK3 3 p 

THEFT 3 p 

THEFTA 3 p 

THREAT 3 p 

TRAF 3 p 

TRASH 3 )> 

VANDAL 3 p 

WlRE 3 p 

Page 6 
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DESCRIPTJON 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To Anne Arundel 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To Andrews AFB 

Transfer 9-l • 1 Call To Calvert Countv 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To Charles Count-y 
Vice lnv~tination 

Stadium Event 
Field Oi,s 
Transfer 9-J • l Call To Howard Countv 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To Non-Emerizency 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To Montgomery 
Countv 
Transfer 9-1 • 1 Call To MPDC 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To MD State Police 
Closed Call Out of Se,vice Cell 
Part Time Notify 
Subiect Stop 
Transfer 9-1-1 CalJ To St MarY's Count:v 
Traffic Stoo 
Test Police Incident 
Transfer 9-J-1 CalJ To Municioalities 

Traffic Pursuit 
Transfer 9-1-1 CalJ To Metro Transit 
Use of Force #'s 
Transfer 9-1-1 Call To US Park Police 
Transfer 9-J-J Call To All VA A11:cnoies I 

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 

CAJ>CALL 
TYPE PRIORITY 
AACO 4 
AAFB 4 
CALV 4 
CHAS 4 

DRUGND 4 
FEDEX 4 

FJELDOPS 4 
HOWARD 4 

lNFO 4 

MONT 4 
MPDC 4 
MSP 4 

NSCELL 4 
PT 4 
ss 4 

STMARY 4 
T 4 

TEST 4 

TOWN 4 . 

TP 4 

TRANPD 4 
USEF 4 

USPARK 4 
VA 4 

_........ .. -------------

?age7 
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AGENCY 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 

p 
p 

p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
p 
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1 

2 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

2020 Legislative Session 

Bill No. 

Chapter No. 

CB-24-2020 

4 

Proposed and Presented by Council Member Turner 

DR-1 

Introduced by Council Members Turner, Anderson-Walker, Ivey, Harrison, Davis, 

Franklin, Glaros, Taveras, Streeter and Hawkins 

Date of Introduction May 29, 2020 

BILL 

AN ACT concerning 

Fiscal Year 2021 Appropriations 

3 For the purpose of making appropriations for the support of the County government and for the 

4 Prince George's Community College and for the schools, institutions, departments, offices, 

5 boards, commissions, and agencies of Prince George's County, and for other purposes, for the 

6 fiscal year beginning July 1, 2020, and ending June 30, 2021; adopting the current expense 

7 budget, the capital improvement program, and the capital budget prepared according to the 

8 Charter of Prince George's County and submitted by the County Executive to the County 

9 Council; appropriating the items of expense in said current expense budget; establishing rates of 

10 reimbursement for subsistence expenses for employees of the County; providing for the 

11 inclusion of all State, Federal and private grants received subsequent to adoption of the current 

12 expense budget; imposing the applicable income and special area tax rates under the public 

13 general laws and public local laws of Maryland; all to be known as the Annual Budget and 

14 Approp1iation Ordinance of Prince George's County for Fiscal Year 2021 . 

15 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED by the County Council of Prince George's County, 

16 Maryland, that subject to and in accordance with the authority of the Charter of Prince George's 

17 County, the public general laws and public local laws of Maryland relating to budget 

18 procedures, and pursuant to applicable local ordinances heretofore enacted, the several amounts 

19 specified in the current expense budget of Prince George's County and of the Board of 

20 Education of Prince George's County as submitted by the County Executive to the County 

21 Council on or before March 15, 2020, and incorporated in a document entitled "Proposed 

I 
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Current Expense Budget Fiscal Year 2021 ", an authenticated copy of which is incorporated 

herein by reference and made a part hereof as though it were set forth fully herein, is hereby 

authorized and appropriated for the several purposes specified in the proposed budget document 

under Function/Program/Agency/Activity, financial summary or function in the case of the 

Board of Education, to pay salaries, wages, fees and all other current expenses for the Prince 

George's Community College and for schools, institutions, departments, boards, commissions, 

committees, offices and agencies in and of the said County and for the Board of Education. The 

aforementioned budget is hereby adopted and approved, for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 

2020 and ending June 30, 2021. 

SECTION 2. The amount of reimbursement for expenses for subsistence incident to the 

performance of official duties of officers or employees of the County shall be at the following 

rates: 

Meals will be reimbursed on the basis of actual costs including gratuities, with the 

following limits, unless a greater amount is specifically authorized by the Chief Administrative 

Officer for the Executive Branch or Council Administrator for the Legislative Branch on the 

facts of each case: 

a. Breakfast $6.00 

b. Lunch $10.00 

c. Dinner $20.00 

d. Conference meals are reimbursed at actual costs. 

e. Mileage reimbursement for use of private vehicles for County business shall be set 

at the Federal reimbursement rate set by the Internal Revenue Service (Federal 

Calendar Year 2020) in effect as of July 1, 2020. 

SECTION 3. FEDERAL, STATE AND PRIVATE GRANTS. All Federal, State and 

private grants not included in the cu1Tent expense budget of the County or any agency subject to 

control of the County shall upon receipt be included as a part of the current expense budget of 

the County or agency's budget for the year received, or for the term of the grant, whichever is of 

greater duration, to be expended for the purpose set forth in the grant. Prior to the expenditure 

of any monies therefrom the agency shall receive approval from the County Executive and 

County Council. Any unexpended funds shall be included in the next annual budget. 

SECTION 4. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM. Subject to and in accordance 

2 
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1 with the authority of the Charter of Prince George's County, the public general laws and public 

2 local laws of Maryland relating to budget procedures, the several capital improvement projects 

3 and amounts specified thereto, contained in the capital program and the capital budget of Prince 

4 George's County for the Prince George's Community College and for the various offices, 

5 departments, boards, commissions, institutions, corporations and agencies, excluding the 

6 Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, as submitted by the County Executive to the 

7 County Council on or before March 15, 2020, and subsequently amended by the County 

8 Executive, and incorporated in a document entitled "Fiscal Years 2021 - 2026 Capital 

9 Improvement Program - Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Budget", an authenticated copy of which is 

10 incorporated herein by reference and made a part hereof as though it were fully set forth herein, 

11 is hereby adopted and approved. The capital budget hereby adopted constitutes the total 

12 appropriation for projects that are scheduled for implementation in Fiscal Year 2021 and those 

13 projects previously authorized. Inclusion of any project in the Capital Improvement Program, 

14 with all funding shown in the category "Beyond Six Years", shall mean that this project is not 

15 "programmed" for the purpose of evaluating the adequacy of public facilities in accordance with 

16 the subdivision regulations and the Zoning Ordinance. The County expects that certain costs of 

17 the approved Capital Projects will be paid before the date of issuance of bonds (or other 

18 obligations of the County to be issued after the date of adoption of this Act) from a source of 

19 funds other than a County borrowing (each, a "Prior Expenditure" and collectively, the "Prior 

20 Expenditures"). The County hereby declares, in accordance with Section 1.150-2 of the Income 

21 Tax Regulations, its intention to use a portion of the proceeds of bonds (or other obligations of 

22 the County to be issued after the date of adoption of this Act) to reimburse itself for Prior 

23 Expenditures paid no earlier than 60 days before the date of adoption of this Act. In accordance 

24 with Section 1.150-2 of the Income Tax Regulations, the maximum principal amount of 

25 obligations expected to be issued for the approved Capital Projects is set forth in the respective 

26 Funding Schedules in the Capital Improvement Program. The County recognizes that, under 

27 Section 1.150-2 of the Income Tax Regulations, the use of proceeds of bonds to reimburse the 

28 County for a Prior Expenditure ( other than certain de minimis or preliminary expenditures 

29 described in Section 1.150-2(f) of the Income Tax Regulations) generally will be permitted only 

30 to the extent that: (i) the Prior Expenditure constitutes a capital expenditure for federal income 

31 tax purposes; (ii) the Prior Expenditure was paid not earlier than 60 days before the date of 

3 
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adoption of this Act; and (iii) the allocation of proceeds of the bonds to such reimbursement is 

made not later than 18 months after the later of (a) the date the Prior Expenditure was paid, or 

(b) the date the applicable approved Capital Project is placed in service or abandoned, but in no 

event more than three years after the Prior Expenditure was paid. 

SECTION 5. COUNTY ENERGY TAX. Pursuant to the County taxing authority 

conferred by way of public local laws enacted by the Maryland General Assembly, codified at 

Section 10-205.0l(i)(2) of the Prince George's County Code, 2019 Edition, as amended, the 

following Energy Tax Rates are hereby established, via action upon and approval of this Act by 

the County Council, for energy bills rendered on or after July 1, 2020: 

TYPE OF ENERGY RATE 

Electricity $0.009588 per Kilowatt Hour 

Natural Gas $0.061370 per Therm 

Fuel Oil $0.226733 per Gallon 

Propane $0.144339 per Gallon 

SECTION 6. COUNTY INCOME TAX. Pursuant to Section 10-106, Tax - General 

Article, Annotated Code of Maryland, as amended, which requires each County to set a county 

income tax rate equal to at least one percent (1 %) but not more than three and two tenths percent 

(3.2%) of an individual's Maryland taxable income, the County Council has set in CR-22-2008, 

adopted on May 20, 2008, a County income tax rate of three and two tenths percent (3.2%) of an 

individual's Maryland taxable income tax for the calendar years beginning January 1, 2009. 

