GF Columbia, LLC, * BEFORE THE ZONING BOARD
Petitioner * OF HOWARD COUNTY
* Zoning Board Case No. 1104M

DECISION AND ORDER
On January 21, 2015, the Zoning Board of Howard County, Maryland ("Board")

considered the petition of GF Columbia, LLC (the "Petitioner") to amend the Zoning Map of
Howard County to reclassify from the PEG (Planned Employment Center) Zoning District to
the CEF-R (Community Enhancement Floating-Residential) Zoning District, a 66.8 acre
parcel of land located on the north side of Grace Drive, approximately 200 feet east of Quiet

Night Ridge, described as Tax Map 35, Grid 21, Parcel 145, Parcel B, 7600 Grace Drive in
the Fifth Election District of Howard County (the "subject property").
The notice of the hearing was advertised, the subject property was posted with notice
of the hearing, and the adjoining property owners were mailed notice of the hearing as
evidenced by the certificates of posting, advertising, and mailing to adjoining property
owners which were entered into the record. Pursuant to the Zoning Board's Rules of
Procedure, all reports and official documents pertaining to the petition, including the petition,

the Technical Staff Report of the Department of Planning and Zoning ("DPZ") and the
Planning Board's Recommendation, were entered or incorporated into the record of the
hearing. Both DPZ and the Planning Board recommended approval of the petition based on
specific conditions or modifications of the Development Concept Plan ("DCP") as specified
in the Technical Staff Report and the Planning Board's Recommendation.

Petitioner was represented by Sang Oh, Esquire. There was no opposition to the
petition. After careful evaluation of the evidence, the Board makes the following Findings of
Fact and Conclusions of Law:

FINDINGS OF FACT
1. The Petitioner proposes rezoning the subject property from the PEG to the CEF-R
District, which is a floating zone. As such, the Petitioner does not need to prove change or
mistake but instead is required to establish that it has met the criteria for approval of the
CEF-R District at a particular location as contained in Sections 121.0.A., I and J.8.b. of the
Howard County Zoning Regulations. Those provisions provide:

SECTION 121.0: - CEF (Community Enhancement Floating) District
A. Purpose

The Community Enhancement Floating (CEF) District is established to encourage
the creative development and redevelopment of commercial and residential
properties through flexible zoning so that the proposed development complements
and enhances the surrounding uses and creates a more coherent, connected
development. While it is envisioned that the CEF District could place residential
uses on land zoned for employment in some circumstances, it should not be viewed
primarily as a way to convert land zoned for employment to residential.

The CEF District is intended to:
1. Allow greater design flexibility and a broader range of development
alternatives than the existing zoning district;
2. Provide features and enhancements which are beneficial to the community
in accordance with Section 121.0.G.;
3. Provide a higher quality of site design and amenities than is possible to
achieve under the standard provisions of existing zoning district
requirements;

4. Encourage creative architectural design with the most favorable
arrangement of site features, based on physical site characteristics and
contextual sensitivity to surrounding developments;

5. Serve as a transitional area by providing a mix of uses compatible with the
surrounding community or developments; and
6. Encourage aggregation of underutilized properties.

I. Criteria for a CEF District
The CEF District may be established at a particular location if the following
criteria are met:

1. The proposed CEF District is located within the planned service area for
both public water and sewer service;
2. A proposed CEF-C District shall have frontage on and access to an arterial
or major collector road. A proposed CEF-R or CEF-M District shall have
frontage on and access to an arterial or collector roadway, or a local road if
access to the local road is safe based on road conditions and accident
history and the local road is not internal to a residential development;
3. For all properties, the minimum development size for any CEF District
shall be five acres;
4. The proposed CEF District is not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT,

MXD, or PGCC District;
5. A Proposed CEF-R District is not located in an existing non-residential
zoning district unless the proposed CEF-R District adjoins a residential

zoning district;
6. The proposed CEF District is not permitted within the interior of a

neighborhood comprising only single-family detached dwellings;
7. A CEF development at the proposed location shall be compatible with
surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land uses in the vicinity of
the site in terms of providing a transitional use between different zoning
districts and/or land uses and the scale, height, mass, and architectural detail
of proposed structures;
8. The proposed CEF development shall include enhancements as provided in
Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate to the scale of the
CEF development;
9. The proposed CEF District shall meet the criteria of the purpose statement:
and

10. The proposed CEF Development does not comprise parcels which were
added to the Planned Service Area to achieve Bay Restoration goals
articulated in Plan Howard 2030.
J. Procedure for Creation of a CEF District
8. Decision by the Zoning Board:
b. In its evaluation of the proposed CEF District, the Zoning Board

shall make findings on the following:
(1) Whether the petition will accomplish the purposes of the CEF
District;
(2) Whether the petition complies with the criteria for a CEF
District in Section 121.0.1; and

(3) Whether the petition meets the Moderate Income Housing Unit
requirements.

