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72 (1) Jan. 4, 1993 Appell Order for Appeal form the Decision and
er of the Balrimore County Soard of Appeals, fd.

@ dan 2, | le;;—mawwmﬂmm-.mﬂmum
1/6/93)

=h (3) Jan. 13, 1993- Protestants' Petition for Judicial Reviev fd.

cam (41 Jan 19, 1993 Appearance of John H. Zink, I11, Robert A.
Hoffman and Rodger O. Robertson as Attormeys
Appellees, Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church, Inc. na
Clgnal Development Corp., and same day Motion to Dismiss
Frotestants' order for Appeal and to Correct Docket Entr
‘or, memorandum and exhibits, fd. (request for hearing

1993 Proceedings before cthe Zoning Commissioner anc
e d of Appeals of Baltinore County £d. (2 folders, Box
108 in basewent

60:C HA 21 NONTE

(v)(6)Fed. 1,1993 - Appellant’s response to Appellees’ motion to disaiss,

4f (7) Feb. 5, 1993 - Appellees Huat Valley Presbyterian Church, Inc.
Cignal Devalopment Corporation, Reply Nemorandum in Suppori of Wotion &

Dismiss and Exnabits fd.

[ROC | D—

aumaly, a maximum scating capacity of 500 porsons in the church
jtself, a prohibition against operating any commercial day care or
nursery school, and a requirement that Sunday schoel classes be
restricted to parishioners.

The Protestants appealcd the Board's decision on January 4,
1993. They seek a reversal based upon the following clearly
erroncous £indings by the Board:

. That the proposed use is out of cmacter and
unkquely damages the surrounding comeun!

That the proposed use, as to its size and
purpose, violates the BCZR and Master ®plany

That the proposed u
uniq'\lely damages coatiguous pxopextiel a"the
surrounding neighborhood;
That the proposed use Creates a unigue
hazardous traffic problem and unsafe envionments
and
8 the site is "suburban" rather than
ral and, presumably, that is why the Board
failed to limit the square footage of the church
after having rejg:r.ad the inclusion of a "fellow-
ship hall® as of the main
Responding here to these contentions, the Church argues that the
Board should be affirmed because no error of law has been alleged and
all factual issues decided by the Board were "fairly debatable". (In
order to avoid losing the property under its contract with Cignal,
the Church closed on the property on April 23, 1993, thus removing
cignal from the controversy.)
In a very recent opinion affirming ancther decision of the

Baltimore County Board of Appeals, Red Roof Inns v. People's

casE w0 3EV=56 r 3

419 e, 34, 1993 Aspeliente: motion
Appelles must respond Ase onton Cension of
sule 312 andus ‘is ordered to be Peb. 36, 1993,
March 29, 1993- Hoa. Jobn G. Turnbull, II. Hearing had. Order signed.

198 Qoder of Comt c—cwtrd © 1/3/93 et
(10} Mer 30, a—u'“‘ e fggmal

sw) (11) Apr. 21, 1993 Appellents' Rule B12 Memorandum, fd. (received 4/12,
3(12) Mey 17, 1993 Appelles’s Rule B12 Memorandum, fd. (rec'd 5-6-93)

¥e7 27, 1993 Non. Bohert B. Cobill Sr. Nasring bad. Buling beld swbcuria. Optaion to bs

-ay -n.nn acrenten Qpdaion and Opder of Oourt Affimaing the dacision of the
Board,etc,£4. (.8

(o) {14) Oct. 12, 1993 John Sewell's Order entering an appeal (n th-
Court of 1s of Naryland from all
or Baltimore County in the -m-cuunu
ave, Fd.  (Docket 6, folio 11)

15)00ct. 26, 1993 Wuat Valley Presbyterisa Church and Cignal
il mm e e aspenls e (rebra ook, 18, 19931

Counsgl, 96 MA. App. 219 (1993), tho Court of Special Appeals
sumarized prior appellate holdings as to the standard which a
clreuit court judge must follow when called upon to review a decision
of the board of appeals.

STANDARD OF REVIEW

The standard of judicial review as applied to
decisions of administrative agencies in general,
those ds in oy

of Appe: once a
od by the soning authorit: a * 1 s
by Lewing courts 12 !
anguage of the cases, “fairly dai Batable. {Cltations
omitted] In 3 Wd. 533, 542, 253 A.24
372 (1969), CIUIT of Apeals defined the'term
"fairly dn.h-ubl."x
have made clear that if the issus
before the mlnl-zuuv- body in "talely

titute their jt
he administrative body, in absence
an unconstitutional taking of prlvlk- ynw.ny
use without the payment of jus

In nvh\dlw the zoning authority's decision,
consider all of the evidence in the

l w-v-r, is
confined to detersining the legality procedure
esployed and whether m- daciaton vas luny debatable in
nnz of the = evidence adduced before the soning authority.
O & W, app. 218, 334, n. 17, 412
. 32

i agp. 256, 257
93 M. App.at 223-224
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The Appellants and Appelless, by their 1
attorneys, in accordance with Maryland Rule 2-508, hereby i
stipulate to the dismissal of this administrative appeal,

without prejudice, and the Appellants shall pay the costs of

these proceedings.