SECTION 7. EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION FEE. Pursuant to Section 11-346 of 

the Prince George's County Code, which requires that the fee for emergency transportation be 

established in the Annual Budget and Appropriation Ordinance and pursuant to Section 11-34 7 

which requires that revenues from the fees imposed for emergency transportation by the County 

shall be used for operation and capital expenses related to emergency transportation, the 

following emergency transportation fees are hereby set for emergency transportation services 

rendered on or after July 1, 2020: 

TYPE OF EMERGENCY FEE 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICE 

Basic Life Support 

Advanced Life Support 1 

4 

$500.00 

$650.00 
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Advanced Life Support 2 $750.00 

Mileage fee $12.00 per mile 

SECTION 8. AMENDMENTS TO THE CURRENT EXPENSE BUDGET, THE 

CAPITAL PROGRAM, AND THE CAPITAL BUDGET. The proposed current expense 

budget of Prince George's County and of the Board of Education, referred to above in Section 1 

of this Act, and the Capital Improvement Program and Capital Budget referred to in Section 4 

above, are hereby amended as set forth in Exhibits 1, 2, 3, and 4 attached hereto and made a part 

hereof: 

The amount of the revenue estimates in the current expense budget for all funds as 

submitted by the County Executive as set forth in the Proposed Budget, Fiscal Year 2021 is 

hereby set at the sum of $4,475,746,300 in accordance with the revenue schedule on the ensuing 

pages. 

5 
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1 

2 PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY 

3 FISCAL YEAR 2021 

4 REVENUE 

5 

6 REVENUE ITEM PROPOSED COUNCIL APPROVED 

7 FY 2021 FY 2021 

8 

9 PROPERTY TAXES $ 925,627,000 $ 925,627,000 

10 (Including Personal Property Taxes) 

11 BOARD ofEDUCATION - Tax Increase 42,032,900 42,032,900 

12 INCOME TAXES 711,980,200 625,564,500 

13 TRANSFER & RECORDATION TAXES 187,678,600 174,442,400 

14 OTHER LOCAL TAXES 143,040,000 134,577,100 

15 STATE SHARED TAXES 7,281,300 7,281,300 

16 LICENSES & PERMITS 68,852,800 52,148,600 

17 USE OF MONEY & PROPERTY 21,663,200 11,860,100 

18 CHARGES FOR SERVICES 62,774,300 62,774,300 

19 INTERGOVERNMENTAL REVENUES 38,911,300 43,195,800 

20 MISCELLANEOUS REVENUES 14,940,300 11,289,300 

21 OTHER FINANCING SOURCES 33,583,000 63,583,000 

22 BOARD OF EDUCATION AID 1,462,069,500 1,462,343,000 

23 COMMUNITY COLLEGE AID 86,398,500 88,739,800 

24 LIBRARY AID 8,941,800 8,941,800 

25 TOTAL GENERAL FUND $3,815,774,700 $ 3,714,400,900 

26 INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS 62,196,500 61,232,700 

27 ENTERPRISE FUNDS 209,016,200 208,248,400 

28 SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 243,396,600 239,396,600 

29 GRANT PROGRAMS 248,725,500 252,467,700 

30 TOTAL ALL FUNDS $ 4257921092500 $ 4247527462300 

31 

6 
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The following amendments to the revenue estimates in the FY 2021 current expense 

budget were made and submitted by the County Executive and are reflected in amendments 

made by the State of Maryland or are a result of adjustments made by the County Council. 

GENERAL FUND 

Income Taxes 

Decrease revenue by $86,415,700 to reflect revised projections based on current 

collections and estimated fiscal impact of the global pandemic. (Income tax receipts decrease 

$77,430,000 and the State Income Disparity Grant declines by $8,985,700, as a result of 

adjustments made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020.) 

Transfer and Recordation Taxes 

Decrease revenue by $13,236,200 to reflect revised projections due to a decline in home 

purchases and refinance activity, as a result of adjustments made by the County Executive on 

April 20, 2020. 

Other Local Taxes 

Decrease revenue by $8,462,900 to reflect revised projections based on current collections 

and the estimated fiscal impact of the global pandemic. (Admission and Amusement Taxes 

decrease $5,648,500 and Hotel and Motel Taxes decrease $2,814,400, as a result of adjustments 

made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020.) 

Licenses and Permits 

Decrease revenue by $16,704,200 to reflect revised projections as a result of adjustments 

made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020. (Permit and license collections decline 

$1,934,500 based on current collections. Gaming revenues decrease $14,769,700 based on 

current collections and the estimated fiscal impact of MGM remaining closed through the first 

quarter of FY 2021. No VLT fimding will be collected due to the hold harmless clause.) 

Use of Money and Property 

Decrease revenue by $9,803,100 for Interest Income to reflect revised projections based on 

current collections and the estimated fiscal impact of the global pandemic, as a result of 

adjustments made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

Intergovernmental Revenues 

Increase revenue by $4,284,500 as a result of a decrease in vaiious State grant programs 

($5,715,500) and an increase in the Federal FEMA reimbursement category related to the 

7 
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1 COVID-19 response ($10,000,000), as a result of adjustments made by the County Executive on 

2 April 20, 2020. 

3 Miscellaneous 

4 Decrease revenue by$ 3,651,000 as a result of a decline in fines and forfeitures collections 

5 related to the automated speed programs as well as a decline in parking revenues, as a result of 

6 adjustments made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

7 Other Financing Sources 

8 Increase revenue by $30,000,000 to reflect an increase in the use of fund balance based on 

9 the estimated fiscal impact of the global pandemic, as a result of adjustments made by the 

l O County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

11 Outside Aid- Board of Education 

12 Increase revenue by $273,500 due to an increase in State Aid based on the approved State 

13 budget. 

14 Outside Aid-Community College 

15 Increase revenue by $2,341,300 due to an increase in State Aid based on the approved 

16 State budget. 

17 SUBTOTAL GENERAL FUNDS-($101,373,800) 

18 INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS 

19 Information Technology Internal Service Fund 

20 Decrease revenue by $750,000 in the Information Technology Internal Service Fund as a 

21 result of a decrease in the transfer from the General Fund, based on adjustments made by the 

22 County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

23 Fleet Management Internal Service Fund 

24 Decrease revenue by $213,800 in the Fleet Management Internal Service Fund as a result 

25 of a decrease in the use of fund balance, based on adjustments made by the County Executive on 

26 April 20, 2020. 

27 SUBTOTAL INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS-($963,800) 

28 ENTERPRISE FUNDS 

29 Solid Waste Enterprise Fund 

30 Decrease revenue by $279,300 in the Solid Waste Enterprise Fund as a result of a decrease 

31 in the use of fund balance, based on adjustments made by the County Executive on April 20, 

8 
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1 2020. 

2 Stormwater Management Enterprise Fund 

3 Decrease revenue by $456,200 in the Stormwater Management Enterprise Fund as a result 

4 of a decrease in the use of fund balance, based on adjustments made by the County Executive on 

5 April 20, 2020. 

6 Local Watershed Protection and Restoration Enterprise Fund 

7 Decrease revenue by $32,300 in the Local Watershed Protection and Restoration 

8 Enterprise Fund as a result of a decrease in the use of fund balance, based on adjustments made 

9 by the County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

10 SUBTOTAL ENTERPRISE FUNDS-($767,800) 

11 SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS 

12 Housing Investment Trust Fund 

13 Decrease revenue by $4,000,000 as a result of a decrease in the transfer from the General 

14 Fund, based on adjustments made by the County Executive on April 20, 2020. 

15 SUBTOTAL SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS - ($4,000,000) 

16 GRANTS 

17 Net increase in grant revenue by $3,742,200 due to changes to the Office of the State's 

18 Attorney, Police Department, Office of the Sheriff, Health Department, and the Department of 

19 Housing and Community Development, as a result of adjustments made by the County 

20 Executive on May 27, 2020. 

21 SUBTOTAL GRANTS - ($3,742,200) 

22 TOTAL ALL FUNDS - ($103,363,200) 

23 SECTION 9. TRANSFER TAX. Pursuant to Section 10-187(e) of the Prince George's 

24 County Code, all transfer tax revenue collected by Prince George's County in Fiscal Year 2021 

25 shall be used for funding the Instructional Salaries, Instructional Materials and Related Costs, 

26 Special Education, and Fixed Charges Categories of the Board of Education approved Fiscal 

27 Year 2021 Budget. 

28 SECTION 10. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that, notwithstanding the provisions of 

29 Section 10-261 of the Prince George's County Code, the County Executive may identify 

30 vehicles forfeited to the County, which vehicles may be sold with the proceeds thereof 

31 benefiting local charitable organizations. 

9 
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SECTION 11. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that it is the intent of the County Council in 

enacting the Capital Improvement Program pertaining to the Watershed Implementation Plan 

(WIP II) that the following conditions shall attach and apply to the project: 

A. Department of the Environment's present plans require that 22% of the stormwater 

retrofits utilize Environmental Site Design (ESD), pursuant to Chapter 5 of the 2009 

Maryland Stormwater Manual and Subtitle 32 of the County Code, and 78% use 

conventional stormwater management retrofits. 

B. It is the intention of the Council that the County must use these funds to implement 

the proposed BSD first before either performing ESD or conventional retrofits, that 

the Department of the Environment continue to research and develop ways to reduce 

the cost of ESD, initiate and complete an evaluation of the costs and economic 

benefits of the two approaches and provide the Council with a report. 

SECTION 12. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the Fire Chief, the Chief of Police, and 

the Director of Corrections shall provide reports to the County Council within 30 days of the 

end of each month concerning the level of expenditures within the Fire/Emergency Medical 

Services Department, the Police Department, and the Department of Corrections, respectively, 

for overtime compensation, including paid time off in lieu of overtime compensation, and the 

deviation from the amount authorized for the payment of overtime compensation in the adopted 

budget, and that the Director of Management and Budget shall provide a report to the County 

Council not later than January 30, 2021, of the level of expenditures for overtime compensation 

for each agency and department as of December 31, 2020. 