1. Three witnesses testified on behalf of the Petitioner- Michael Bradley, the
developer/contract purchaser of the subject property, Timothy Madden, a professional civil
engineer and land planner and Judith Miller, an architect. Several residents testified in
support of the petition with additional comments.
2. Mr. Bradley, a national residential and commercial real estate developer, testified that

his company became familiar with the subject property in 2013 and won the bid to develop
the subject property, based on their dual commercial and residential experience. Mr. Bradley

indicated that he designed a proposed 750,000 square foot PEG Zone-compliant facility but
realized that this was not the best use for the subject property. Next, at W.R. Grace's (the
property owner) request, Mr. Bradley's company designed a 450 plus unit development with
accessory retail but Mr. Bradley realized that was too dense for the surrounding area. Mr.
Bradley next proposed a mix of 225 single-family detached and attached units. After the
required community meeting process provided for in the CEF-R Regulations, Mr. Bradley
continued to downsize the proposed development, so that it is now the 184 unit development

before the Board, with the revisions they have made as amendments to the petition, which
will be noted in this decision.
Mr. Bradley noted that the CEF process is "unique and hard" because of the
interaction with the community but that, in the end, it did produce a better real estate product
for his customers and for the larger community. Mr. Bradley testified that his outreach to the
community included extra community meetings, a website that generated 10,000 "hits", a
mailing list, and the use of a public relations firm, which helped to keep ahead of much of the
misinformation that can come with a development proposal.
Mr. Bradley confirmed that his company has had discussions with the Columbia
Association about Columbia annexation, and that they intend to do that as they continue

discussions with the River Hill Village Board.
3. Mr. Madden, a civil engineer with Morris, Ritchie and Associates, testified on the
land use issues. Mr. Madden indicated that the current zoning of the subject property
pennitted a variety of commercial, manufacturing and office uses, and that the original plan
of W.R. Grace was to use the subject property for future expansion of its research campus
uses. Mr. Madden noted that W.R. Grace has just finished its LEED building headquarters
and that it had sought and received rezoning of two parcels from residential districts to PEC
in the 2013 Comprehensive Zoning, so that its campus is moving eastward. He indicated that
because of this shift, W.R. Grace no longer wanted to expand its use onto the more
westward-located subject property since it had, in effect, become a "hole in the doughnut" of
surrounding residential uses.
Mr. Madden testified the following changes were made to accommodate the
community after the 2014 community meetings and the comments from County agencies -

(
two access points to Grace drive reduced to one access point, the number of proposed units
reduced from 225 to approximately 184, proposed lots pulled away from Grace Drive,
mmble strips and a median introduced to accentuate the residential character of the
development, the design of 81 single family attached units as a transition between the 103
single-family detached units and the W.R. Grace property to the south, the increased setback
from the adjoining residential development, and the more fully designed amenities and
community enhancements as will be more fully explored in finding of fact 5 below.
It was clarified during Mr. Madden's testimony that Petitioner's Exhibits 1A, the Site
Layout Plan/Development Concept Plan, 1B, the Landscape Plan, 1C, the Rendered Overall
Plan/Development Concept Plan and ID, the Rendered Site Plan/Development Concept Plan
superseded pages 5 and 8 of the bound booklet for Simpson Oaks Development Concept Pan,
per the January 21, 2015 letter from Sang Oh to Robin Regner, Secretary to the Zoning
Board. In addition, Petitioner submitted Petitioner's Exhibit 2A as a proposed replacement
for page 6 of the bound booklet, as to proposed modified accessory uses and bulk
regulations, and Petitioner's Exhibit 2B as a proposed replacement for page 7 of the bound
booklet, as to the typical lot details.
4. Mr. Madden testified that the proposed enhancements associated with the proposed
CEF-R rezoning were special, and were much more that would be required or could possibly
be provided pursuant to the permitted 650,000 square foot or greater development under the
existing PEG zone. These proposed enhancements, as summarized and specified in

