


Judge John C. North, II ' 4 Ren Serey
Chairman R L Executive Director

STATE OF MARYLAND

CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION
45 Calvert Street, 2nd Floor, Annapolis, Maryland 21401
(410) 974-2426 Fax: (410) 974-3338

November 20, 1997

Ms. Penny Chalkley

Anne Arundel County Department of Planning and Code Enforcement
2664 Riva Road, MS 6302 .

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Dear Ms. Chalkley:

We received an inquiry about the reforestation requirements of the Woods Landing II
subdivision. We understand that the developer cleared up to 30% of the site and has purchased
an easement off-site. We simply ask that your office provide an updated, approved, final site
plan along with the location of the easement. Please provide the acreage figures-for this site
including the area cleared, acreage of mitigation required, and number of acres eased. Also, was
the easement for a limited time period or was it a perpetual easement?

Thank you for your cooperation with this request. If you have any questions, please call me at
(410) 974-2426. :

Sincerely,

s . Y /

/

Sl (A R

Lisa A. Hoerger
Environmental Specialist

T AA 15691
- —

—

Branch Ottice: 31 Creamery Lane, Euston, MD 21601
(410) 822-9047 Fax: (410) 820-5093

TTY FOR DEAF ANNAPOLIS-974-2609 D.C. METRO-586-0450




Sl e
BT

JUDGE JOHN C. NORTH, Il
CHAIRMAN
410-822-9047 OR 410-974-2418
410- 820-5093 FAX

REN SEREY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
410-974-2418 /26
410-974-5338 FAX

May 8, 1996

STATE OF MARYLAND
CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION

Ms. Penny Chalkley

Anne Arundel County

Department of Planning and Code Enforcement
Heritage Office Center

2664 Riva Road
P O Box 6675

MS 6302

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Woods Landing II Revised Final

~ P#1995-221

Dear Ms ;}fﬁ(kle)f% :

I have reviewed the latest revised site plan for Woods Landing II. I concur with all of item #8 on
your May 8, 1996 memo to Lori Allen. Any additional impervious surface within the subdivision
must remain at or below the limits specified in the Critical Area Law unless a variance is granted,
regardless of what the covenants allow. This office cannot support any variances to the impervious
surface limits. Based on the amount of impervious .surface proposed, this office recommends that
impervious surface figures be confirmed before building permits are issued to ensure the subdivision
does not exceed the 15% impervious limit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Regina A. Esslinger, Chief
Project Evaluation Division

cc: Ms. M. Claudia Jones

Mr. Ren Serey
AA156-91, 779-95

TTY FOR DEAF ANNAPOLIS-974-2609 D.C. METRO-586-0450

WESTERN SHORE OFFICE
45 CALVERT ST., 2n0 FLOOR
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21401

EASTERN SHORE OFFICE
31 CREAMERY LANE
EASTON, MARYLAND 21601




WESTERN SHORE OFFICE
45 CALVERT ST., 2no FLOOR
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLLAND 21401

JUDGE JOHN C. NORTH, Il
CHAIRMAN
410-822-9047 OR 410-974-2418
410- 820-5093 FAX

REN SEREY EASTERN SHORE OFFICE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 31 CREAMERY LANE
i . 410-974-2418 /26 STATE OF MARYL AND EASTON, MARYLAND 21601

410-974-5338 FAX

CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION

April 2, 1996

Ms. Lori Allen

Anne Arundel County

Department of Planning and Code Enforcement
Heritage Office Center

2664 Riva Road

P O Box 6675

MS 6303

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Woods Landing II Revised Final
P#1995- 221

Dear M/scn’

I have reviewed the revised site plan for Woods Landmg IT and I have no comments at this time.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Regina A. Esslinger, Chief
Project Evaluation Division

RAE/jijd

cc: Mr. Glenn Therres, DNR Wiidlife
Ms. M. Claudia Jones

Mr. Ren Serey
AA156-91, 779-95

- TTY FOR DEAF ANNAPOLIS-974-2609 D.C. METRO-586-0450
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REN SEREY EASTERN SHORE OFFICE
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 31 CREAMERY LANE

4109742018 126 STATE OF MARYLAND EASTON, MARYLAND 21601
410974533 FAX CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION

January 17, 1996

Ms. Lori Allen

Anne Arundel County

Department of Planning and Code Enforcement
Heritage Office Center

2664 Riva Road

P O Box 6675

MS 6303

Annapolis, Maryland 21401

Re: Woods Landing II
T
AL -

Dear Ms. .Alfén:

I have reviewed the revised site plan for Woods Landing II and I have the following comments:

1) The Buffer is not expanded properly along lots 6 and 7. A correctly expanded Buffer will
show 50 feet from the top of the steep slopes and will impact the current footprints of the
proposed dwellings on these lots. We cannot support variances for dwellings in the Buffer;
we recommend that these backyards also be moved out of the Buffer to preclude homeowner

disturbance.