SECTION 13. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the Director of Management and 

Budget and the Director of Finance shall provide reports to the County Executive and the 

County Council within 15 days of the end of each bi-monthly period, beginning on September 

30, 2020, for the months of July and August, concerning the level of revenues received and the 

level of expenditures made or encumbered to determine whether the anticipated level of 

revenues and expenditures that f01med the basis for the adoption of this Annual Budget and 

Appropriation Ordinance are being realized during the course of the fiscal year. 

SECTION 14. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the Director of the Department of 

Public Works and Transportation shall provide a report to the County Executive and the County 

Council by September 30, 2020, concerning the status of the road resurfacing needs in the 

10 
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1 County to assist the County Council in their development of a road resurfacing priority funding 

2 list to be expended as provided in the Curb and Road Rehabilitation 2 (4.66.0002) capital 

3 improvement program project; and such road resurfacing projects shall have a goal of at least 

4 51 % of those related jobs being held by County residents. The Department of Public Works and 

5 Transportation will work with the County Council on identifying projects in the council districts 

6 for the apportioned funds. 

7 SECTION 15. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that there is a General Fund operating 

8 reserve, equal to two percent of the General Fund budget, subject to appropriation only in 

9 accordance with Section 816 of the Charter for Prince George's County, Maryland, to meet a 

10 public emergency, which constitutes a sudden, unexpected or unforeseen condition or 

11 occurrence, creating an imminent hazard to life, health or property and requiring immediate 

12 action. 

13 SECTION 16. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that there is a three-person committee to 

14 assign fund balance in the General Fund consisting of ( 1) the Director of the Office of 

15 Management and Budget, or his or her designee; (2) the Director of Finance of the County, or 

16 his or her designee; and (3) the County Council Administrator, or his or her designee. 

17 SECTION 17. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that if any person holding an office of profit 

18 within the meaning of Article 35 of the Declaration of Rights, Constitution of Maryland, is 

19 appointed to a second office within the meaning of Article 35 of the Declaration of Rights, 

20 Constitution of Maryland, in the opinion of the County Attorney, then no compensation or other 

21 emolument, except expenses incurred in connection with attendance at hearings, meetings, field 

22 trips, and working sessions, shall be paid from any funds appropriated by this budget to that 

23 person for any services in connection with the second office. 

24 SECTION 18. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that, in accordance with Section 815 of the 

25 Charter, the County Executive has submitted a proposed listing of positions for each agency of 

26 the County, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 6, and the County Council has delineated a 

27 proposed listing of positions for the County Council, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 5, 

28 the County Council approves the number of positions contained in Exhibit 5 and Exhibit 6 for 

29 Fiscal Year 2021. 

30 SECTION 19. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that, in accordance with Section 819 of the 

31 County Charter, the County Council has considered and hereby approves certain multi-year 

11 
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contracts for Fiscal Year 2021, attached hereto as Exhibit 7 and incorporated as if set forth fully 

herein, as follows: 

A. Exhibit 7 contains an itemized listing of: 

(1.) Personal service contracts exceeding an aggregate of One Hundred Thousand 

Dollars ($100,000) per contractor and all other multiyear contracts with an aggregate 

of Five Hundred Thousand Dollars ($500,000), the nature of such transactions 

reasonably requires the making of such contracts, by agency, vendor, services, term 

and amount; and 

(2.) Multiyear contracts for which the County Council hereby approves limited 

executory authority for the making of personal service contracts and multi year 

contracts for goods and services anticipated for execution in Fiscal Year 2021; 

authority for such contracts is conditioned upon written submission of vendor, 

contract term, and final contract award amount for each contract by the County 

Executive to the County Council. 

SECTION 20. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that prior to any expenditure of MGM 

National Harbor local impact grant funds for services and improvements consistent with 

infrastructure, facilities, public safety, sanitation, economic and community development, 

including housing, and other public services and improvements, and subsequent to the local 

development council's review, comment and recommendations on the multiyear plan for the 

expenditure of the MGM National Harbor local impact grants for services and improvement, the 

County Executive, pursuant to Section 10-309.2 (b) of the Prince George's County Code, shall 

transmit the multiyear plan to the Council for review and approval by resolution. A published 

notice and a public hearing shall be required prior to adoption of the resolution. 

SECTION 21. BE IT FURTHER ENACTED that the provisions of this Act are hereby 

declared to be severable; and, in the event that any section, subsection, paragraph, 

subparagraph, sentence, clause, phrase, or word of this Act is declared invalid or 

unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall 

not affect the remaining words, phrases, clauses, sentences, subparagraphs, paragraphs, 

subsections, or sections of this Act, since the same would have been enacted without the 

incorporation in this Act of any such invalid or unconstitutional word, phrase, clause, sentence, 

subparagraph, subsection, or section. 

12 
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SECTION 22. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Act shall take effect on July 1, 2020. 

Adopted this 29th day of May, 2020. 

ATTEST: 

Donna J. Brown 
Clerk of the Council 

DATE: ________ _ 

BY: 

BY: 

COUNTY COUNCIL OF PRINCE 
GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 

-------------
Todd M. Turner 
Council Chair 

APPROVED: 

-------------
Angela D. Alsobrooks 
County Executive 

Note: See Exhibits 1, 2, 3, 4, 4A, 4B, 5, 6, and 7. 

13 
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Changes to the Proposed FY 2021 - FY 2026 Capital Improvement Program 

Project Change (in millions) 

BOARD OF,EDUCA110N 
ASBESTOS CEILING TILE Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $1,453 to $2,073 

and 'GO Bonds' from $1,920 to $2,540. Total project cost 
increases from $13,472 to $14,092. 

BURIED FUEL TANK REPLACEMENTS Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $531 to $581 and 
FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $529 to $579. Total 
nroiect cost increases from $12,259 to $12,309. 

CFC CONTROL AND A/C MODERNIZATION Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $1,706 to $106 
and 'GO Bonds' from $667 to $0. Decrease FY 2021, FY 
2022 and FY 2023 'GO Bonds' from $300 to $0. Decrease 
FY 2024 'GO Bonds' from $300 to $267. Total project 
cost decreases from $8,956 to $7,356. 

CHEROKEE LANE ES Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $13,701 to 
$28,101 and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $13,700 
to $28,100. Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $20,306 to 
$22,066 and FY 2021 'GO Bonds' from $663 to $2,423. 
Update Highlights to remove 'No significant highlights for 
this project' and replace with 'The total project cost for 
this project has increased due to escalation in construction 
prices and unforeseen site issues.' Total project cost 
increases from $34,007 to $50,167. 

CODE CORRECTIONS Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $500 to $4,500 
and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $1,432 to $5,432. 
Total oroiect cost increases from $22,641 to $26,641. 

HEALTHY SCHOOLS Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $11,300 to 
$6,462 and 'GO Bonds' from $11,300 to $6,462. Total 
oroiect cost decreases from $65,038 to 60,200. 

KITCHEN AND FOOD SERVICES Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $2,234 to $1,895 
and 'GO Bonds' from $7,719 to $7,380. Total project cost 
decreases from $34,676 to $34,337. 

MAJOR REP AIRS LIFECYCLE REPLACEMENTS Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $12,813 to 
$15,813 and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $24,362 
to $27,362. Total project cost increases from $175,526 to 
$178 526. 

PARKING LOT DRIVEWAYS Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $4,422 to $3,095 
and 'GO Bonds' from $4,362 to $3,035. Total project cost 
decreases from$19,834 to $18,507. 

PLANNING AND DESIGN Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $7,690 to $7,190 
and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $9,800 to $9,300. 
Increase FY 2021 'Plans' from $7,259 to $9,259 and 'GO 
Bonds' from $7,259 to $9,259. Update Highlights to 
include 'FY 2021 funding includes $2 million for planning 
and design for Margaret Brent ES.' Total project cost 
increases from $57,409 to $58,909. 
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PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT PLAY FIELD 
REPLACEMENT 

SECURITY UPGRADES 

SPRINGHILL LAKE ES 

STADIUM UPGRADES 

STEPHEN DECATUR MS 

SYSTEMIC REPLACEMENTS 2 

TULIP GROVE ES REPLACEMENT 

BRANDYWINE ROAD & MD 223 INTERSECTION 
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Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $601 to $696 and 
'GO Bonds' from $1,024 to $1,119. Decrease FY 2021 
'Other' expenditure from $130 to $0 and FY 2021 'Other' 
Funding from $130 to $0. Highlights updated to remove 
mention of FY 2021 VLT funding "FY 2021 'Other' 
funding is from MGM VLT ... at Forest Heights ES". Total 
oroiect cost decreases from $6,280 to $6,245. 
Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $5,268 to $2,078 
and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from $6,132 to $2,942. 
Total oroiect cost decreases from $30,664 to $27,474. 
Add project back to book using information included in the 
FY 2020 Approved Book. Move $500 from Beyond to FY 
2026 ('Plans' and 'GO Bonds') and leave remainder of 
total project costs in Beyond. Total project cost remains 
unchanged from FY 2020 Aonroved Book. 
Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $3,100 to $3,600 
and 'GO Bonds' from $0 to $500. Total project cost 
increases from $22,900 to $23,400. 
Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $5,292 to $5,542 and FY 
2021 'GO Bonds' from $0 to $250. Total project cost 
increases from $20,622 to $20,872. 
Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Other' from $151,737 to 
$139,666 and FY 2020 estimate 'GO Bonds' from 
$176,337 to $164,266. Decrease FY 2021 'Other' 
expenditure from $1,627 to $0 and FY 2021 'Other' 
funding from $1,627 to $0. Increase FY 2021 'Constr' 
from $28,121 to $28,391 and FY 2021 'GO Bonds' from 
$28,121 to $28,391. Highlights updated to remove mention 
of FY 2021 VLT funding "FY 2021 'Other' funding is 
from MGM VLT ... at Fort Foote ES ($398)" and replace 
with "No significant highlights for this project." Total 
proiect cost decreases from $373,979 to $360,551. 
Increase FY 2020 estimate ' Constr' from $414 to $1,614 
and FY 2020 estimate ' GO Bonds' from $13,295 to 
$14,495. Decrease FY 2021 'Constr' from $2,280 to $0 
and FY 2021 'GO Bonds' from $2,280 to $0. Update 
Highlights by removing 'No significant highlights for this 
project' and replacing with ' Construction projected to be 
completed in FY 2021 .' Total project cost decreases from 
$30,604 to $29,524. 