Petitioner's Exhibit 3 and as shown on Petitioner's Exhibits 1A through ID, include: 1) a
Tot Lot, Nature Play Fitness Station and Neighborhood Trail; 2) the dedication of the
"Overlook Parcel", parcel 412, to Howard County prior to record plat approval; 3) the

r
design, development and dedication to Howard County of, in coordination with the Howard
County Department of Recreation and Parks, the Simpson Oaks Neighborhood Trail and the
Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail; 4) the design, development and dedication of, in
coordination with Howard County Office of Transportation and Department of Public Works,
the Grace Drive Bikeway. Petitioner's Exhibit 3 specifies the Petitioner's commitments in
ensuring the provision of these enhancements.

Mr. Madden testified that the Middle Patuxent Environmental Trail will link the
residential developments to the north of the subject property with the Robinson Nature
Center. Mr. Madden noted that the linkages provided by the environmental trail and the
bikeway were what "Columbia" was all about. He testified that the developer is actively
involved with Recreation and Parks as to the planning and programming of the various
amenities, including both active and passive recreation. Mr. Madden indicated that the Tot
Lots, the Fitness Station, the Open Play Area and the Picnic area would all be accessible
from the bikeway.
Mr. Madden testified that a number of the architectural features which are being
provided as part of the proposed development are not seen elsewhere. In particular, Mr.
Madden noted that they're going to use several different methods of separating the bike lane
from the roadway, including raised medians, bollards and striping as design features. Mr.
Madden pointed out the proposed end-of-ride facilities along Grace Drive for bicyclists as an

example of the type of features/facilities not otherwise provided without the design flexibility
inherent in the CEF-R District. Mr. Madden indicated that the bikeway would be consistent

with the standards of the upcoming Bicycle Master Plan, which will be adopted later this
year.

Mr. Madden testified that the proposed accessory use provisions and bulk regulations
were amended, per Petitioner's Exhibit 2A, to accommodate the desires of the River Hill
Village Board. It was noted by Zoning Board member Mary Kay Sigaty that accessory uses

should be treated the same way that they are in River Hill, if this development will be
annexed into the Columbia Association as is proposed.

Mr. Madden testified that all of the roads in the proposed development will be public
roads. As to parking, Mr. Madden indicated that the 572 parking spaces to be provided would
be 112 spaces more than the minimum requirement. Because of community objections, the
extra parking was provided throughout the community rather than in a separate, overflow
parking lot.
As to transition issues, Mr. Madden opined that because of the large open space areas
provided with the proposed development, he viewed the subject property primarily as an
open space area providing a transition area between residential and employment uses.
5. Judith Miller, a professional architect, testified on the proposed architectural details to
be provided in the development under CEF-R Zoning. Ms. Miller indicated that the
architectural details created a blend or transition between the surrounding commercial and
residential uses. She testified that a variety of unit types, varying streetscapes, varying garage
designs, and different townhouse widths and undulated depths were proposed to create
interest and variety in design. Ms. Miller testified that a variety of building materials were
proposed, including brick, stone and siding to provide relief and more creativity. Ms. Miller
indicated that elements from both a "Mill-town" theme and the stone from the Robinson
Nature Center were featured to bring in elements from surrounding uses. Ms. Miller testified
that the architectural details were not "cutting edge" by any means but instead were designed

to offer what has already been provided elsewhere and which has been deemed acceptable in
the community.
6. Matthew Brenner, John Marshall of Recreation and Parks, Joan Lancos and Kathy
Chavers, on behalf of the River Hill Community Association, generally testified in favor of
the petition. All of the supporters indicated that they preferred residential to commercial
development, and that the proposed enhancements, particularly the bikeway and
environmental trail would be great enhancements for the community. Ms. Chavers did

indicate that the RHCA did not support the bulk regulations and accessory uses as originally
proposed but did support the Petitioner's proposed amendments as indicated on Petitioner's
Exhibit 2A. Ms. Chavers also indicated that they did not support pipe-stem lots, which had
also been addressed by the Petitioner.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW
1. In order to approve Petitioner's petition for rezoning from the PEG to the CEF-R