2) The amount of impervious surface is currently 14.87%. Penny indicated that she cannot
verify whether this figure is correct. All impervious figures should be provided to determine
that the subdivision does not exceed 15%. This stated amount of impervious surface does
not allow any flexibility in permitting homeowners to install sheds, patios, etc. Our office
will not support a variance to exceed the impervious surface limits. '

3) The most recent survey for forest interior dwelling birds indicated that the site is not
classified as forest interior dwelling bird habitat for Critical Area purposes; however, several
of these birds do breed on the site. For the protection of these birds, we recommend that
major construction not occur during the May through August breeding season. This is
particularly important for the forested areas closest to the water.

TTY FOR DEAF ANNAPOLIS-974-2609 D.C. METRO-586-0450




Ms. Allen
January 17, 1996
Page Two

4) The developer cannot clear any trees or shrubs or put down impervious surface to create
the proposed path in the Buffer. The site plan indicates the path will be mulched.

5) The site plan shows tidal marsh soils along the eastern edge of the site, but does not
expand the Buffer. If this area is tidal wetlands then the Buffer must be measured from the
landward edge of the wetlands. If this area is nontidal wetlands, then it should be noted on
the site plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Regina A. Esslinger, Chief
Project Evaluation Division

RAE/jd

cc: Mr. Steve Callahan, PACE
Mr. Glenn Therres, DNR Wildlife
Ms. M. Claudia Jones

Mr. Ren Serey
AA156-91, 779-95
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RE: An Appeal from an Administrative

*  BEFORE THE
Decision of the Department of o
- Planning and Code Enforcement * BOARD OF APPEALS

* OF ANNE ARUNDEL |

WOODS LANDING NO. II *  COUNTY

JOINT VENTURE,
*
Petitioner Case No. BA 44-96A
. * ’ .
* » * * * * h

MEMORANDUM OF QPINION

MMAR

This is an appéal from an édministrative decision of the Anne Arundel Coﬁnty
Department of Planning and Code Entorcement, approving subdivision plats for the
subdivision known as Section wa of Woodleanding.
SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE |

A general partner of Woods Landing 11 Joint Venture submitted numerous documents
from his business records, relating to the hislory of this su.bdiVisipn. These documents datéd‘
from 1984 and were accepted into evidenc; as Petitioner’s Exhibits 1 through 17.-

In addition to the documents_ submitted by the witness_, counsel for the Petitioner
submitted copies of other documénts, iﬁcluding portions of the subdivision regulations
{ Pcntioner S EVkubxts 18 and 23), Vrz!'l()ﬂ‘; County Council Bills (Petxl:oner s Exhibits 19 22
and 24 - 27), a 1978 dpproved olat (I’etntnonex s Exhibit 28), the 1980 plat of Woods Landing
Section On; (Pe_tition_er’s Exhibit 29), three plats of Woods Landing Section Two
{(Fetitioner’s Exbibits 30A . Cy, and the four plats of Woods Landing Section Two currently

undey appeal (Petitioner’s Exhibits 31A - D).




03/18/97 TUE 09:42 FAX 1 410 280 5953 THE CAPITAL : doo03

A registered professional engineer testified that he was familiar with both the former

and the current subdivision regulations in the county. He testified that the former subdivision

regulations (Petitioner’s Exhibit 23) contained no provision requiring that schools be
adequate before the approval of a subdivision. He also testiﬁed that there was ﬁo provision
in the 1957 regulations relating to townhouses (including parking requirements for
townhouses) or to.a duplication of subdivision names. He testified that his office prepared
the most recent subdivision plats-(Pet.it.ioner’s Exhibits 31A - D) and that these plats were
drawn to comply with the 1957 subdmsnon regulations. In fact, the wilness stated that the
plats exceed the former requirements. He also testified that, if a 15 percent lmper\nous
coverage limit were applicable to the property, the plats show that the currently proposed
subdivision does not exceed 15 perccnt On cross examination, the w1tness was asked a

" number of questions about the plats. He acknowledged that Wmter Gull Lane is designed
with a “turnaround.” He also testified that each proposed house includes a note showing
“future wooden deck” and he testified that these decks usually are optional, although formal
architectural plans.have not yet been approved by the county. He did not knpw the total

_Square footage of the proposed decks, but he testified that they were ﬁol included in the
impervious cqverage calculations as the county does not consider wood decks to be
impervious.