DPW&T ,, 

Decrease FY 202 1 'Other' funding from $3,008 to $0 and 
FY 2022 'Other' funding from $3,007 to $0. Add 'GO 
Bond' funding source with funding of $3,008 in FY 2021 
and $3,007 in FY 2022. Total project cost remains 
unchanged. Update description to include "This 
project is subject to Developer and County Funding. 
Developer participation for an adequacy determination 
requires payment of a pro-rata share toward this project, 
either through a Planning Board resolution or direct 
agreement with the County. The project is currently shown 
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BRANDYWINE ROAD CLUB PRIORITY PROJECTS 

CHURCH ROAD IMPROVEMENTS 

DPW&T FACILITES 

DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTION PROJECTS 

GREENSTREET IMPROVEMENTS 

MARYLAND 210 CORRIDOR TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENTS 

MARYLAND PURPLE LINE 

TRAFFIC CONGESTION IMPROVEMENTS 
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as fully funded in the CIP and is critical to retain funding 
to allow the collection of orivate funds." 
Update description to include "Priority may also be given 
to improvements on MD-5 in Planning Area 85A agreed to 
by the State and County which improve safety at 
intersections with County roadways." 
Increase FY 2021 'Plans' from $0 to $250 and 'GO Bonds' 
from $0 to $250. Update Highlights to remove 'No 
significant highlights for this project' and replace with 'FY 
2021 funding is for the completion of a feasibility study.' 
Total oroiect cost increases from $9,788 to $10,038. 
Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $5,978 to $6,478 and FY 
2021 'GO Bonds' from $6,228 to $6,728. Total project 
cost increases from $21,100 to $21,600. 

Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $3,120 to $6,540, 'GO 
Bonds' from $0 to $3,000 and 'Other' funding from $0 to 
$420. Increase FY 2022 'Constr' from $700 to $3,700 and 
'GO Bonds' from $0 to $3,000. Update Description to add 
"The scope of work incorporates stormwater management 
treatment for legacy impervious areas for MS4/NPDES 
credits." Update Justification to add "Work involves best 
management practices to satisfy the storm.water 
management ordinance" and remove "This project 
facilitates the implementation of those improvements." 
Update Highlights to add "FY 2021 'Other' funding is fee
in-lieu for the Liberty Sports Park project." Total project 
cost increases from $23 493 to $29,913. 
Decrease FY 2021 'Constr' from $10,595 to $10,095 and 
FY 2021 'GO Bonds' funding from $11,550 to $11,050. 
Total oroiect cost decreases from $48,356 to $47,856. 
Decrease FY 2021 'Constr' expenditure from $4,281 to $0 
and FY 2021 'Other' funding from $4,281 to $0. Total 
oroiect cost decreases from $35,504 to $31,223. 
Decrease FY 2021 'Other' from $20,000 to $0 and 'Other' 
funding from $20,000 to $0. Increase FY 2022 'Other' 
from $20,000 to $40,000 and 'Other' funding from $7,125 
to $27,125. Update to Highlights to remove" 'Other' 
fundin12: is PA YGO in FY 2021." 
Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $5,600 to $6,600 and add 
'State' funding of$1,000 in FY 2021; increase FY 2022 
'Constr' from $4,750 to $23,660 and add 'State' funding 
$18,910 in FY 2022; increase FY 2023 'Constr' from $0 to 
$14,107 and add 'State' funding of $14,107 in FY 2023; 
and increase FY 2024 'Constr' from $0 to $5,000 and add 
'State' funding $5,000 in FY 2024 as provided for in last 
year's State budget. Update Highlights to remove " ... with 
Other funding coming from the County". Total project cost 
increases from $30,473 to $69.490. 
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U.S. 301 IMPROVEMENTS 

BADEN PUBLIC LIBRARY 

Page 4 of 42 

Decrease Beyond 6 Years 'Constr' from $24,000 to $0 and 
'Dev' funding from $24,000 to $0. Increase FY 2022 
'Constr' from $0 to $6,318 and 'Dev' funding from $0 to 
$6,318. Increase FY 2023 'Constr' from $0 to $6,318 and 
'Dev' funding from $0 to $6,318. Increase FY 2024 
'Constr' from $0 to $6,318 and 'Dev' funding from $0 to 
$6,318. Increase FY 2025 'Constr' from $0 to $6,318 and 
'Dev' funding from $0 to $6,318. Increase FY 2026 
'Constr' from $0 to $6,318 and 'Dev' funding from $0 to 
$6,318. Update Description to add Queen Court 
intersection, "Associated intersection improvements at Old 
Central A venue, Trade Zone A venue, Leeland Park, 
Village Drive West and Queen Cowt also will be 
undertaken." Total project cost increases from $24,410 to 
$32,000. 

MEMORIAL LIBRARY 
FY 2021 'Constr' decrease from $1,000 to $0 and 'Other' 
funding from $1,000 to $0. FY 2022 'Constr' increase 
from $1,000 to $2,000 and 'Other' funding increase from 
$0 to $1,000. Highlights updated to remove "FY 2021 
'Other' funding is PA YGO" and replace with "Project has 
been delayed by one fiscal year as an impact of COVID-
19 on County revenues." Total project cost remains 
unchamred. 

REDEVELOPMENTAUTHORITY 
' . . . . ., ,. · : .. · ' . .. :.,: ... , •. • , . . . . . ' '. --~•. . .. . . ·'·,~ ··--;, · .. .',:: 

GLENARDEN APARTMENTS REDEVELOPMENT FY 2021 'Constr' decrease from $9,478 to $9,140 and 
'Other' funding from $4,790 to $4,452. FY 2022 'Constr' 
increase from $3,103 to $3,441 and 'Other' funding from 
$7,873 to $8,211. Total project cost remains unchanged. 

HYATTSVILLE FIRE/EMS ST A TION #80 l 

OXON HILL FIRE/EMS STATION 

SHADY GLEN FIRE/EMS STATION 

FIRE 
Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Constr ' from $8,367 to 
$6,867; Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $4,530 to $6,030. 
Total nroiect cost remains unchanged. 
Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $2,202 to 
$1,202; Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $2,176 to $3,176. 
Total oroiect cost remains unchanged. 
Decrease FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $6,318 to 
$5,818; Increase FY 2021 'Constr' from $4,693 to $5,193. 
Total project cost remains unchanged. 
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CENTRAL SERVICES 
COUNTY BUILDING RENOVATIONS II Decrease FY 2021 'Plans' from $100 to $0 and ' Other' 

funding from $ 100 to $0. In the Highlights section remove 
the following language "and multi-cultural center 
feasibility study. The Multicultural Center would also hold 
events that promote inclusivity in a safe and welcoming 
environment." Total project cost decreases from $164,416 
to $164,316. 

DRIVER TRAINING FACILITY & GUN RANGE Increase FY 2020 estimate 'Constr' from $18,394 to 
$21,394 and FY 2020 'GO Bonds' from $6,003 to $9,003; 
Decrease FY 2021 'Constr' from $18,292 to $15,292 and 
'GO Bonds' from $18,754 to $15,754. Total project cost 
remains unchanged. 

POLICE 

DISTRICT V STATION Increase FY 2024 ' Plans' from $0 to $250. Decrease FY 
2025 'Plans' from $700 to $450. Total project cost remains 
unchanged. 

NATIONAL HARBOR PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING Decrease FY 2021 'Constr' from $3,000 to $1,000 and FY 
2021 'Other' Funding from $2,000 to $0. Increase FY 
2022 'Constr' from $0 to $2,000 and FY 2022 'Other' 
funding from $0 to $2,000. Highlights updated to remove 
"Construction continues in FY 2021" and replace with 
"Project has been delayed by one fiscal year as an impact 
of COVID-19 on County revenues." Total project cost 
remains unchanged. 

ST01™WA 'l'EJi1\IANAGEMENT •· .. 
BEAR BRANCH SUB-WATERSHED Increase FY 2022 'Constr' from $0 to $1,400, 'Other' 

from $0 to $150 and FY 2022 'SW Bonds' funding from 
$0 to $1,550. Total project cost increases from $4,197 to 
$5,747. 

FLOOD PROTECTION AND DRAINAGE Increase FY 2021 ' Other' from $1,045 to $1,145 and 'SW 
IMPROVEMENT Bonds ' from $9,507 to $9,607. Total project cost increases 

from $104,557 to $104,657. 
M-NCPPC -

Exhibit4A Changes to Prior Approved Projects 

Exhibit 4B Adjustments to the Proposed FY 2021 - FY 2026 
Caoital Improvement Program 
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Exhibit 12.a. 

CIP Page for Project No. 
3.50.0002 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Description: This project consists of a newly constructed 

police station to upgrade and relocate the existing district 

station on Brandywine Rd In Clinton. District V serves 167 

square miles. The new station will be located along the 

southern portion of Route 301 corridor an.d will be 

approximately 18,000 square feet and contain sufficient 

space for both police and administrative functions. 

Justification: The existing District V station was built iil 1964 

and needs to be upgraded to accommodate the required 

staffing: 

Highlights: No significant highlights for this project. 