uarrison & Burch tier
ipachs Aranue no uhgl.ny Avenue
u. Box 3317
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This Court has reviewed the evidence and carefully considered
the lengthy Rule B12 Memoranda submitted by the parties. As to
challenged findings 1, 3 and 4, those lssues are fairly debatable,
because, 1f for no other reason, they were hotly "débated” by
opposing experts. Each side's Memorandum points to the testimony and
opinions of its experts as either disputing or supporting the Board's
findings. This shows that the Board had a choice to make in deciding
such things as the effect of the use on the surrounding properties,
the size of the proposed facility and the Fotential for hazardous
tratfic conditions on Beaver Dam Road. In the eyes of this Court,
when each side to a controversy has found it necessary to offer
testimony from a highly qualified expert bearing upon the specific
issue to be decided, it is a clear indication that a "reasoning mind
reasonably could have reached the factual conclusion the agency
reached". Supervisor of Assess. v. Ely, 272 md. 77, 84 (1974).

Although the Protestants argue generally that building a church
of the size proposed on this land "violates the BCZR and Master
Plan", the only regulation, which the Board is alleged to have
ignored, is the 50' building height restriction found in Section
300.2 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.2.R.). The
Protestants submit that, because the approved plan calls for a 95'
"steeple” atop the edifice and Section 300.1.A of the B.C.Z.R.
exempts only a "spire" from the height restriction, the Board has
acted arbitrarily and capriciously. Even had Noah Webster (o his
successors in esse) not ordained that a spire is a steeple and a

229193 -cmuu Court. AFFIRMED CBA. G
judge Robert Canill, Sr.) 935{! 15 PHR: 16
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CORPORATION FOR . CIRCUIT COURT
BPECIAL EXCEPTION ON PROPERTY
LOCATED 123' SOUTHWEST OF 4 FOR
CENTERLINE OF I-83 AT BEAVER
DAM ROAD (13015 BEAVER DAM ROAD) * BALTIMORE COUNTY

TH oN
3IRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT . Case No. 93CV00056
Case No. 91-466-X
MEMORANDUM OPINION AND ORDER
In 1991, Cignal Development Corporation, as owner, and Hunt

valley Church, Inc.

"Church"), as contract
purchaser, jointly petitioned the Zoning Commissioner to grant a
special exception which would allow the recently established
congregation to use an undeveloped parcel of land adjacent to the
wostern border of Interstate 83 as tho locatlon for its permanent
house of worship. The 23+ acre parcel, zoned RC-4, fronts on the
south side of Boaver Dam Road, beginning at the southwest corner of
its overpass above Interstate 83.

The Deputy Zoning Comalssioner granted the special exception
subject to a linitation as to the seating capacity in the main
building and restrictions as to certain secondary uses. Both the
Petitioners and the Protestants appealed to the County Board of
Appeals (the Board) which, after hearing three days of testimony over
a four-month period, issued Lts findings of fact and granted the
special exception. However, the Board, like the Zoning Commissioner

placed certain restrictions on the Church's use of the property,

steeple is a spire, the logic of concluding that the words are
synonymous is inescapable. And, since rcasoning minds could, as the
Board did, reach that conclusion, this challenge must be rejected.

The contention that the contemplated use violates the Master
Plan is alleged to be based on the opinion of the Protestants'
expert, Phillip W. Worrell (Prot. Mem. p.12), although the
Court could not find that statement on pp.85-87 of the August 4, 1992
transcript. If that is mr. Worrell's opinion, however, the point is
that the Master Plan in no way prohibits the granting of a special
exception to construct a relatively large church in an RC-4 zone.
Indeed, the stated policy of the Master Plan at the time of its
adoption by the County Council on February 5, 1990 makes it clear
that the zoning regulations and the County Code will continue to be
the only legal atandards for controlling land use in Baltimore
County.

PoLICY:
This Master Plan shall serve as a quide to Baltimore
t implements plans for the devel
: -momt omul

cons!
ng grow
we approach the 21st Ctntury

Much of the authority of the Master Plan will be
realized whes and the ot! ctions in the Plan
are Amrpen:od into the Cwnty "Feguiatory structurs.

e that this is done, a procedure to monif

comprenensive Zoning
And, 1f necessary, clarified through changed [aie)




to the appropriate regulations and/or the Baltimore

County Code. (M.P.p.7; eaphasis supplied.)

Raving found from the evidence that the Church met the criteria

in Section 502.1 of the B.C.Z.R. for obtaining a special exception,
cd had agreed with Mr. Worrell that this use was

even if the Boal .
h the Master Plan {and the Board obvicusly

somchow inconsistent wit
4id not so agree), denying
would have been clearly exroneous.

the Church's Petition on that basis

The £inal contention arises out of the Board's opining that the
ed * 4 * * is no longer a purely
and, as such, the

rhood. "

vicinity where the site is locats

farming area but is now more of a suburban area,

church itself is mot out of character with thiz neighbo!