The Pléxnning 61’ﬁccr for the Al]llc Arundel County qulic Schools wﬁs called as a

witness by the Protestants. He testified that his office receives copies of subdivision

documents and reviews them in order to determine the impact on schools, in accordance with

- the Adequate Facilities Ordinance. As of December 13, 1995, his office notiﬁe_d the

2
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- Department of Planning ahd Code Enforcement (PACE) that Windsor F arin'Elementary

School, which would serve the subdivision, was over-capacity. That same situation currently
exists. As aresult, his office would not recommend approval of the subdivision now based
on lack of capacity in the elementary schools. On cross examiﬁaﬁon, tﬁe witness |
) acknowledged that the Adg:quate Facilities Ordinance says that the ultimate decision on the
adequacy of sch_oois is made by PACE, based on a recommendation ﬁom the school system.

- The Chief of the Project Evaluation Section for the Critical Areas Commission also

was called as a witness by the Protestants. She testified that her office had reviewed the
subdivision plat and determined that it c0n1plied with the 15 percent impervious coverage
requirements of the law. As a result, the Critical Areas Commission recommended approval.
A proberty line surveyor testi(ied that hé had calculated the total impervious surface
by adding the square footagc of all roads, sidewalks and all other surfaces that i;vater would
not infiltrate. He testified that he used the exact dimensions, \;vhere provided, of buildings,
roads and sloops.. His conclusion was. that thé impervious coverage in the subdivision was
greater than shown on the plats. He fouqd 207,959 square feet of impervious coverage, as
opposed to the 203,252 square feet shown on the plats. IHis calculations would indicate a _
coverage of 15.32 percent. Specifically, he found more impervious coverage in calculating
the 'parkipg courts and the sidewalks. The witness also testified that he had reviewed fmal
development plans (Protestant’s Exhibit 8) and had located another road that had not been on
the previous plah. However, he'fou_nd no change in the impervious coverag;: calculations to
account for the additional road. On cross examination, the witness ack_nbw:ledged thaf his
calculations were made from the Gradipg aﬁd Sediment Control Plan (Prolestanl’; Exhibit 2),

3
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and not {rom thé final development plans (Protestant’s Exhibit 8), which he had not

) measured.

| A representative of PACE lesﬁﬁed that he _réviewcd the.ap.plication for éubdivision-

approval. This review was of a revised final plat, which mgahs that plats _alrcadyl had been
apbroved by PACE but were changed by the develépet. By policy, PACE does not do

| another Adequate Facilities Ordineincé.rcviéw when such changes are made, and his office
reviewed the-appli;:ation only .as to critical area compliance. He also testified that he did not
review the name _of the subdivision again Because the name had been approved many years
ago at the time that the preliminary plans were approved.l On cross cxﬁminalion by ihe;

N—,

Petitioner’s counsel, the witness testified that the “lanes” designated on the plat are drive

" aisles for the parking lots, and are not considered streets or roads.

| Anotﬁér representative of PACE tcstiﬁéd that she had reviewed thé blans and |
determined ;hat they met the 15 percent impervious coverage maximum ‘under the Code.

~ The 'Petit'io'ner calléd an engineer/sur_yeyor as a rebuttal witness. He testiﬁed that he
had been requested to _do an independent review of the impervious cbveragc,l and.h.e had not
previously been involved with the project. He testiﬁea that he had revicwed the Grading and
Sediment Control Plan (Protestant’s Exhibit 8) and noted that the prﬁj ect now is proposed to
have a different type of curbing than previously proposed. The different curbing resultsina -
6 percent difference in im'pervi ous coverape, which could account for the variation in the
irnpervious éo_vcrage calculations found By the Protestant’s surveyor. The witness testified
that his impervious coverage calculation found 14.96 percent of ixﬁperviéus surfzices, as
compared with the Eetitionet’s engineer’s calculation of 14.97. percent. .H.e also testified that,

.4.
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~ in his professional opinion, the elevated wood decks are pervious because of wooden slats
that allow water to flow thrdugh. |
| All testimony was stenographicahy recorded and the recording is available td be used
for the prép'ara'tion' of a written transcript of.the proceedings.
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
This case retums\_to the Board for a third visit,. havidg first been appealed to the Board
| (and later to the courts) in 1992. According to the testimony, the Pétitioner decided to submit
a revised final plat to PACE. This was acceptable to the county sgency. By submitting a
revised final plat, the Petitioner was able to hold in place all prior approvals that had been
granted, however, the Petitioner was required to coﬁxply with Critical Area requirements.