Enabling Leglslatlon:CB-32-2018 

QJMULATIV~ APPROPRIATION (~OO'S) 
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Exhibit 13 

Memorandum from the Chief 
Information Officer to the 

Chief of Police 
(Dated August 8, 2019) 
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Prince George's County Police Department 
Information Technology Division 

TO: Chief of Police 

FR: Chief Information Officer 

RE: Response time analysis 

I DATE: August 8, 2019 

There are many different ways for police departments to track and gauge their effectiveness towards serving their communities. One of the methodologies often used centers on response times and the time it takes for an officer to arrive and assist a person in need of our services. The concept of response time can mean different things to different groups. As an example, a citizen begins to measure the time from when they called 911 and the time an officer arrives. Whereas, a police department may be concerned with the time it takes an officer to drive to a location only after being dispatched. Both are valid, but clarification needs to be applied before any empirical analysis is completed. 

The Information Technology Division (ITD), Joint Analysis & Information Center (JAIC) is tasked with extracting the necessary data and preparing response time studies for our department (PGPD). Many years ago it was difficult to calculate and produce accurate results, because the availability of source data was limited within legacy systems. However, the implementation of a new Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) system in 2016 provided us with a much more accurate capability of tracking times and answering response time questions. Response time~ are now routinely produced for District crime meetings, budget hearings, etc. 

A few partner agencies that have been particularly interested in PGPD respons~ times are the Maryland National Capital Park & Planning Commission's Countywide Planning Board, the County Office of Audits and Investigations, and the Office of Management and Budget. Their concern is based on enacted legislation contained within the County Code. Section 24-122 (Adequacy of public facilities) is over ten years old and in summary it states that when a subdivision case goes before the Planning Board. Police response times must be presented to show conformance with the Subdivision Ordinance of the County Code. Section 24-122.0 l further delineates the threshold for response times, stating "A statement by the Police Chief that the rolling twelve-month average, adjusted monthly, for response 
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times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is a maximum of twenty-five (25) minutes total for non-emergency calls and a ma;i<.imum of ten ( 10) minutes total for emergency calls for service." 
In the majority of instances these monthly averages do not pose any issues for most of our Police Districts. Unfortunately, we have noticed that two Districts, District V and VII routinely have average response times greater than the allotted maximums. Each month JAIC produces a current month versus previous month comparison sheet. That sheet depi<;:ts the average total response time, as well as the averages for priority and non-priority calls for service. In addition, it provides any changes (depicted in red for increase and green for decrease) and highlights (in yellow) anything over the allotted maximum time. 

Time+/- July June Time+/- June May Countywide All O:p 11:50 12:02 0:12 12:02 1?:14 Non-Priority 0:06 12:41 12:47 0:18 12:47 13:05 Priority 0:33 8:55 9:28 0:10 9:28 9:18 District I All 0:21 10:21 10:42 0:54 10:42 11:36 Non-Priority 0:07 11:21 11:28 1:03 11:28 12:31 Priority 0:44 7:19 8:03 0:26 8:03 8:29 District II All 0:11 12:29 12:18 0:35 12:18 12:53 Non-Priority 0:56 13:11 12:55 0:48 12:55 13:43 Priority 0:15 9:53' 10:08 0:13 10:08 9:55 District Ill All 0:02 10:58 11:00 0:01 11:00 10:59 Non-Priority 0:13 11:36 11:49 0:05 11:49 11:44 Priority 0:41 8:18 7:37 0:21 7:37 7:58 District IV All 0:03 11:35 11:38 0:02 11:38 11:36 Non-Priority 0:16 12:40 12:24 0:09 12:24 12:33 Priority 0:59 8:28 9:27 0:39 9:27 8:48 
District V All 1:18 15:02 16:20 0:35 16:20 16:55 Non-Priority 1:22 15:49 17:11 0:36 17:11 17:47 Priority 1:18 12:13 13:31 0:15 13:31 13:46 District VI All 0:10 11:36 11:46 0:55 11:46 10:51 Non-Priority 0:05 12:25 12:30 0:53 12:30 11:37 Priority 0:02 8:55 8:57 0:24 8:57 8:33 District VII All 1:02 14:32 15:34 1:18 15:34 14:16 Non-Priority 1:28 15:04 16:32 1:26 16:32 15:06 Priority 0:08 12:51 12:43 1:03 12:43 11:40 

In an effort to further analyze the data I conducted a more detailed examination. To provide a larger data set the source data utilized was modified from January through July 2019 to instead focus on July 2018 through June 2019. The reason for this larger time is that it factors in things like weather conditions, which can negatively effect response times. Also, rather than focus on Police Districts I subdivided all of the data and analyzed times based on Police Sectors, presuming smaUer areas may show more accurate times. The final issue examined was staffing levels within the various Districts and 
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correlations between the estimated personnel complement, total numbers of calls for service and geographical land area. 

-In order to stabilize the dataset a decision was made to focus on officer response time, which was calculated by determining the time lapse between the time an officer was dispatched to a location and the time they arrived on scene. If either of those times were unknown that call record was removed from the dataset. A total of 192,994 calls for service had all of the necessary data elements are were used to determine the following information. 

Average Total Response Times are defined as the total of all calls for.service and were determined to be as shown below. 

PGC 
Total 
12:02 

A 
Sect 

10:40 

16:48 

14:24 

D:OO 

9:36 

7:12 

4:46 

2:24 

0;00 

B C D E F G H J K Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 11:42 11:46 11:39 13:40 15:37 10:38 11:04 10:34 I 1:54 

Average Total Response Times 

1 

• PG<. fN.il A Sectc,r B Sector C S"!ctor ■ r> Sac!or E Sectc,r 
■ F ,.-r.tor • G Sector • H ~r.tor J SI'!<. tor ■ K Sector • W Sector 

w 
Sect 

14:32 

Average Priority Response Times are defined as calls for service with an associated response classification of O or 1, necessitating an immediate action and were determined to be as shown below. 

PGC A B C D E F G H J K w Total Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 9:27 7:59 8:49 9: 17 9:24 10:52 13:07 8:10 8:10 8:16 9:23 11:59 
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l] ,r)IJ 

7:17 

4:48 

2:24 

0:00 

Average Priority Response Times 

1 

■ PG(. Toti.I A Sactc,r l\l B '.lector C SP.ctor ■ D ~ctor ■ E Sector 

Average Non-Priority Response Times are defined as calls for service with an associated response classification of greater than 1, indicating permissible action to hold the call for a short time and were determined to be as shown below. 

PGC 
Total 
12:51 

A 
Sect 
11:30 

t'::1:12 

16:48 

14:24 

12:00 

9:36 

7:12 
4:4S 

l :24 

B C D E F G Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 
12;32 12:34 12:20 14:30 16:23 11: 15 

Average Non-Priority Response Times 

H J K w 
Sect Sect Sect Sect 

11:53 11:24 12;49 15:27 

In all of the above analyses, F Sector consistently had the longest response times, followed by W Sector and E Sector. 
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It is worth noting that along with environmental factors, such as weather conditions and road construction, two factors also having an impact are staffing levels and the geographical size of the service area or Sector. An ex.amination of the average personnel complement within each of the Sectors reveals the following: 

A 
Sect 
87 

ltli 

70 

6{) 

5() 

4!) 

;ll) 

20 

to 
(j 

B C D E F G H J 
Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 
87 71 69 69 79 92 92 73 

Average Staffing Levels 

r, 1-\ D F r:, t-1 K W '>fd1:o, '!-f-r:to1 Sf'Ct-:>r '>HtrJr ,;::::ror <;~our Ser.wr Si:•ctOI • Sr,ctor Sector Sr?ctor 

K w 
Sect Sect 
73 53 

It should be noted the personnel numbers are in no way exact. Districts commonly report total staffing levels on a monthly basis and in no cases are those separated out to a Sector level. Districts with two Sectors were simply divided evenly in half. Staffing levels are included to demonstrate that while some areas, like B Sector, have more personnel and lower response times other areas, like J Sector, have fewer personnel and have lower response times than areas like B Sector. This seems to prove the point that staffing levels alone are not an indicator of response times. 

A final part that was examined focused on possible distances that must be travelled in order to arrive at locations. An analysis was done based upon each Sector's geographical information system (GIS) shapefile. Using GIS data, the total square mileage was calculated and are as follows: 

A B C D E F G H J K w Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 12.06 23.94 39.37 54.35 76.49 151.70 15.30 18.04 13.98 23.33 56.74 
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Square Mileage by Sectors 
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Traveling distance may provide the most accurate correlating evidence when seeking to address response times. The above data clearly shows that officers working in F Sector routinely drive much further than officers working in other Sectors, thus meaning a longer time to arrive after being dispatched. It is also worth noting that the next two largest areas, W and E Sectors, also have the second and third longest response times in all three previously mentioned categories. 

In conclusion two prevailing poinls surface. The first is that in order to decrease response times the largest single factor, after adding more officers to the areas, is to locate the officers centrally within their respective Sectors and/or creating smaller Sectors so they are "closer to the calls". The second is that County Code Section 24- l 22 is antiquated and should be updated with a more accurate gauge of response times, possibly broken down by Sector as opposed to Countywide. 
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County Code: 

County Code. Section 24-122 (Adequacy of public facilities) is over ten years old and in summary it states that when a subdivision case goes before the Planning Board, Police response times must be presented to show conformance with the Subdivision Ordinance of the County Code. 

Section 24-122.01 further delineates the threshold for response times, stating "A statement by the Police Chief that the rolling twelve-month average, adjusted monthly, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for subdivision is a maximum of twenty-five {25) minutes total for non-emkrgency calls and a maximum of ten (10) minutes total for emergency calls for service." 

Response Times: 

Average Priority Response Times are defined as calls for service with an associated response classification of O or 1, necessitating an immediate action and were determined to be as shown below. These t imes are the 12-month average from July 2018 through June 2019. 