(Bd.Op.p-5). -
complex at Hunt Valley and the new housing in the surco ng

it is reasonable to canc:

sven the proximity of the site to the industrial

lude that this area of Baltimore
community,

County has changed substantially from its former character of farm

he
Jand to a suburb of the Baltimore metropolitan area. AS to ti
g of the Protestants' arguacnt under this heading, the

second pron:
woreover,

concludes that it is a non sequitur.
e allogation that the Board failed to limit
oved building is that it is a mateer of

Court respectfully
the simple answer to the
the square footage of the PP
mathematical computation. One need oaly subtract the aquare footage
of the rejected "fellowship hal

of the building which was approved.

1" to arrive at the approximate size

Cignal Doyelopment Corporation - Case No. 91-466-X

File No. 93-CV-f305¢

Dac. 10, 1992 k1! ‘~g on Petitioners' Motlon to Revise Supplemental
Order dated December 1, 1992 issued by the Board -
DENIED.

Jan. 5, 1993  Order for Appeal filed In the Circuit Court for
tinore County by T. Rogors Harrison, Esquire on
behalf of Gary J. Swatko,

Petition and ordur for Appeal filed in the Clrcult
Court Tor 'Baltimore County by Mr. Harriso

January 6 Certificate of Notice sent to interested parties.
February 3 Transcript of testimony flled.

Petitioner's Exhiblt No. 1 -Plat of the site
-Minutes of the Planning Board
3 Hemo. o A. Jablon £com D:

Flelds

4 -Final Devel. Plan for Bishop's
Pond 3/7/!

5 -Amended nevu Plan for Bishop's
Pond

6 nu-mg ot pxupo sed churc

7 -Travel Routes to Hunt van-y
Pres. church

8 -A-K-Fhotos of approaching road

9 -Trattic Report 8/2/9

10-Petitio:

11 snen 2 n-lu-o:- County

12-1 l’hot.ogupnlc Yap 1986 Aerial
Cockeysville NW
13-Composite of

Maps
14-Hunt V.lluy Pres. church (Plat

te)
15-fant Valley Pres. church (Plat
with
16-A-K-Photos
17-Petition and attachment
18-Vehicle turning movement count
summary (2 pgs.)

Protestants’ Exhioit No. 1- (ID only) - KARP Petition
2-Erdman & Associates Study
3 Piat - progression of 1ina of sight
4-pollcy on gaonstric design of
highways & stre
5-Reduced scale progression of line
of sight

This Court is satisfied that the evidence presented to the Board
was sufficient to allow reasoning minds to make the factual
determinations that the Board made, and, therefors, the issues were
fairly debatable. Accordingly, the Board's decision is AFFIRMED.

Zimeorman, Esg., Deputy People's Counse:
Bttt Hackett, Chairman, County Board of Awun s

Cignal Gnyuiopmat Corporakion - Gine. 0o $1-486-%
File No. 93-CV-00056

Protestants® Exhibit Wo. §-PhLL Worrall's
-¥alleyscel aning Councl 2/1/51

s-Fells Road Comn. Amoc. (3 pgs)

9-Potitio

10-Churches within the F.R.C.A.

")
1ic streets and
in general vicinity of the

churecl
u-lnl-xgw version of tax map
14874783 Tetter trom Lar rry O'Neill
15-4/22/92 Gary Swatko letter
February 3 Record of rmudlng- filed in the Circuit Caxt far
Baltimore Count)
Record of Proceedings pursuant to which said Order was entered
and upon which said Board acted are hereby forvarded to the Court,

together with exhibits entered into evidence before the Board.

tfully -m(un,

- )
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7. Rogers Harrison, Esquire
Robert A. Hoffman, Esqu
Pocer Nex Zimmerman, Beputy People's Counsel for Baltisore

Rodger
Suit

In THE WATTER OF TuE N THE
PLICATION OF CIGNAL

LOPMENT CIRCUIT COURT
FOR

BALTIMORE COUNTY
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STH ELECTION DISTRICT *  CV Doc. No. _41
3IRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
Follo No. 138
ET AL, ruulrﬂns T
lolmlu ml NO. 91-466- ¢ Flle Mo. _93-CV-00056

. . . . . . . . .
PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE ZONING COMMISSIONER AND THE
BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY.

TO THE HOMORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID CoumT:

And now come William T. Mackett, Harry E. Buchheister, Jr.,
and Judson H. Lipowitz, constituting the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County, and in answer to the Order for Appeal directed

against them (n this case, herewith return the record of

had in the matter, of the

following certified coples or original papers on file in the Office
of the Zoning Commissloner and the Board of Appeals of Baltimore
County:
¥o. 9.
May 29, 1991 Petition filed by John B. Howard, Esquire on behalf

of Feritioner for Speciel Excaption to allow a
July 16 Certificate of Posting of property.

July 18 Comments of Baltlmore County Zoning Plans Advisory
Committee.

October 3 Revised Petition for Special Exception filed by John

B. Howard on behalf of Petitioner to allow a church
in an RC-4 zone and to allow an emendment to the
Final Development Plan for Bishop's Pond to permit
a churcl

October 31 Publication.in newspaper.

i I0N m
BT AT, e o

sm:cuL ucsnlo« ON PROPERTY FoR

czxm:n LINE OF 123 AT BEAVER DAM BALTIMORE COUNTY
0AD (13015 Beaver Dam R

B
3rd COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, INC.

v.