Subsequently, the County reversed its position and rescinded approval of the revised

final plat. This decision also was appealed to the Board and, in 1995, the Board reversed the
administrative decision and directed that the subdivision be procéssed as a revised final so

- long as critical area requirements were met. In accordance with this njling, PACE ultimately -

approved the final plats in 1996. This current appeal then was filed.
‘The Petitioner contends that it is exempt from all subdivision requi}emenls,

~ specifically those relating to schools, traffic, sidewalks, impervious surfacc, and subdi_ﬁsion

name. The Protestants disagree. Basedona review of the testimony and the evidence, this
Board concludes that thc Pz.uuonu s plans are ucmpl from current SublelSlOll rcgulatlons

| asto schools trafﬁc sidewalks and SUblelSlon name, but not as to Cnncal Area standards

County Counc1l Bill 23 84 (Petitioner’s Exhibit 19) amended the Anne Arundel
County Code to exempt subdivisions from Code requirements if preliminary plan-

-5
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applic;tions for a subdivision were filed within 50 working days of the effectiv; date of the
Bill, so long as preliminary approval was received by May 31, 1985. The. effective date of
the bill was May 8, 1984, According to the evidence presented, the application for-
preliminary approval of the subject subdivision had been filed even before the effective date
of Bill 23-84, and approv.al of the preliminary plan was received morelthan nine months prior
to the statutorily required deadline (see Petitibner’s Exhibits 1 and 2).

Asa result of this analysis, the Board concludes that the Petitioner’s subdivis_io_n was
exempted from the provisions of the present subdivision regulations. The subdivision,
however, is not exempt from all subdivision régulations. It is required to comply with the

 regulations that were in effect as of November 1, 1969, known as the 1957 Subdivision
Regulations. ;l'hcse regulations did not illu:ludc the so-calléd adequale facilities provisions,
which were not adopted until years later. As a result, the Board concludes that thé language

regarding the adequacy of schools and traffic that currently exists does not apply to.the

subject subdivision.

These | 1957 regulations did not specifically address townhouses or townhomes by that
name. 1nstead, at that time, these types of dwellings were considered to be group houses. A
review of the 1957 regulations indicates that ti'nere are no sidewalk standards relating r.6 group
houses. Thus, because the Board already has concluded that this subdivision must meet the

1957 Subdivision Regulations, and because there were no sidewalk requirements in those

regulations that would apply to this subdivision, the proposal technically meets the 1957

standards.
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* With regard to ihe name of the subdivision, the Board finds that the 1957 Subdivision
Regulations rcquir_cd a preliniinary plat to include the proposcd. name of .the subdivision, and
prohibiied the plan from duplicating or closely approximating the name of any other
subdivisiim in Anne Arundel County (see Petitioner’s Exhibit 23). According to the
documents subniitted, the property that is now known as Woods Landing was originali)i
named Bay Head Cove. In 1978, a plat was approved for Bay Head Cove Section One. (see
Petitioner’s Exhibit 28). By 1980, the name had changed to Woods Landing Secticin One
(seg Petitioner’s Exhibit 29). A review of the plats reveals that there clearly was other
property that was to be developed later. In addition to the rather obvious fact that there
WOuid be no reason to designate a “Seciion One” if there were not going to be silbsequent _

sections, the plats, themselves, designate properly for future development. Accordingly, the

Board concludes that these are not two separate subdivisions, but merely are two separate

sections of the same subdivision. Under the 1957 Subdivision Regulations, there is no
requiremént that separate sections of the same subdivision have different names.

Finally, the Board turns to the critical area concerns. Although the Petitioner

contends that it is exempt from current critical area requirements, the Board concludes that

. —

the Petitioner’s analys;_@ previously noled, the most recent decision of this

. Board relating to this property required that the subdivision comply with all current critical

area requirements (see Petitioner’s Exhibit 16). 'Thus, the Board must review the currcnt

pla.ns.to determine whether or not they coxﬁply with critical area requirements.
Testimony on this issue was presented by a variety of witnesses.. The Protestants

presented a property line surveyor who s_aid"lha; he had ci:alcuiateii the total impervi-ous

7
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surf#ce and had found it to exceed the 15 percent maximum. In fact, the witness said that his
cﬂcﬂaﬁom showed 15.32 pércent of impefviqus qovérage. This testimony, however, was
effectively rebutted, in the Board’s view, by the testimony of an engineer and surveyor who
indicated that the different type of curbing currently being proposed would have an impact on

the impervious coverage. That witness had calculated the impervious coverage at 14.96

peréent, based upon the final plans. This testimony was not far off from the original

calculation perfgnned by the Petitioner’s engineer, who found the irhpervious coverage to be
14.97 percent. These calculations, and the plans on which they were made, also were
reviewed by ti;e Maryland Critical Areas Comnmission staff. On the basis of these plans, the
Critical Areas Commission recommended approval of the project.

Based on the totality of the evidence, the Board finds that the Petitioner has met its
burden of proof to establish that the impervious coverage on the site will not exceed 15
percent. AS a result, the Board concludes that the Petitioner has met the applicable critical
area re;;uirements for this project.