PGC A B C D F G H J K Total Sect Sect Sect Sect .-,,:-t Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect S.:: --9:27 7:59 8:49 9;17 9:24 ).~ 13:07 8:10 8:10 8:16 9:23 j } :: ~ 

Average Non-Priority Response Times are defined as calls for service with an associated response classification of greater than 1, indicating permissible action to hold the call for a short time and were determined to be as shown below. These times are the 12-month average from July 2018 through June 2019. 

PGC A B C D E F G H J K w Total 
Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 

12:51 11:30 12:32 12:34 12:20 14:30 16:23 11:15 11:53 11:24 12:49 15:27 
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An analysis was done based upon each Sector's geographical information system (GIS} 
shapefile. Using GIS data, the total square mileage was calculated and are as follows: 

A B C D E F G H J K w 
Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect Sect 

12.06 23.94 39.37 54.35 76.49 151.70 15.30 18.04 13.98 23.33 56.74 

Results: 

1. All sectors pass the required response time test for non-priority calls for police service. 
2. Three of the eleven sectors fail the response time test. Two of the three failing sectors 

do not exceed the 20% threshold. In these two sectors, a per-dwelling fee can ~e paid Jo 
continue with development. 

3. One of the eleven sectors fails the response time test by 30% and therefore cannot be 
mitigated. 

Proposed Options: 

1. Amend CB-56-2005 to allow for a longer priority response time or amend CB-50-2005 so 
that all applications can be mitigated. 

2. Amend CB-56-2005 to provide a tiered response time threshold based on the 
geographical size of the police sector. 

• Sectors with 50 square miles or less will have a priority response threshold of 10 
minutes. (Sectors A, B, C, G, H, J, K} 

• Sectors with between 50 and 75 square miles will have a priority response 
threshold of 11 minutes. (Sectors D, W) 

• Sectors with more than 75 square miles will have a priority response threshold of 
12 minutes. (Sectors E, F) 

• All Sectors will be given a response time variance period of+/- 10% to account 
for environmental factors such as weather events and traffic conditions. 

3. Amend CB-56-2005 to establish an acceptable priority response threshold specific to 
each sector, with response time variance period of+/- 10% to account for 
environmental factors such as weather events and t raffic conditions. 
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Recommendations: 

1. In the tiered system, the intent is to move to a long-term solution by reducing sector 

size. Funding the project to build the new District V station on land that was procured in 

2015 would accomplish this. By completing this project, the boundaries of sectors E, F 

and W can be realigned to equally distribute geography and workload. 

2. All further funds obtained through mitigation fees· as established in CB-56-2005 should 

be placed into the budget specifically for the construction, renovation and 
modernization of Police Department facilities. 
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Prince George's County Police Department 

July 2019 Response Times 

Officer Response Time in Minutes (On-scene Time - Dispatch Time) 

Countywlde Number of Calls Response Time Frank Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 27,848* 6:21 All Calls 1,898 

Non-Priority calls 23,889 6:04 Non-Priority Calls 1,546 

Priority Calls 3,959 8:15 Priority calls 352 

Adam Sector Number of calls Response Time George Sector l\l~mber of Calls 

All Calls 2,566 6:28 All Calls 2,825 

Non-Priority Calls 2,061 6:21 Non-Priority Calls 2,530 

Priority Calls 505 6:56 Priority Calls 295 

Baker Sector Number of Calls Response Time Henry Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,760 5:46 All Calls 4,290 

Non-Priority Calls 2,386 5:34 Non-Priority Calls 3,873 

Priority Calls 374 7:05 Priority Calls 417 

Charlie Sector Number of Calls Response Time John Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,008 6:58 All Calls 2,584 

Non-Priority Calls 1,685 6:39 Non-Priority Calls 2,204 

Priority Calls 323 8:34 Priority Calls 380 

C:,avid Sector Number of Calls Response Time King Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,177 6:22 All Calls 2,632 

Non-Priority Calls 1,888 6:01 Non-Priority Calls 2,147 

Priority Calls 289 8:35 Priority calls 485 

~dward Sector Number of Calls Response Time William Sector Numl>er of .Calls 

All Calls 2,644 7:06 All Calls 1,371 

Non-Priority Calls 2,294 6:39 Non-Priority Calls 1,198 

Priority calls 350 10:00 Priority Calls 173 

*Due to CAD errors there is a difference of 93 totals calls between Countywide and the Sectors 
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Countywide 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

Adam Sector 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

Baker Sector 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

Charlie Sector 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

David Sector 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

Edward Sector 
All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 
Priority Calls 

Prince George's County Police Department 
August 2019 Response Times 

Officer Response Time in Minutes (On-scene Time - Dispatch Time) 

Number of Calls Response Time Frank Sector Number of Calls 
27,289* 6:24 All Calls 2,150 
23,428 6;04 Non-Priority Calls 1,783 
3,861 8 :23 Priority Calls 367 

Number of Calls Response Time George Sector Number of Calls 
2,619 6:00 All Calls 2,476 
2,152 5:47 Non-Priority Calls 2,179 
467 6:56 Priority Calls 297 

Number of Calls Response Time Henry Sector Number of Calls 
2,930 6;03 All Calls 3,782 
2,554 5.42 Non-Priority Calls 3,336 
376 

l 
8;23 Priority Calls 446 

Number of Calls Response Time John Sector Number of Calls 
2,027 6:51 All Calls 2,736 
1,725 6:25 Non-Priority Calls 2,357 
302 9·22 Priority Calls 379 

Number of Calls Response Time King Sector Number of Calls 
1,946 6:46 All Cal ls 2,696 
1,687 6:20 Non-Priority Calls 2,239 
259 9 :29 Priority Calls 457 

Number of Calls Response Time William Sector Number of Calls 
2,561 7:14 All Calls 1,265 
2,199 6;55 Non-Priority Calls 1,130 
362 9:13 Priority Calls 135 

•Due to CAO errors there is a difference of 101 totals calls between Countywlde and the Sectors. 
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Prince George's County Police Department 

September 2019 Response Times 

Officer Response Time in Minutes (On-scene Time - Dispatch Time) 

Countywide Number of Calls Response Time Frank Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 26,721 • 6:41 All Calls 2,121 

Non-Priority Calls 23,008 6:21 Non-Priority Calls 1,815 

Priority Calls 3,713 8:45 Priority Calls 306 

Ad.~m Sector Number of calls Response Time George Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,403 6:56 All Calls 2,415 

Non-Priority Calls 1,948 6:45 Non-Priority Calls 2,167 

Priority Calls 455 7:42 Priority Calls 248 

Baker Sector Number of Calls Response Time Hei;irv Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,911 6:58 All Calls 3,467 

Non-Priority Calls 2,516 6:37 Non-Priority Calls 3,038 

Priority Calls 395 9:06 Priority Calls 429 

Charlie Sector Number of Calls Response Time John Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,214 6:11 All Calls 2,741 

Non-Priority Calls 1,924 5:44 Non-Priority Calls 2,366 

Priority Calls 290 9:07 Priority Calls 375 

David Sector Number of Calls Response Time King Sector · Number of Calls 

All Calls 1,781 7:02 All Calls 2,839 

Non-Priority Calls 1,516 6:51 Non-Priority Calls 2,397 

Priority Calls 265 8:09 Priority Calls 442 

Edward Sector Number of Calls Response Time Viillia'11 Sector Number of Calls 

All Calls 2,571 7:14 All Calls 1,252 

Non-Priority Calls 2,217 6:45 Non-Priority Calls 1,099 

Priority Calls 354 10:15 Priority Calls 153 

*Due to CAD errors there is a difference of 6 totals calls between Countywide and the Sectors. 
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Countywide 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

Adam Sector 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

Baker Sector 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

Charlie Sector 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

David Sector 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

i;d_\Vard Sector 

All Calls 

Non-Priority Calls 

Priority Calls 

Prince George's County Police Department 

October 2019 Response Times 

Officer Response Time in Minutes {On-scene Time - Dispatch Time) 

Number of Calls Response Time Frank Sector Number of Calls 

27,419* 6:45 All Calls 2,190 

23,401 6:25 Non-Priority Calls 1,851 

4,018 8:43 Priority Calls 339 

Number of Calls Response Time George Sector Number of Calls 

2,370 7:21 All Calls 2,471 

1,855 7:19 Non-Priority Calls 2,178 

515 7:30 Priority Calls 293 

Number of Calls Response Time Henry,Sector Number of Calls 

2,758 6:58 All Calls 3,675 

2,355 6:49 Non-Priority Calls 3,217 

403 7:53 Priority Calls 458 

Number of Calls Response Time John Sector Number of Calls 

2,170 6:51 All Calls 2,769 

1,861 6:31 Non-Priority Calls 2,386 

309 8:51 Priority Calls 383 

Number of Calls Response Time King Sector Number of Calls 

2,253 6:34 All Calls 2,985 

1,966 6:20 Non-Priority Calls 2,499 

287 8:09 Priority Calls 486 

Number of tails Response Tim~ WiUi~m Se~or Number of Calls 

2,298 8:15 All Calls 1,321 

1,927 7:50 Non-Priority Calls 1,166 

371 10:25 Priority Calls 155 

*Due to CAO errors there is a difference of 159 totals calls between Countywlde and the Sectors. 
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Police District and Councilmanic 
District Boundaries 
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Exhibit 14 

Letter from Stan Brown, Esq, 
People's Zoning Counsel 

(Dated June 8, 2020) 
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IIJtan 
Merwin 

mrown 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Stan Brown, Esq. 