MOTICE OF FILING OF RECORD

r 0. Robertson, Esq. T. Rogers Harrison, Esi Jobn H. Zink, III, Esq.
216 E. Lexingeon Street 105 west. Cheey aki Avnve  Robert A. Hoffma aan; Esq.
It

00 Jefferson Building 219 Allegheny Avenus
21204

Baltimore, MD 21202 Towson, MD

Lindales M. Kuizaaul, Legal Sec.
unty Board of Apy
h---n ¢ 01d Court

rauson, WD 21206

400 Vashington Avenue, Touson, MD 21204

In accordance with Msryland Rule of Procedure B12, you are
notified that a record in the above entitled case was Eiled on
993

Cignal bevalopment Corporation - case No.
No. 93-CV-00056 e v o1ae6x

Nov. 21, 1991 Hearing held on Petition by
Commiasioner. e e

Dacember 26 Order of the Deputy Zoning Comatmslo
Petition with rellrlcllonug AONER ORI

Jan. 24, 1992 Amended Order of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner
ncorporating apy xosel of tive
WRiGh o util136 apacial axcaption, TooT POFiod In

January 24 Motlce of appeai recelved from T. Rogers Harci:
Esquire on behalf of Protestants. o o oon

January 24 Notica of apps from Robert A. i
Eaquize on Behalt of Petitioner Sanirm—s;

February 19 Notice of appeal of Amanded Ordor received from T.
Rogara Harrison, Esquire on behalf of Protestants.

apeil 24 Hearing before the Board of Appeals.
July 30 Continued Hearing before the Board of Appeals.
August 4 Hearing completed bafore the Board of Appeals.
August 14 People’s Counsel's Memorandum filed.

August 24 Prot. ant: cl ng Argument filed by T x:
Harrlson, Esquire g e

August 25 Gle Ang Azgumenta of Patitioners filed by kobert A.
Hoftman, Esqul

Novesber 5 OpinLon and Order of the Board GRANTING the Petitlon
for special Exception subject to restrictlions

Hovember 13 Motion to Revise Order filed by Robert A. Hoftman,
squir

Decesber 2 Protestants’ Answer to Patitloners’ Motion to Revise
Ordar and Protestants® Kotion to Revise Order and/oc

for Clarification flled by T. Rogers: Mareiors

Esquire. %

Supplemental Order issued by the Board.
fetitlonars: Motlon to Revise Supplemental Order

u:ed December 3, 1992 filed by Robert A. Hoffman,

CASE # 41/138/93CV00056

IN THE MATTER OF THE IN THE
CIRCUIT COURT
FOR
BALTIMORE COUNTY
{13015 BEAVER DA RoaD)
8TH ELECTION DISTI ¢ CVDoc. No. _41
SRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
Folio No. __138
GARY SWATKO, ET AL, PLAINTIFFS
ZONING CASE NO. 91-466-X File No. _93-CV-00056
CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE
Madam Clerk:

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule B-2(d) of the Maryland
Rules of Procedure, William T. Hackett, Harry E. Buchhelster, Jr.
and Judson H. Lipowitz, constituting the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the
appeal to the representative of every party to the proceeding
before it; namely, T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire, NUDD, HARRISON &
BURCH, 300 Jefferson Bullding, 105 W. Chesapeake Avunue, Towson,
Maryland 21204, Counsel for Plaintiffs; Gary Swatko, et al, c/o T.
Rogers Harrison, Esquire, MUDD, HARRISON & BURCH, 300 Jefferson
Bullding, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland 2120
Plaintiffs; Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire, VENABLE, BAETJER & HOWARD,
210 Allegheny Avenua, P.0. Box 5517, Towson, Maryland 21285-$517,

Counsel for Ccignal 108 w.
Timonius Road, Suite 200, Timonium, Maryland 21093, Defendant;

Donald President - Hunt Valley Church, 3
Forest Ridge Court, Timonium, Maryland 21093; Pater Max Zimmerman
Esquire, Deputy People‘s Counsel for Baltimore County, Room 47,
Basement - O1d Courthause, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson, Maryland




Cignal Development | Corporation - C No. 91-466-X
File

21204 and Michael B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County Board of Appeals,

Room 49, Basemant - Old Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson,

Maryland 21204, a copy of which Notice is attached hereto and

prayed that it may be made a part hereof.