ORDER

For the reasons set forth in the foregoing Opinion; it is this /_7' ’ﬁay of March, 1997,
by fhe County Board of Appeals of Anne Arundel County, ORDERED, that the appeal from
the administrative decision of the Department of Planning and Code Enforcement is hereby
deniéd, and the approval of the Pelitioner’s subdivision plans is hereby affirmed.

Any appeal from this decision hust be in ac.cordance with the provisions of Section

604 of the Charter of Anne Arundel County, Maryland.
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If this case i§ not appealed, exhibits must be claimed within 60 days of daté of the
expiration of the ai:pééls period, otherwise thej/ will be discarded. |

‘Any notice to this Board réquired under the Maryland Rules shall be addressed as
follows:. Anne Arundel County Board of Appegls, Arundel Center, P.O. Box 2700,

Annapolis, Maryland 21404, ATTN: Mary M. Leavell, Clerk.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

ife:'nbaclx. _Vice Chairman

F. George Deuringer, Member

bty ) S

Anthony V.ﬂ.a.martina, Member

Wesley W. Sm




NON-TIDAL WETLANDS

There are no non-tidal wetlands located in the proposed development areas. There
are, however, non-tidal wetlands located on the smaller parcel and the southwest corner of
the larger parcel. These areas will not be impacted by development.

TIDAL WETLANDS
_ %h >

The tidal wetlands boundary,.exists aroun the'peri.meter of the site bordered by the
Little Magothy River, and tffe fidal marsh to the east, hese areas will not be impacted,
and will be protected by a 100 foot butfer—So acts to the 100 foot buffer will occur
through installation of storm drain outfalls. This issue will be addressed in the non-tidal
wetland permit process. '

SUBMERGED VASCULAR PLANTS

Review of the 1985 and 1986 submerged vascular plant maps by Orth et al. in
mmmquuawgmmmmﬁwmmm
indicates no submerged plant species in the project vicinity. Site visits in November 1991
did not reveal the presence of any submerged aquatic vegetation, in the Little Magothy
River, near the project site. A copy of the SAV survey, performed by McCarthy and
Associates in May 1994, is attached (Appendix C).

SHELLFISH

According to the Oyster bar maps for the Chesapeake Bay and Little Magothy
River (Figure 2), Natural Oyster Bar (N.O.B.) 4-3 exists at the mouth of the Little
Magothy River. This N.O.B. is approximately 0.8-0.9 miles from the nearest point on the
site. Stormwater management on site is providing for quality treatment using infiltration
and attenuation. This type of treatment is expected to prevent any adverse impacts to the
oyster bar.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

Stormwater management on site will be handled by infiltration and attenuation
devices which will provide quality treatment before the runoff is released into the
watershed. In case of backup in the system the overflow will be directed to outfall pipes
and be released into the watershed.




PLANT COMMUNITIES

The vegetative composition over the whole site is relatively consistent, but some
significant differences in the shrub layer; and physical location of the smaller parcel, made
it necessary to break the site into five (5) parcels. The vegetatively, and topographically,
distinct differences are described below. The complete list of species observed in each area
is compiled in Table 1.

This portion of the larger parcel is dominated by Yellow poplar (Liriodendron
tulipifera) in the canopy, with some Red oak (Quercus rubra), White oak (Quercus alba),
and Chestnut oak (Quercus prinus). The understory is dominated by Flowering dogwood
(Cornus florida) and holly (Ilex opaca), along with young members of the canopy species.
The shrub and vine layer is dominated by English ivy (Hedera helix), Japanese honeysuckle
(Lonicera japonica) and Black cherry (Prunus serotina), along with a variety of other
species. The herbaceous layer is very sparse, but is dominated by Christmas fern

(Polystichum acrostichoides). Other herbaceous species were noted, but none of these
were seen in any quantities. '

Topography in the southern portion of this area drains to the south/southwest into
a shallow swale that empties into the Little Magothy River.

2 - rth rner of Larger Tr

The canopy in this area is a typical oak/hickory association found in upland
hardwood forests. Four (4) species of oak are found here and one species of hickory
(Table 4). Also found were some scaitered Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), Sassafras
(Sassafras albidum), and Yellow poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera). The understory here is
dominated by a thick layer of Mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia) and holly (Ilex opaca),
with scattered dogwood, cedar, and maple. The shrub and vine layers are dominated by
Low blueberry (Viburnum angustifolia) and the greenbriers (Smilax rotundifolia, Smilax
glauca) in the open areas. The herbaceous layer is dominated by Cranefly orchid (Tipularia
discolor) and other widely scattered species.