Stan Derwin Brown Law Office, LLC 
1300 Caraway Court, Suite 101 • Largo, Maryland.20774-5462 

Telephone: 301.883;8888 • Fax: 301.883.8606 
Website: StanBrown.law & CrimeVictim.law 

E-mail: attorney@StanBrown.net 
litonscd i11 Maryland & W.1,,h/111:1011,.D.C. 

June 8, 2020 

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esq. 
McNamee Hosea 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 200 
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 

Re: Timothy Branch, SDP-1701-03 and SDP-1701-04 

You have requested that I review the two above-noted Specific Design Plan 

(SOP) applications, files and Technical Staff Reports in my capacity as People's Zoning 

Counsel as authorized by Zoning Ordinance section 27-139.02. The two noted SDPs 

may be appealed to the District Council so I have reviewed the SDPs to provide 

"technical assistance and education to the public," I am not acting and cannot act as a 

personal attorney for any party. 

The police response time test provided in Subdivision Ordinance Section 24-

122.01 (e)(1)(D) requires the Police Chief to provide the "rolling twelve-month average, 

adjusted monthly, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for 

subdivision." I opine that there is absolutely no authority in the Zoning Ordinance, 

Subtitle 27, let alone in Section 27-528(a)(2), that requires the Police Chief to send 

response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for a Specific Design 

Plan. Consequently, there is no authority granted to the Planning Board in reviewing an 

application for a Specific Design Plan to utilize police response times since the reporting 

of that data is strictly limited to property proposed for subdivision (i.e., property that is 

the subject of a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision). 

Moreover, the Subdivision Ordinance, Section 24-122.01(e)(2) authorizes the 

Planning Board to deny a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision if the required statement by 

the Police Chief regarding response times (required by Subdivision Ordinance Section 

24-122.01 (e)(1 )(D)) fails to meet the criteria unless a mitigation plan/agreement is 

entered into by the applicant and the County. Specifically, that section unambiguously 

provides: 

"If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that 

meet the criteria specified in this Section on the date the application is 

Page 1 of 3 
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accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) monthly 

cycles of response time reports, then the Planning Board may not approve 

the preliminary plan until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the 
County is enteredinto and filed with the Planning Board.,, 

The mitigation that may be imposed to address a failing police response time test 

is limited to the Planning Board's review and approval of Preliminary Plans of 

Subdivision only. There is absolutely no authorizing language in Subdivision Ordinance 

Section 24-122.01(e)(2) that allows the Planning Board to impose a mitigation 

agreement for the police response times at the time of Specific Design Plan (or any 

other application under the Zoning Ordinance, Subtitle 27, for that matter). Staff's 

recommendations to impose mitigation in SDP-1701-03 and SDP-1701-04 are contrary 

to law and may subject the Planning Board decision to an appeal based on an error of 

law. 

The plain language of Subdivision Ordinance Section 24-122.01 (e)(2) makes it 

unambiguous that the police response time test can only be conducted "on the date the 

application is accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) monthly 

cycles," and if the test fails, the "Planning Board may not approve the preliminary plan 

until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into and filed 

with the Planning Board." Further, the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 

Facilities: Public Safety infrastructure," defines "Subdivision" as a "preliminary plan of 

subdivision;" and requires the "Mitigation Plan" to "be made a part of the application and 

record for the preliminary plan[,]" and be ''filed with the Planning Board to allow for the 

approval of the applicant's preliminary plan ... . " Thus, Subdivision Ordinance 

Section 24-122:01(e)(2) and the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 

Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure indicate that the applicability of the police 

response time test is limited to an "application" for a "preliminary plan of subdivision'' 

only. 

Despite this, on page 13 of the Technical Staff Report for SOP-1701-03 and on 

page 11 of the Technical Staff Report for SDP-1701-04, Staffs recommended finding 

for Section 27-528(a)(2) incorrectly relies upon the acceptance date of SDP-1701-03 

and SDP-1701-04, respectively, to trigger the police response time test in this pending 

matter. Specifically, Staff states: 

"The response time standards established by Section 24-122.01(e) of the Prince 

George's County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for emergency calls 

(priority) and 25 minutes fornon-emergency calls (non-priority). The test is 

applied on the date the application is accepted, or within the three monthly cycles 

following acceptance, pursuant to Section 24-122. 01 (e)(2). The specified criteria 

must be met in one of the four cycles or mitigation will be required. The times are 

based on a rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The SDP was accepted 

for processing by the Planning Department on April 6, 2020. The response 

time standards of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance, and the 

Stan Brown, Esq. 
Stan Derwin Brown Law Office; LLC 

1300 Caraway Court • Suite 101 ·• Largo, Maryland 2077 4-5462 
Telephone: 301.883.8888 . • Fax: 301 .883.8606 

Website: StanBrown.law 
E-mail: attorney@StanBrown.net 

Page 2 of 3 
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following May cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority calls." (TSR at p. 

13 forSDP-1701-03 and TSR at p. 11 fotSDP-1701-04). 

I opine that the Techrifcal Staff's conclusion is erroneous and contrary to 

law. Staff's utilization of the police response time test at the time of SOP application is 

improper as no provision of law allows for the triggering ofthe police response time test 

at the time .of acceptance of a Specific Design Plan application. Thus, any Planning 

Board decision or resolution based on the erroneous application of the police response 

time test referenced in Zoning Ordinance Section 27-528 may subject such 

administrative action to an appeal based on illegality or error of law. 

Sin~~-

Stan Brown 
People's Zoning Counsel 

Stanmown, Esq. 
Stan Derwin Brown Law Office, LLC 

1300 Caraway Court • Sui.le 101 • Largo, Maryland 20774-5462 
Telephone: 301.883.8888 • Fax:. 301 .883.8606 

Website: ·Stan Brown.law 
E-mail: attomey@StanBrown.net 

Page 3 of 3 
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Exhibit 15 

Map of Police District V 
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ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Stan Brown, Esq. 

Stan Derwin Brown Law Office, LLC 
1300 Caraway Court, Suite 101 • Largo, Maryland 20774-5462 

Telephone: 301.883.8888 • Fax: 301.883.8606 
Website: StanBrown.law & CrimeVictim.law 

E-mail: attorney@StanBrown.net 
licc11.<cd i11 Mary/1111d & \\'a.rlti11}ilo11, D.C. 

June 8, 2020 

Matthew C. Tedesco, Esq. 
McNamee Hosea 
6411 Ivy Lane, Suite 200 
Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 

Re: Timothy Branch, SDP-1701-03 and SDP-1701-04 

You have requested that I review the two above-noted Specific Design Plan 
(SOP) applications, files and Technical Staff Reports in my capacity as People's Zoning 
Counsel as authorized by Zoning Ordinance section 27-139.02. The two noted SDPs 
may be appealed to the District Council so I have reviewed the SDPs to provide 
"technical assistance and education to the public," I am not acting and cannot act as a 
personal attorney for any party. 

The police response time test provided in Subdivision Ordinance Section 24-
122.01 (e)(1 )(0) requires the Police Chief to provide the "rolling twelve-month average, 
adjusted monthly, for response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for 
subdivision ." I opine that there is absolutely no authority in the Zoning Ordinance, 
Subtitle 27, let alone in Section 27-528(a)(2), that requires the Police Chief to send 
response times in the vicinity of the property proposed for a Specific Design 
Plan. Consequently, there is no authority granted to the Planning Board in reviewing an 
application for a Specific Design Plan to utilize police response times since the reporting 
of that data is strictly limited to property proposed for subdivision (i.e., property that is 
the subject of a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision). 

Moreover, the Subdivision Ordinance, Section 24-122.01(e)(2) authorizes the 
Planning Board to deny a Preliminary Plan of Subdivision if the required statement by 
the Police Chief regarding response times (required by Subdivision Ordinance Section 
24-122.01 (e)(1)(0)) fails to meet the criteria unless a mitigation plan/agreement is 
entered into by the applicant and the County. Specifically, that section unambiguously 
provides: 

"If any of the required statements in this Subsection are not provided that 
meet the criteria specified in this Section on the date the application is 

Page 1 of 3 
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accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) monthly 
cycles of response time reports, then the Planning Board may not approve 
the preliminary plan until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the 
County is entered into and filed with the Planning Board. 11 

The mitigation that may be imposed to address a failing police response time test 

is limited to the Planning Board's review and approval of Preliminary Plans of 

Subdivision only. There is absolutely no authorizing language in Subdivision Ordinance 

Section 24-122.01(e)(2) that allows the Planning Board to impose a mitigation 

agreement for the police response times at the time of Specific Design Plan (or any 

other application under the Zoning Ordinance, Subtitle 27, for that matter). Staff's 

recommendations to impose mitigation in SDP-1701-03 and SDP-1701-04 are contrary 

to law and may subject the Planning Board decision to an appeal based on an error of 

law. 

The plain language of Subdivision Ordinance Section 24-122.01(e)(2) makes it 

unambiguous that the police response time test can only be conducted "on the date the 

application is accepted by the Planning Board or within the following three (3) monthly 

cycles, 11 and if the test fails, the "Planning Board may not approve the preliminary plan 

until a mitigation plan between the applicant and the County is entered into and filed 

with the Planning Board." Further, the "Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 

Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure," defines "Subdivision" as a "preliminary plan of 

subdivision;" and requires the "Mitigation Plan" to "be made a part of the application and 

record for the preliminary plan[,]" and be "filed with the Planning Board to allow for the 

approval of the applicant's preliminary plan .... 11 Thus, Subdivision Ordinance 

Section 24-122.01(e)(2) and the Guidelines for the Mitigation of Adequate Public 

Facilities: Public Safety Infrastructure indicate that the applicability of the police 

response time test is limited to an "application" for a "preliminary plan of subdivision,, 

only. 