Lindale !
County Board of Appea
ool Coutnous

Towson.
(410) 887-3180

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the aforegoing Certificate of
Notice has been mailed to T. Rogers Herrison, Esquire, KUDD,
HARRISON & BURCH, 300 Jefferson Building, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue,
Towson, Maryland 21204, Counsel for Plaintiffs; Gary Swatko, et
al, ¢/o T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire, NUDD, HARRISON & BURCH, 300
Jetferson Building, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, Maryland
21204, Plaintiffs; Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire, VENABLE, BAETJER &
HOWARD, 210 Allegheny Avenue, P.O. Box 5517, Towson, Naryland
21285-5517, Counsel for Defendant; Cignal Development Corporation,
108 W. Timonium Road, Suite 200, Timonium, Maryland 21083,
ident - Hunt Valley Presbyterian

fendant; Donald
Church, 3 Forest Ridge Court, Timonium, Maryland 21093; r Max
Zimmerman, Esquire, Deputy People's Counsel for Baltimore County,
Room 47, Basement - Old Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson,
Maryland 21204 and Michael B. Sauer, Esquire, c/o County Board of

Appeals, Room 49, Basement - Old Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue,

THE_ MATTER OF

CASE NO. 91-466-X

(13015 BEAVER DAM ROAD) graoure COURT FOR
DISTRICT
SR CotmeTiaantc pistaict 41/138/93CV00056

PETITION JUDICIAL REVIEW

Protestants Gary J. Swatko, John Sewell, Mary
2inkham, Falls Road Community Association et al, by their
attorneys, T. Rogers Harrison and Mudd, Barrison & Burch,
submit this Petition for Judicial Review in accordance with
Maryland Rule B2(3), seeking reversal of the decision and
orders of the County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County
dated November 5, 1992, December 3, 1992, and December 10,
1992,

Jurisdiction

(1) Pursuant to Md. Code Anp. Art. 66B 5408, persons
aggrieved by a decision of the local Board of Appeals may
jointly or severally appeal that decision to the Circuit Court
of the appropriate rounty.

(2) Protestants have standing to seek judicial
review because they participated in the hearing at the
administrative level and are aggrieved by the County Board of
County Board of

Appeals’ decision. Brynarski v.
R\

Cignal Development Corporation - Case No. 91-466-X
1le No. 93-CV-!

Towson, Maryland 21204 on this 6th day of January, 1993.

T Xuszaaul, Lega!
County Board of Appeal
jement -
490 Vashington Avemme

, Maryland 21204
(uu) "a07-3180

Appeals, 247 Nd. 137, 147, 230 A.2d 289 (1967).

(3) Protestants are aggrieved because, as
neighboring property owners and an organization of community
property owners, their property rights are adversely affected
by the Board's decision in a way different from that suffered
by the public in general. Wier v. Witney Land Company, 257 Md.
600, 610, 263 A.2d 833 (1970).

Background Facts

(4) cignal Development Corporatiocn as owner and the
Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church as contract purchaser submitted
a petition for special exception to allow a large church in an
RC4 zone to the Office of the Zoning Commissiocner for Baltimore
County. That petition was granted, subject to certain
restrictions and limitations and appealed by the Protestants to
the Baltimore County Board of Appeals. The case was heard on
April 24, July 30, and August 4, 1992.

(5) Petitioners were seeking the right by way of a
special exception to comstruct an approximate 26,000 square
foot structure with a 95 foot steeple in an RC4 (Resource
Conservation) zone, which is a watershed protection zone. The
subject parcel has been devoted to crop farming through the
years and is located west of I-83, an area traditionally
protected from development.

p [ ]
Gounly Bourd of Appeals of Baltmore Gourty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 48

(410) 887-3180
January 6, 1993

Robert A. lo!nnn, llq\l[n
210 Alhghlny Avn.ua
mcn, Maryland 21205-3517
Re: Case Mo. 91-466-X (Cignal Development Corporation)
Dear Mr. Hoffman:
e 1450 S ot i, 1 iy
been taken to the Circuit Court for Illll,-nn County from the
't the County Board of Appeals rendersd in the above
Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice.

Very truly yours,

1) s

LindaLee u. qu-nl
Legal Secreta

Enclosure

cet Clgnal Development Corporation
Donald Deutersan, President
" unt Valley Presbyterian Church
valley's Planning Coun:
People+s Counsel for Bailtimore County
P. David Flelds
Scha:

znnxng ‘Adainistration

County Board of Apprals of Baltimore Courty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49

400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
(410) 887-3180

January 6, 1993

T;plogers Marzison, Esquire
MUDD, "HARRISON &

300 Jefferson n..uau.g

105 ¥, Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Care No. 91-466-X (Cignal Development Corporation)
Dear Mr. Harrison:
n accordance
he a ehich
o n-u taken to ti rcult Court !or nuu-sn I:uunly ln the
ntitled matter within thirty day
cos: of the transcript of the record must be paid by yo

the
n lddluon all costs incurred for carcified coples of otner
y for the complation of the record must also be

at your expense.

The cost of the plus any other must be

any petition you file in Court:
in accordan

closed 15 2 copy of the Certificata of Notice which has been

filed ,l’n the Cir
i At

ndalee M. Kuszasul
L-qll Secretary

Enclosure

cci Mr. Gary J. Swatko, et al

other rospects contend that the granting of

(6) The Board of Appeals issued its written decision
on November 5, 1992, granting the special exception subject to
certain restrictions.

(7) On November 12, 1992, Petitioners filed a Motion
to Revise the Board of Appeals order requesting that the Pinal
Development Plan to Bishops Pond be amended and further
requesting that the utilization period for the special
exception be extended for a five year period.

(8) On December 1, 1992, the Protestants answered
the Motion to Revise filed by Petitioners and similarly asked
the court to reverse and clarify its order with respect to
allowable uses, permitted square footage, etc.