Topography in this area contains very steep slopes along the river. From the top of
the steep slopes the topography drops towards the southeast, and areas 1 and 3.

e, i




AREA 3 - Eastern Side of Larger Tract

The canopy in this area is about an equal mix of White, Red, and Chestnut oak,
Mockernut hickory, and Yellow poplar. The understory is dominated by Flowering
dogwood (Cornus florida) and Black cherry (Prunus serotina). The shrub and vine layer in
this area is more developed and is dominated by Blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis),
Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), and English ivy (Hedera helix). Also found was
scattered Carrion flower (Smilax herbacea) The herbaceous layer is rather sparse, but

appears to be dominated by Christmas fern (Polystichum acrostichoides) and Wild licorice
(Galium circaezans).

Topography in this area continues to slope towards the southeast, and the tidal
marsh.

AREA 4 - Western Portion of Smaller Tract

The canopy in this area is dominated by Yellow poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera)
and Sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), with scattered oaks, hickories, and cherries. The
understory is dominated by Flowering dogwood (Cornus florida), with Black cherry
(Prunus serotina) and Sassafras (Sassafras albidum) scattered about. The shrub and vine
layer is dominated by Multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis),
raspberry (Rubus idaeus), and Poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans). The herbaceous layer
is dominated by several species which include Wild onion (Allium canadense), Enchanters
nightshade (Circaea quadrisulcata), and Wild licorice (Galium circaezans).

Topograply in this area consists of a peak running north/south with low spots on
the east and west. The eastern low spot contains a drainage channel and. some non-tidal
wetlands.

AREA S - Eastern Portion of Smaller Tract

This area contains open grassy space, scrub\shrub and some mature canopy
species. The tree species in the wooded portion are dominated by Black locust (Robinia
pseudoacacia) about 5-10 years old, with some Black cherry (Prunus serotina). The shrub
layer is dominated by blackberry (Rubus allegheniensis) and Multiflora rose (Rosa
multiflora), with some Sweet gum (Liquidambar styraciflua) present. The herbaceous layer

is dominated by Rough-stemmed goldenrod (Solidago rugosa) and pokeweed (Bh;Alea
americana), with other solitary species members.

Topography in this area is flat, so any rainwater percolates directly into the soil.




POLLUTANTS

The only pollutants contained in runoff might be from lawn and garden fertilizers
or automobile fluids. These substances should be handled by the proposed stormwater
management, and should not pose a concentrated threat to the watershed.

MITIGATION

The only mitigation that may be required is woodland replacement of disturbed
areas. This may be done on or off site or if no sites are available, a fee based on square
footage of disturbance will be assessed.

BUFFER MANAGEMENT PLAN

A minimum 100 foot buffer to tidal wetlands will be maintained throughout the
project site except as necessary for stormwater outfalls.

Steep slopes should not be disturbed because they are all within the 50 foot buffer.
CALCULATIONS

The amount of woodland disturbance required for this project will be 367,024
square feet (8.43 acres) and will amount to approximately 29.37 percent of the total

wooded area. The dj@iit of i “impervious area to be installed will be 201,396 square feet -
(4.62 acres), and ‘will amount to approximately 14.83 percent of the total site area.- ’

CONSULTANTS DATES OF WORK

Report Prepared By: James E. Irre
McCarthy and Associates, Inc.
14458 Old Mill Road, Suite #201
Upper Marlboro, Maryland 20772

Dates of Field Work: November 7, 8, and 12, 1991

Consultant: James E. Irre

Report revised: November 20, 1995 by James E. Irre




Table 1

Vegetative Species Observed At
Woods Landing, Section.II
Anne Arundel County, Maryland

Area 1 - South and Central Portion of Larger Tract

Common Name
A. Canopy

Mockernut Hickory
Yellow Poplar
White Oak
Southern Red Oak
Northern Red Oak

B. Understory

Red Maple
Flowering Dogwood
American Holly
Black Cherry

C. Shrub and Vine

Flowering Dogwood
American Beech
English Ivy

American Holly
Privet

Japanese Honeysuckle
Black Cherry
Multiflora Rose
Glaucous Greenbrier
Greenbrier

Poison Ivy

Northern Arrowwood

D. Herbaceous

Tall Hairy Agrimony
Wild Onion

Scientific Name

Acer rubrum
Cornus florida
Ilex opaca
Prunus serotina

Cornus florida

Fagus grandifolia
Hedera helix

Ilex opaca

Ligustrum vulgare
Lonicera japonica
Prunus serotina

Rosa multiflora
Smilax glauca

Smilax rotundifolia
Toxicodendron radicans
Viburnum recognitum

Agrimonia gryposepala
Allium canadense




Bushy aster

Cutleaf Grape Fern
Rattlesnake Fern
Christmas Fern
Roughstem goldenrod

Aster dumosus
Botrychium dissectum

Polystichum acrostichoides

Solidago rugosa

Area 2 - Northwest Corner of Larger Tract

Common Name

A. Canopy

Mockernut Hickory
Yellow Poplar
Virginia Pine

White Oak
Southern Red Oak
Chestnut Oak
Northern Red Oak
Sassafras

B. Understory

Red Maple
Flowering Dogwood
American Holly

Red Cedar

Mt. Laurel

C. Shrub and Vine

American Beech
Japanese Honeysuckle
Glaucous Greenbrier
Greenbrier

Low Blueberry
Highbush Blueberry

D. Herbaceous

Wild Onion
Wild Licorice
Teaberry

i\
R \
Bracken Fern f

ientifi m

Carya tomentosa
Litiodendron tulipif
Pinus virginiana
Quercus alba
Quercus falcata
Quercus prinus
Quercus rubra
Sassafras albidum