Zoning District, the Board is required to find that the Petitioner has met its burden of
satisfying all the criteria contained in Sections 121.0. A., I and J.8.b. of the Howard County
Zoning Regulations. Based on the petition, the Technical Staff Report ofDPZ and testimony
and evidence presented at the hearing, and the amendments to the petition made by
Petitioner as noted above, and based on the conditions of the Board as noted below, the
Board finds that Petitioner has satisfied the above-referenced criteria, and specifically
concludes as follows with respect to each of the regulatory criteria:
a. Whether the petition will accomplish the purposes of the CEF District.

c
The first criterion to be addressed is pursuant to Section 121.0J.8.b (1) - whether the
petition will accomplish the purposes of the CEF District. In addressing this, the Board shall
evaluate the following purpose as stated in Section 121.0.A. 1. through 6.:
A. Purpose

The Community Enhancement Floating (CEF) District is established to encourage
the creative development and redevelopment of commercial and residential
properties through flexible zoning so that the proposed development complements
and enhances the surrounding uses and creates a more coherent, connected
development. While it is envisioned that the CEF District could place residential
uses on land zoned for employment in some circumstances, it should not be viewed
primarily as a way to convert land zoned for employment to residential.

The CEF District is intended to:
1. Allow greater design flexibility and a broader range of development
alternatives than the existing zoning district;
2. Provide features and enhancements which are beneficial to the community in
accordance with Section 121.0.G.:
3. Provide a higher quality of site design and amenities than is possible to
achieve under the standard provisions of existing zoning district requirements;
4. Encourage creative architectural design with the most favorable arrangement
of site features, based on physical site characteristics and contextual
sensitivity to surrounding developments;
5. Serve as a transitional area by providing a mix of uses compatible with the
surrounding community or developments; and
6. Encourage aggregation of undemtilized properties.
Purpose 1
Allowing greater design flexibility and a broader range of development
alternatives than the existing zoning district.
There was undisputed testimony that the CEF-R District would allow much greater

design flexibility than a standard PEG development of 650,000 square feet of commercial
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development. The CEF-R District development at this location, in addition to allowing a low
density residential development, will allow the provision of a substantial amount of open
space in the form of a bike trail, an environmental trail and the dedication of a substantial
park area to the County, in addition to other amenities, all of which would not be possible to
provide as part of a PEG development.
Purpose 2
Providing features and enhancements which are beneficial to the community in
accordance with Section 121.0.G.
Section 121.0.G provides:
G. Enhancements

The CEF development must contain one or more design features or enhancements
which are beneficial to the community as delineated in accordance with Section
121.0.J.2.A and that exceed minimum standards required by County Regulations,
excluding bulk regulations. Such features or enhancements must be proportionate
to the increase in development intensity and impacts associated with the CEF
rezoning compared to the previously existing zoning. Enhancements shall be free
and open to the general public, as opposed to a commercial use. Features or
enhancements may be provided on a vicinal site within the delineated community
pursuant to evaluation on a case by case basis. Enhancements may include:
1. Community parks or gathering spaces, playgrounds, dog parks, or recreation
facilities that are open to the general public;
2. Enhanced environmental open space which incorporates environmental
restoration of streams, wetlands or forests, or enhanced landscaping;
3. Bicycle, pedestrian or transit improvements which provide connections to of fsite destinations or bicycle, pedestrian or transit facilities; or
4. Other community enhancements identified on the Development Concept Plan.

The design features/enhancements proposed by the Petitioner- the bike trail, the
environmental trail connecting the residential communities with the Robinson Nature Center,
the dedication of approximately 50% of the subject property to the County for park use, the
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provision of the Tot lot and Nature Play/Fitness Station, the Neighborhood Trail and the
design and installation of the community signage and traffic calming techniques - are all
beneficial to the surrounding community and far exceed the minimum standards required by
County regulations. These features/enhancements are definitely proportionate to the increase
in the development intensity and impacts, since it is arguable that a PEC development on the
subject property would be more intense and impactful than the proposed residential and
predominantly open space development of the subject property. The PEC zone has only a
25% open space requirement and no requirement for the provision of the
features/enhancements as described above.
Purpose 3
Providing a higher quality of site design and amenities than is possible to achieve
under the standard provisions of existing zoning district requirements