(9) On December 3, 1992, the Board of Appeals issued
its supplemental order denying in part and granting in part the
relief requested by the parties.

(10) On December 4, 1992, Petitioners again filed a
Motion to Revise which was denied by the Board of Appeals by
its order of December 10, 1992.

11) On January 5, 1993, the Protestants filed an
Order of Appeal.

1ssues on Appeal

(12) The Protestants contend that the Board of
Appeals was correct in refusing to grant an extension from 2 to
S years for utilization of the special exception but in all

the special
exception was inappropriate for the following reasons:

(3) The Board's decision was not supported by
competent, material and substantial evidence and was arbitrary
and capricious.

(B) The Board's decision was not supported by
evidence which could be said to be fairly debatable.

{c) That  the  Board misinterpreted ana

of County's current Master

d) That a large church structure with a 95
foot steople and 500 seat capacity is inappropriate, as a

matter of law and fact in an RCA zone.
fe) That the Board made reference in its

written opinion to the suburban nature of the
a

subject location
4 basis for granting the special exception when in fact the
subject parcel is in an RCA Resource Comservation,
zone.

Watershed

(f) That the Board disallowed Petitioners’
Tequest for a "fellowship hall" characterizing it as a ‘huge
FYRDASLUR tYPe bullding” out of character with the neighborhood
But falled to specially reduce the allowable size of the
remaining structure or
therein.

the nature and type of uses permitted




the lants
this Honorable

Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

3% SO
Mudd, Harrison & Burch
105 Weat Ches:

300 Jef

brt=its

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

HEREB!

1993, a copy Of the foregoing vas mailed &
Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire
Deputy People's Counsel
Room 47 Court House
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Robert A. Hoff:

Towson, Haryland 71204

Baltinore County Board of Appeals
ol court
Engton Avenue
mu szap No. 2013, Room 49
, Maryland 21204

L}
County Board of Appeals of Balfimore Couty

OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASHINGTON AVENUE

Toquest that
Court reverss the order and decision of the

¥ CERTIFY. that on this 13th day of January,

Protestants Gary J. Swatko, John Sewell, Mary Zinkham
et al, by their attornsy, T. Rogers Harrison, appeal the final
decision and Order of the Baltimore County Board of Appeals in
the above-captioned matter.

—
y

Wudd, Barrison & Burch
105 West Chesapeak

300 Jefferson Buil
Towson, Maryland 21704
(410) 828-1335

L1 8 Wres
(g3 ALKIDD
93

E MATTER OF THE BEFORE THE

CERTL ce

HEREBY
1993, a cﬂﬂ of the foregoing wi
Robert Hoffman, Esqui:
Venabls, Bastjer ¢ Howard
210 Al Aver
Tovaon, Saryians 31304

Peter Max Zimme:

0 Washington
Towson, Maryland 21204

CERTIFY, that on this 5th day of January,
mailed to:

]

IN THE NATTER OF THE .
THE APPLICATION oF
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION® COUNTY BOARD eALS
FOR A SPECIAL EXCEPTION A
ON PROPERTY LOCATED 123° . or
mr T T OF CENTERLINE OF |
BEAVER DA ROAD ¢ BALTINORE CouNTY

{13013 BEAVER DAX ROAD)

ELECTION DISTRICT CASE NO. 91-466-
3RO COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT Srraeeex

BEFORE THE

LI ou sRTITIONERS: NoTION
LENEWTAL OADER DATED DECEMBER 3, 1992
The Board is In receipt of Petitioners

1

Motion to Revise
Supplemental Order Dated December 3, 1992 filed by Robert A.

Hotfman, Esquire, Counsel for Petitioners in the above

ntitled
matter.

Upon this Board'

review and consideration of the aforegoing
Hotion, ‘I

IT 1S MERZBY OADERED by the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County that sald Motion to Revise Supplemental Order
Dated December 3, 1992 filed herein be and the same is hareby
DENIZD.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTINORE COUNTY

W lloam T7 Hnekel8™>

Willlam T. Hackett, Chairman

n-rlry/gﬁz?‘néucﬁhé&- er, J:E's.

fon W Lip#itz

2.
APDLICATION OF CIGNAL
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

In Protestants "Answer to Notion to Revise and Motion to

6
COUNTY BOARD OF AFPEALS
(410) 887-3180

Azrticle 25A of the Amnotated Code of Maryland, § 5{u)
Revise and/or for Clarification” received by the Petitioners on entitled -County Board of Appeals® states tha
SPECIAL EXCEPTION
oF

December 10, 1992

Robert A- uottaan, Esquire
BAETJER & HOWARD

iy Alllthny Avonue

p.0. Box 5517

Rovson, b 21285-5517

No. 91-466-X
cmm Development Corp.
Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Enclosed please find & copy of the Board's Ruling on
Petitioners' Motion to Revise Supplemental Order Dated Daceaber 3,
1992, issued this date by the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore
County in the subject natter.