Despite this, on page 13 of the Technical Staff Report for SDP-1701-03 and on 

page 11 of the Technical Staff Report for SDP-1701-04, Staffs recommended finding 

for Section 27-528(a)(2) incorrectly relies upon the acceptance date of SDP-1701-03 

and SDP-1701-04, respectively, to trigger the police response time test in this pending 

matter. Specifically, Staff states: 

"The response time standards established by Section 24-122.01(e) of the Prince 

George's County Subdivision Regulations is 10 minutes for emergency calls 

(priority) and 25 minutes for non-emergency calls (non-priority). The test is 
applied on the date the application is accepted, or within the three monthly cycles 
following acceptance, pursuant to Section 24-122.01(e)(2). The specified criteria 

must be met in one of the four cycles or mitigation will be required. The times are 

based on a rolling average for the preceding 12 months. The SDP was accepted 
for processing by the Planning Department on April 6, 2020. The response 

time standards of 10 minutes for priority calls failed at acceptance, and the 

Stan Brown, Esq. 
Stan Derwin Brown Law Office, LLC 

1300 Caraway Court • Suite 101 • largo, Maryland 20774-5462 
Telephone: 301.883.8888 • Fax: 301.883.8606 

Website: StanBrown.law 
E-mail: attorney@StanBrown.net 
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following May cycle, and passed the 25 minutes for non-priority calls." (TSR at p. 

13 forSDP-1701-03 and TSR at p. 11 forSDP-1701-04). 

I opine that the Technical Staff's conclusion is erroneous and contrary to 
law. Staff's utilization of the police response time test at the time of SDP application is 
improper as no provision of law allows for the triggering of the police response time test 
at the time of acceptance of a Specific Design Plan application. Thus, any Planning 
Board decision or resolution based on the erroneous application of the police response 
time test referenced in Zoning Ordinance Section 27-528 may subject such 
administrative action to an appeal based on illegality or error of law. 

Sin~~-

Stan Brown 
People's Zoning Counsel 

Stan Brown, Esq. 
Stan Derwin Brown Law Office, LLC 

1300 Caraway Court • Suite 101 • Largo, Maryland 20774-5462 
Telephone: 301.883.8888 • Fax: 301.883.8606 

Website: StanBrown.law 
E-mail: attorney@StanBrown.net 
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BRANDYWJNB-.NORTH KEYS CIVIC ASSOCIATION, INC 
Post OjJic:e Bar 311 
Bnmdywim; Maryland 20613 

June 6, 2020 

The Honorable Elizabeth Hewlett, Chairwoman 
The Maryland National capital Park & Planning Commission 
Development Review Division 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Drive 
County Administration Building, 41ta Floor 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 2on2 

RE: Timothy Branch SDP 1701-03 

Dear Chairwoman Hewlett: 

Bari Mitcbe/1, Pmident 
Alerandtr Faison, V'a Presidtnt 
Diane Johnson, S«tttary 
Jean E. Mirchdl, TffllStWt 

This letter is to reaffirm the Brandywine North Keys Civic Association's support of the Timothy Branch 
development, including the Phase Two Residential Site Design Plan SOP 1701-03. The Association is 
familiar with the site plan as a result of a previous presentation provided by Mr. Michael Gardiner. We 
appreciate Mr. Gardiner's efforts to keep our Association and the local community informed on the 
status of the development as it proceed from Phase One to Phase Two. It is the Association's 
understanding that the Phase Two Residential Site Design will not impact building the Spine Road 
connecting 381 Brandywine Road to the Brandywine Crossing Shopping Center. The Spine Road is 
desired by residents because it will provide the community with an alternate route to the Center 
without having to travel in the heavy traffic on U.S. 301, Crain Highway. Many of our senior citizens as 
well as others often feel uncomfortable and afraid for their safety when driving on this highway. 

Therefore, the Brandywine North Keys Civic Association is asking that the National Capital Park & 
Planning Commission approve the Phase Two Residential Site Design Plan SDP-1701-03 application and 
let the records reflect the Association's continuing support of the Timothy Branch development. 

Respectively, 

t~ ~1'. ~7 ~~,-
Earl M. Mitchell, President 
Brandywine North Keys Civic Association 
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Matthew C. Tedesco, Esquire 
Admitted in Maryland 

Via First Class Mail 
Alan Hirsch 

McName 
uosea 
ATTORNfYS & ADVISORS 

McNamee, Hosea, Jernigan, Kim, 
Greenan & Lynch, P.A. 

December 9, 2011 

Division Chief, Development Review Division 
Maryland-National Capital Park & 
Planning Commission 

14741 Gov. Oden Bowie Drive 
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772 

Re.: The Villages at Timothy Branch 

Dear Alan: 

E-mail: MTedesco@mhlawyers.com 
Direct Dial: Extension 222 

I am writing on behalf of Timothy Brandywine Investments One, LLC and Timothy 
Brandywine Investments Two, LLC, who are the owners and applicants for the development 
known as The Villages at Timothy Branch, which is a proposed mixed use development located 
on County Tax Map 145, Grid B4 in Brandywine, Maryland. As you know, the current 
development proposal of mixed uses was originally initiated in 2006. On June 16, 2008, the 
subject property was rezoned to the R-M and L-A-C Zones through District Council approval of 
Zoning Map Amendments A-9987-C and A-9988-C, respectively. Commensurate with the 
comprehensive design zones, on October 7, 2010, the Planning Board approved Comprehensive 
Design Plan CDP-0901 for the development of the L-A-C zoned portion of the site and 
Comprehensive Design Plan CDP-0902 for the R-M zoned portion of the site. Both 
comprehensive design plan applications were reviewed by the District Council on November 14, 
2011, and to date, a final decision has not yet been released. Nevertheless, on October 28, 2010, 
the Planning Board approved Preliminary Plan of Subdivision 4-09003 and adopted Resolution 
PGCPB No. 10-117 on December 2, 2010. 

The Planning Board's approval of Preliminary Plan 4-09003 became final on or around 
January 2, 2011. Accordingly, the Planning Board's findings and conclusions, as they relate to 
transportation adequacy, are indisputable. These findings and conclusions include, among other 
things, the use of the Brandywine Road Club as a means, in part, of finding adequacy for this 
development. More specifically, the Planning Board concluded that with the construction of 
certain road improvements within the study area, as proffered by the applicant, and the 
participation in the Brandywine Road Club, adequate transportation facilities that satisfy the 
requirements of Section 24-124 of the Prince George's County Code exist and have been met. 

Greenbelt Office 6411 Ivy Lane • Suite 200 • Greenbelt • Maryland 20770 • 301.441.2420 • Fax: 301.982.9450 • Web: www.mhlawyers.com 

Additional Offices Annapolis, Maryland • Alexandria, Virginia Of Counsel Wade, Friedman & Sutter, P.C. 
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Alan Hirsch 
December 9, 2011 
Page Two 

This is true, despite the County Council's adoption of CR-33-2011 on July 12, 2011, 
which immediately suspended the use of the Brandywine Road Club "for any applicant as a 
means of satisfying the requirements of Section 24-124 of the Prince George's." Again, the 
requirements of Section 24-124 (i.e. adequate transportation facilities) were met on October 28, 
2010, some nine (9) months prior to the adoption of CR-33-2011. Given the specific and 
prospective language of CR-33-2011 and that all transportation facility requirements under 
Section 24-124 were met on October 28, 2010, The Villages at Timothy Branch is permitted to 
use the Brandywine Road Club. 

Consequently, the adoption of CR-33-2011 will not have any impact on the required 
findings and conclusions needed to approve the comprehensive design plans or any future 
specific design plans. That is, Technical Staff and the Planning Board, in making any findings 
required under Sections 27-521(a)(7) and 27-528(a)(2) of the Zoning Ordinance are not 
precluded from relying upon, among other things, any of the public facility findings and 
conclusions made in Preliminary Plan 4-09003. It is this determination that we seek to obtain 
your acknowledgement/ concurrence. 

If you agree with the foregoing, specifically that the suspension of the Brandywine Road 
Club does not impact Preliminary Plan 4-09003 and cannot be used as a basis to deny the 
comprehensive design plans and/or any future specific design plans, please sign where indicated 
below and return it to us. 

As always, thank you in advance for your courtesy in this matter; please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you should have any questions. 

S~ AGREED TO: . n 
~--s~~ 

Name: Alan Hirsch 
Title: Division Chief 

Development Review Division 
M-NCPPC 

cc: Michael Gardiner 

=-- ·J 2. - l '? - l \ 
Date 
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Hirsch, Alan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hirsch, Alan 
Tuesday, December 06, 2011 2:14 PM 
Karen T. Zavakos (ktzavakos@co.pg.md.us) 
Use of the Brandywine Road Club 

I have been contacted by a property owner who received approval of a preliminary plan of subdivision 
that relied upon the use of the Brandywine Road Club as a means of finding transportation adequacy. 
That preliminary plan approval occurred in 2010. 

In 2011, the District Council approved CR-33-2011. As part of discussions leading up to the adoption 
of that Council resolution, I raised a concern about the certainty for projects that had relied upon the 
use of the road club, not being stopped in future development applications. My recollection of your 
response was that you noted that the specific language in the resolution (" ... the Brandywine Road 
Club is hereby immediately suspended for any applicant as a means of satisfying the requirements of 
Section 24-124 of the Prince George's County Code.") was prospective in nature and that if an 
applicant had already obtained a preliminary plan approval, the area of land subject to that 
preliminary plan would not be stopped at a later date because of CR-33-2011. 

The applicant's attorney for the project noted above has asked that I provide in writing some element 
of certainty to that position. They want to assure lending institutions that with regard to future plan 
approvals within the area of the approved preliminary plan, those plans will not be denied based on 
CR-33-2011. 

Unless you object to the interpretation of the application of CB-33-2011 as noted above, I will provide 
the attorney with the written confirmation he has requested. 

1 
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