Fagus fifoli
Lonicera japonica
Smilax glauca

Smilax rotundifolia
Yiburnum angustifolium
Yaccinium corymbosum

Allium canadense
Galium circaezans
Gaultheria procumbens
Pteridium aquilinum




Cranefly Orchid

Tipularia discolor

Area 3 - Eastern Side of Larger Tract

Common Name

A. Canopy

Mockernut Hickory
Yellow Poplar -
Southern Red Oak
Chestnut Oak
Northern Red Oak’

B. Understory

Flowering Dogwood
Black Cherry
Sassafras

C. Shrub and Vine

Red Maple
Strawberry Bush
English Ivy

American Holly
Spicebush

Japanese Honeysuckle
Virginia Creeper-
White Pine

Staghorn Sumac
Black Locust’
Multiflora Rose
Allegheny Blackberry
Red Raspberry
Elderberry
Greenbrier

Poison Ivy

D. Herbaceous

Tall Hairy Agrimony
Wild licorice

Scientific Name

Acer rubrum

Euonymus americanus
Hedera helix

llex opaca

Lindera benzoin
Parthenocissus quinquefolia
Pinus strobus

Rhus typhina

Robinia pseudoacacia
Rosa multiflora

Rubus allegheniensis
Rubus idaeus

Sambucus canadensis
Smilax rotundifolia
Toxicodendron radicans

Agrimonia gryposepala
Galium circaezans




Christmas Fern Polystichum acrostichoides FACU
Roughstem goldenrod Solidago rugosa FAC

Area 4 - Western Portion of Smaller Tract

Common Name

A. Canopy

Mockernut Hickory
Sweet Gum

Yellow Poplar -
Black Cherry
Southern Red Oak
Northern Red Oak

B. Understory

Flowering DogWood
Black Cherry
Sassafras

C. Shrub and Vine

Devil's club Auralia spinosa
Strawberry Bush Euonymus americanus
Japanese Honeysuckle - Lonicera japonica
Smooth Sumac . Rhus glabra
Blackberry Rubus allegheniensis
Black Willow Salix nigra '

D. Herbaceous

Red Maple Acer rubrum

Wild Onion Allium canadense
Cutleaf Grape Fern Botrychium dissectum
Enchanters nightshade Circaea quadrisulcata
Hairy bedstraw Galium pilosum
Sweet-scent Bedstraw Galium triflorum
English vy Hedera helix
American Holly Ilex opaca
Jewelweed Impatiens capensis
Privet . : Ligustrum vulgare
Spicebush Lindera benzoin




Downy lobelia

Virginia Creeper

Christmas Fern

Glaucous Greenbrier

Carrion flower

Greenbrier

Bog goldenrod Solidago uliginosa

Area 5 - Eastern Portion of Smaller Tract

A. Canopy

White Pine
Sweet Cherry
Black Locust

B. Shrub and Vine

Sweet Gum

Black Cherry
Multiflora Rose
Allegheny Blackberry

C. Herbaceous

Panicled aster
Lanceleaf goldenrod
Fescue

Pokeweed
Roughstem goldenrod




EASEMENTS ON OFF-SITE FOREST
GUIDELINES

For the purpose of calculating acreage and considering the suitability of placing
easements on off-site forest as a replacement for reforestation in the Critical Area, the
following guidelines shall be used: '

Developable land is given equal area credit at the replacement ratio for the project.
It must be upland and no steep slopes, no buffers or expanded buffers. (If 10 acres
of clearing requires 1 % times replacement, then equal area credit is 15 acres of
upland). Easement is in perpetuity on all contiguous acreage.

Steep slopes, wetlands, floodplains, buffers and expanded buffers are credited at
1/2 (.50) the replacement ratio for the project. (If 10 acres of cleaning requires

1 ¥ times replacement, then 1/2 (.50) area credit is 30 acres of non-upland and
buffer). Easement is in perpetuity on all contiguous acreage. It is important to
credit these areas o that a protective easement can include them. They are often
areas of rare and endangered species, provide contiguous habitat to our valued
Wwater resources, reduce erosion potential and enhance the preservation of habitat
protection areas, Floodplains may not comprise more than 50% of the total

reforestation obligation.