As indicated by DPZ in its Technical Staff Report, the types of amenities being
proposed as part of this rezoning petition are of a higher quality that what a typical PEG
development could or would offer, including the aforementioned features/enhancements. The
proposed design of the residential community, including its community identity signage, and
interconnecting linkages between the various trails, bikeways and open space, would not
likely be possible even pursuant to a standard residential development. All of these site
designs and amenities will be required as part of the approval of this petition.
Purpose 4
Encouraging creative architectural design with the most favorable arrangement
of site features, based on physical site characteristics and contextual sensitivity
to surrounding developments
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The Petitioner provided an acceptably creative architectural design through the use of
varying size of lots, streetscape, garage types and locations, undulating unit depth, and a
variety of building materials, with an incorporation of some architectural elements from
surrounding uses.

Purpose 5
Serving as a transitional area by providing a mix of uses compatible with the
surrounding community or developments

The proposed development of the subject property, with the single-family detached
homes being located adjoining the NT-zoned single-family detached developments to the
north and west, and the single-family attached homes being located between the singlefamily detached units and the commercial development to the south, particularly with the
large amount of open space provided, serves as transitional area between the existing
residential and commercial areas, with the proposed uses being compatible with those
existing uses on adjoining properties.
Purpose 6
Encouraging aggregation of underutilized properties.

The subject property is a single property so this criterion is inapplicable.
b. Whether the petition complies with the criteria for a CEF District in Section
121.0.1
The second criterion to be addressed is pursuant to Section 121.0J.8.b(2) - whether

the petition complies with the criteria for a CEF District in Section 121.0.1. In addressing
this, the Board shall evaluate the criteria in Section 121.0.1 as follows:
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I. Criteria for a CEF District
The CEF District may be established at a particular location if the following
criteria are met:

1. The proposed CEF District is located within the planned service area for both
public water and sewer service;
2. A proposed CEF-C District shall have frontage on and access to an arterial or
major collector road. A proposed CEF-R or CEF-M District shall have
frontage on and access to an arterial or collector roadway, or a local road if
access to the local road is safe based on road conditions and accident history
and the local road is not internal to a residential development;
3. For all properties, the minimum development size for any CEF District shall
be five acres;
4. The proposed CEF District is not located in an existing M-2, TOD, NT, MXD,

or PGCC District;
5. A Proposed CEF-R District is not located in an existing non-residential zoning
district unless the proposed CEF-R District adjoins a residential zoning

district;
6. The proposed CEF District is not permitted within the interior of a
neighborhood comprising only single-family detached dwellings;
7. A CEF development at the proposed location shall be compatible with
surrounding residential neighborhoods, existing land uses in the vicinity of the
site in terms of providing a transitional use between different zoning districts
and/or land uses and the scale, height, mass, and architectural detail of
proposed structures;
8. The proposed CEF development shall include enhancements as provided in
Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall be proportionate to the scale of the CEF
development;
9. The proposed CEF District shall meet the criteria of the purpose statement;
and
10. The proposed CEF Development does not comprise parcels which were added
to the Planned Service Area to achieve Bay Restoration goals articulated in
Plan Howard 2030.

14

1. The proposed CEF District is located within the planned service area
for both public water and sewer service.
The subject property is within the Planned Service Area and would be served
by public water and sewer facilities.
2. A proposed CEF-R or CEF-^I District shall have frontage on and
access to an arterial or collector roadway.
The proposed CEF-R District is located on Grace Drive, a minor collector
roadway.

3. The minimum development size for any CEF District shall be five
acres.

The subject property is 66.8 acres.
4. The proposed CEF District is not located in an existing M-2,
TOD, NT, MXD, or PGCC District.
The existing zoning of the subject property is PEG.
5. A Proposed CEF-R District is not located in an existing nonresidential zoning district unless the proposed CEF-R District
adjoins a residential zoning district
The proposed CEF-R District is currently zoning PEC, which is a non-

residential district but the subject property adjoins a residential area in the NT
Zoning District.
6. The proposed CEF District is not permitted within the
interior of a neighborhood comprising only single-family
detached dwellings.