Very truly yous

S tem

hleen C. Weidenhammer
Adainistrative Assistant

s Harrison, Eaquire
Counsel for Baltimore County

Cignal

1.T. Masonry Co. v. Oxford

BALTINORE COUNTY

CASE NO. 91-466-X

Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church, Inc., ("the Church) and

by their

attorney, hereby move the Board of Appeals, pursuant to Rule 10 of
the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the County Board of Appeals,
to revise paragraph 2 of the Supplemental Order issued in the abov:
captioned cl

to permit utilization of the specisl exception within

five years and to further modify that language so that the time for
utilization of the special exception is from the date of a final

order in this case. The grounds for this Motion are as follows:

1. Rule 10 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the

County Board of Appeals provides: within thirty (30) days after the
entry of an srder, the Bosrd shall have revisory power and control
over the order in the svent of fraud, mistake or irregularity.” Saa.
Meitz v. MacKenzie, 273 Nd. 628, 631 (1973) (interpreting -fraud,

mistake or irregularity® under Maryland Rule of Procedure 2-535) and

rvices, Inc., 74 MA.App.
606-12 (1988).

Decesber 2, 1992, it was averred that Petitioners presented no
evidence or testimony at the hearing that tha specisl exception
should be extended for up to five years. The Petitioners strongly
diaagres; such svidence that it was essential to extend the special
exception was prasented at the hearing by Mr. Donald Deutersan,
zeprasentative of the Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church.

3.  There was no objection by the Protestants to Mr.
Deutersan’s teatisony that the special exception should be up to
five years. Refer to the record of Mr. Deutersan in this regard.
Petitioners are willing to provide such a transcript of that
testimony at their expen

4. Therefore, Petitioners respectfully submit that the

Supplemental Order of the Board of Appeals in this matter dated
Decesber 3, 1992, should be revised to grant Patitioners request for
& five-year utilization period for the special exception.

5. Paragraph 2 of the Supplemental Order states that the
utilization period for the special exception runs from the date of
the Board‘s Supplemental Order. This is Contrary to the provisions
of Section 502.3 of the Baltimore County Foning Regulations which
read in pertinent part as follows: “A special exception which has
not been utilized within & period of two years from the date of the
f£ioal oxder granting sams or such longer period not exceeding five
years, as may have baen specified therein, shall thereafter be void*
(emphasis added).

Spacial Appeals to reverse, modify or &

appeals have been exhausted.

Supplemental Order of the Board of Appeals in this

December 3,

Special Exception from the date of the final ordes in this ¢

-any person aggrieved by ti cis

pacty to the Seccesding before it may ap

B it sours foc tha avacy vhich shall have powes to
affirm the decision of the board, or if such decision is

or rehearing

Such powers on behalf of the Circuit Court and the Court of

nd the decision in this

Aictates that the Board’s Order is not final until all such

Therefora, the Board’s Supplemental

Order is the result of an irregularity or mistake, i.e., the Order

seems to conflict with applicable law.

Accordingly, Petitioners respectfully request that the

tter, dated
1992 should be revised to allow for utilization of the

consistent with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations and the
Annotated Code of Maryland, and that the time for use of the special

exception should be extanded for up to five years from such date.

THAN

Venable cier and Howard
210 Allegheny Avenus

P.0. Box 5517

Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 494-6262




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 4th day of December, 1992, &

copy of the foregoing Motion to Revise Order was mailed to:

 Sogers Harcison, Esquire
Attorney for the Pr

id, Mircison & Duzch

105 W. Chasapeake Avenue
Suite 300

Towson, haryland 21204, and

Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire
Deputy People’s Counse!

01a Courtho

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

et A iﬁfm/&lu\)
Robert A Holf

No. 91 Cignal Development Corporation
Supplemental Ord

4) Protestants' request to limit to church rembers oaly the
use of the pcoposed structure for Sunday achool classes is GRANTED.

The Board's original Opinion and Order dated Novesber 5, 1992
1s inco-porated herein in its entirety an: svcplemanted hereto.

Any appeal from this decision must be made in accordance with
Rules B-1 through B-13 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure from the
date of this Supplemental Order.

OF APPEALS
or 2 BALTINORE COUNTY

[T Hoe it

i111am T. Hackett, Chairman
Aoy & Puckbor

Harry E./Buchheister, Jr.

9. Be Inconsistant with the purposes of tha property’s zening
classification nor in any other wey inconsistant with the
spirit end Lntent of these Zoning Regulstions) nor [BI1L
No. 43, 1988.1

"e e inconeistent with the isperasels surfese et vegete-
Sive retention srevisions of thess Zuning Aegule
11 No. 43, 1982.)

£—in granting any Special Eicaption, yfne Zoning Comai
rer or the Board of Zoning Appesl upan appeel

Tapose sueh o
be deemsd

fnvq

Zoning Appeal
i rising -A“
unty.

of
Jiens, restrictions, or regulations
o

. The
recording thereo? shall be ﬂcrn' hy he &
Soacial Kacapiian. Uhen e

v of the l.-:nx Enc.ll
3o Sucn propertys by any peraon, fita or corparati
lans Of Gursemuont Sale, Jeuse, aseigneent of etner iransfer.
8.C.2.R., 1983.1

24 Seeuial Excention which hee nes been Lutsiteed uithinia

fp-
onnection with the ur.nr uv #pv Seecial ﬂ::n!lun,
shall fix within the afor Moo prted ot
fer Lin untiin
yAs

) 1
Special Exception. After a final b
Commissioner, at any

more than Tive years (roa the date ory
Tra same. (B.C.2E.R.; 1988) BI11 Ne. et vaey Mo =, foers

APPROVED JUL 0 1 1389

Couty jmb of Appeals of Balfimore Gomely
‘OURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASNINGYON AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
1410) 887-3180

Decenber 3, 1992

Robert A. Hoftaan, Esquire

210 Au.qmn ey

P.0.