- Combination - must be contiguous (10 acres of clearing at 1 % times = 15 acres. 5
acres of upland for equal credit; other 10 +.50 = 20 acres. Total 25 acres).
Easement is in perpetuity on all contiguous acreage. '

Easements may be placed on RCA land where development potential is reduced
because of the possibility of other uses permitted on existing legal lots; i.e.

timber harvesting

sand and gravel operation

conversion of upland to agriculture
pasturing of livestock, stables, animal husbandry
churches | :
aquaculture operations, fish hatcheries, etc.
golf courses

parks

nonprofit institutions

plant nurseries

trailer park expansion

marina expansion

However, all dedicaied land will be deleted from the total acreage available to
calculate density, clearing or impervious coverage for any other project.




Preference will be given to:

Unfragmented blocks of forest or forest in which openings will be planted
Forest adjacent to or within HPA's '

Forest adjacent to protected land
‘Forests on both sides of tributary stream

Forest which include nontidal wetlands and buffers

Forests within Scenic River watershed (Severn River)

Forests within Patuxent River Primary Management Area

Forests including Heritage sites and wetlands of Special State Concern




William Donald Schacfer Maryland Department of Natural Resources Torrey C. Brown, M.D.
Governor J og 10 ' Secretary
T'awes State Office Building
Fish, Heritage and Wildlife Administration
580 Taylor Avenue
Annapolis, Maryland 21401

May 2, 1994 !

Mr. Michael Klebasko
McCarthy & Associates
14458 014 Mill Road #201
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

RE: Woods Landing Section II, Little Magothy River, Anne
Arundel County

Dear Mr. Michael Klebasko:

This is in regards to the above referenced projeét. There are no

known Federal qr §£g§ggphnggtenedw@r endangered plant or wildlife~

species present at this project site.

The forested areas on the project site are part of a contiguously
forested area approximately equal to or greater than 100 acres in
size. The conservation of these forested areas within the Critical
Area, which may be utilized as breeding areas by Forest Interior
Dwelling Birds, must be addressed by the proposed project
development plan. Contact Glenn Therres of the Wildlife Division
at (410) 827-8612 for technical assistance.

Sincerely,

i} Vo gl

/")'---’- ( B
Janet S. McKegg, Director
Natural Heritage Program

JM:cs

cc: Cynthia Sibrel
Glenn Therres
Penny Chalkley
Ren Serey
ER# 94419.AA

Telephonq:410) 974=2870_..
IDNR T'TY for the Deaf: 301-974. ‘()8‘




Parris N. Glendening ' John R. Griffin
Governor Maryland Department of Natural Resources Sceretary

Wildlife Division Ronald N. Young
P.O. Box 68 Deputy Seeretary
) Wye Mills. Maryland 21679
- July 28, 1995

Milt McCarthy

McCarthy & Associates

14458 01d Mill Road, Suite 201
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772

RE: FIDS Conservation; Woods Landing II (AA Co tax map 40,
parcel 163) =

Dear Mr. McCarthy:

Bird surveys conducted by two independent observers (David W.
Holmes, John Canoles) during 1995 indicate that Forest Interior
Dwelling Bird (FIDS) habitat, as defined in Critical Area
Guidance Paper No. 1, does not occur on the above property.
These more recent flndlngs supersede those of Sue A. Ricciardi
during 1994.

Consequently, no FIDS conservation measures are necessary on the
property. However, to help maintain habitat for other forest
wildlife, including migratory stopover habitat’ for FIDS, please
con51der the following:

(1) Minimize forest clearing to the: footprlnt of the homes and
to that which is absolutely necessary for access roads and
parking lots.

(2) Retain as a large a contiguous block of forest as possible,
particularly along the northwest section of the parcel and
along the Little Magothy River.

Avoid construction during May-August, the breeding season
for most forest nesting birds.

Retain or create wildlife corridors that maintain
connectivity between the remaining forest and habitats on
adjacent properties. For example, maintain forest corridors
that connect with forest habitat along the southwest and
east boundaries of the property. :

Telephone: . e
DNR TTY for the Deal: (110) 974~ 3683




Woods Landing II letter
July 28, 1995
page 2

Thank you for considering these recommendations. For additional
assistance, please feel free to contact me or James M. McCann.

- Sincerely,

f . )
| \):PJO” AR WY _,Q ‘ L/f {/\0,4_ AeN —

Glenn D. Therres, Supervisor
Wildlife Diversity Program

WOODSLDG. LTR

cc: Richard A. DeTar
Ren Serey
Claudia Jones
James M. McCann

e e




on May 9, 1994, McCarthy and Associates, Inc. conducted a
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) survey along the Woods Landing,
Section II shoreline, located on the Little Magothy River, in Anne
Arundel County, Maryland (Figure 1). Ms. Claudia Jones of the
c