The proposed CEF-R District is not within the interior of single-family
detached neighborhood.
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7. A CEF development at the proposed location shall he
compatible with surrounding residential neighborhoods,
existing hind uses in the vicinity of the site in terms of
providing a transitional use between different zoning districts
and/or land uses and the scale, height, mass, and
architectural detail of proposed structures.
The proposed development of the subject property, with the singlefamily detached homes being located adjoining the existing NT-zoned singlefamily detached developments to the north and west, and the single-family
attached homes being located between the single-family detached units and
the commercial development to the south, particularly with the large amount
of open space provided, serves as a transitional area between the existing
residential and commercial areas, with the proposed uses being compatible
with those existing uses on adjoining properties.
8, The proposed CEF development shall include enhancements
as provided in Section 121.0.G. enhancements shall he
proportionate to the scale of the CEF development
The design features/enhancements proposed by the Petitioner- the bike
trail, the environmental trail connecting the residential communities with the
Robinson Nature Center, the dedication of approximately 50% of the subject
property to the County for park use, the provision of the Tot lot and Nature

Play/Fitness Station, the Neighborhood Trail and the design and installation
of the community signage and traffic calming techniques - are all beneficial to
the surrounding community and far exceed the minimum standards required
by County regulations. These features/enhancements are definitely
proportionate to the Increase in the development intensity and impacts, since it
is arguable that a PEG development on the subject property would be more
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intense and impactful than the proposed residential and predominantly open
space development of the subject property. The PEG zone has only a 25%
open space requirement and no requirement for the provision of the
features/enhancements as described above.
P. The proposed CEF District shall meef the criteria of the
purpose statement.

The conclusions of law for this criterion are addressed above in
Conclusion of Law 1 .a.
10. The proposed CEF Development does not comprise parcels
which were added to the Planned Service Area to achieve Bay
Restoration goals articulated in Plan Howard 2030.

This criterion is inapplicable.
c. Whether the petition meets the Moderate Income Housing Unit
requirements.

The Petitioner proposes the provision of 19 Moderate Income housing Units to be
"disbursed throughout the single-family .attached community" and which "will be
indistinguishable from the other non-MIHU units".
2. The Board, having concluded that the Petitioner's amended petition, including the
amendments noted to the proposed Concept Plan, the proposed Bulk Regulations and

Accessory Uses and Typical Lot Details made at the public hearing, with the additional
conditions and modifications as specified below, has satisfied all of the criteria for approval
as noted above, therefore concludes that a CEF-R District covering the land in the petition
should be approved, that the Concept Plan should be approved, that the bulk regulations,
accessory uses and any related restrictions or modifications should be approved, and that the
proposed community enhancements should be approved, subject to the following conditions:
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a. The Zoning Board, while fully supporting this community being annexed into the
Village of River Hill, wants to ensure that the accessory use provisions applicable to this
development be the same as those applicable to River Hill if the property is to be annexed, or
substantially similar to R-SC- type developments, if the property is not annexed. Therefore,

the Board approves for this development if it is annexed into the Village of River Hill the
accessory use provisions applicable to River Hill, whether they be any specific accessory use

provisions in the recorded Final Development Plan for the Section of River Hill adjoining the
subject property, or the accessory use provisions of Section 110.0 (R-SC District), or any
combination thereof; the Board alternatively approves for this development if it is not
annexed into the Village of River Hill, the proposed accessory use provisions originally
proposed in Petitioner's Booklet (Petitioner's Exhibit 2A's Accessory Use provisions with
the deletions for Sections B.5., 6. and 8. removed); and
b. The Petitioner shall provide on the subsequent site development plan for the
subject property's development proposed additional screening as necessary on pipe stem lots
3,12,15,24, 27, 35, 38 and 45 to ensure appropriate yard separation; and
c. The Petitioner shall provide on the subsequent site development plan for the
subject property's development a connection between the Neighborhood Trail and the culde-sac between lots 25 and 26 similar to that provided between lots 13 and 14 and lots 36 and
37 as shown on the Concept Plan.
For the foregoing reasons, the Zoning Board of Howard County, Maryland, on this

Qs day of P< pr 11 _, 2015, hereby GRANTS Petitioner's request for
rezoning of the subject property from the PEG to the CEF-R Zoning District, specifically
creating a CEF District covering the land in the petition, approving the Concept Plan,
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establishing the bulk regulations and accessory use provisions and approving the community
enhancements, with the specific conditions of approval for those enhancements, as contained
in Petitioner's Exhibit 3, all as conditioned and provided herein and in Conclusion of Law
2.a. through c. above.
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