Towson, ‘o 21208-8517

RE: Case No. 91-
Clomal bavelopment Corp.

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Enclosed please find 3 copy of the Supplemental Order issued

this date by the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County in the

subject matter.

encl.

ce:

truly yours,
thlean C. Weidenhasmer
strative Assistant

R. Rogers Harzison, Esquire
Donald Deuterman,
Hunt Valley Presbyverian Church

anning Counci.
Pecple H cm.x for Baltimore County

oning
Rocs1d Sabien, Dizector of Zoning Adain.

Decenber 4, 1992

HAMD-DELIVERRD

Willism T. Hackett, Chairman
4 of Appeals of

Towson, Maryland 21201
Re: Cignal Development Corporation
Cama No.: 91-466-X

Dear Chairman Hackett:

Enclosed is a copy of Petitioners’ Motion to Revise Suppl
Order Dated Dacember 3, 1992, which we are submittir; for your

ter.

Yours truly,

Lo Mo feo>

RAH/t18
Enclosure

IN THE MATTER OF
THE APPLICATION OF

FOR A STRCIAL EXCEPTION
W PROPIRTY LOGATED 123 FEET
CENTER LINE OF
753 AT BEAVER. DAN ROAD
{13015 BEAVER DAN ROAD)
TH ELECTRIC DISTRI .
$RD coumeTLiante DrsTRIer N CASE NO. 91-466-X
eanee
MMSVER T NOTION 1O REVISE ND

HOTI IFICATION

Protestants, by their attorneys, T. Rogers Harrison
and Mudd, Harrison & Burch, and pursuant to Maryland Rule 10 of
the Rules of Practice and Procedure of the County Board of
Appea. hereby respond to the Motion to Revise filed by
Petitioners herein on or about November 12, 1992; and, further
move this Board to revise 1its Order and/or clarify certain
portions of its Order issued in the above-captioned case:

(a) To 1limit the length of the special
exception to two years from the date of the Order, rather than
the five years now requested by Petitioners; and

(b) To specifically limit the size of the
Proposed church structure and offices associated with the
church to no more than 10,000 square feet; and

(c) To restrict and/or preclude inclusion of a
wamming kitchen in the proposed church structure; and

IN THE MATTER OF THE BEFORE THE
THR APPLICATION OF
cx COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
ON PROPERTY LOCATED 123' or
SOUTHNES OF CENTELINE OF
1-83 AT BEAVER DAN ROAD *  BALTINORE COUNTY
(13015 BEAVER DAM ROAD|
IR0 COMCILKANIC DISTRICT CASE RO. Bindssx
B . .

surpLERENTAL OMDER

The Board has considered Petitioners' Motlion to Revise Order
and Protestants’ Answer to Notion to Revise Order, and Protestants'
MNotion to Revise Order and/or for Clarification, and supplements
its original Order dated November 5, 1992 as follows:

1) Petitioners' request to amend the Bishop's Pond Final
Development Plan is GRAMTED subject to the terms and restrictions
of this supplemental Order and the Board's original Opinion and
Order dated November 5, 1992;

2) Petitloners’ request to extend the length of the Special
Exception to 5 years is DENIED. Petitioners shall have until 2
years from the date of this Supplemental Order to utilize the
Special Exception granted pursuant to the Board's original Opinion
and Order dated November 5, 1992;

3) Protestants' raquest for this Board to apecifically break
down and limit the size of the various components of the church
structure, such as the sanctuary, the offic sociated with the
church, the warming kitchen, and other such facilities, is DENIED.
In accordance with the Board's original Opinion and Order dated
MNovember 5, 1992, the plan is approved as submitted with the
exception that the fellowship hall shall not be permitted; and

(d) To preclude use of the proposed structure
for Sunday school classes other than for members attending
church services; and

e} To more specifically define the uses
permitted and associated with the church; and

(£) To otherwise clarify, supplement or
amend its Order to parallel the factual testimony offered by
the Petitioners.

1. Protestants do not dispute that the Potitioners
requested an ultimate amendment to the Bishop's Pond f£inal
development plan consistent with the Board's Order in this

se.

2.  Protestants object to any extension of the
length of the special exception from two to five years from the
date of the Order. While it may be within the purview of this
Board's discretion to grant such a request, it is not
appropriate to grant same by way of a motion to revise an
issued Order, as opposed to a formal request made at the time
of the hearing on the petition for special exception.
Protestants recall no such request, nor do they recall the
offering of any eovidence or testimony with respsct to that
issue, and had it been offered, they would have objected to
same at that time, plus examined witnesses providing such
testimony and endeavored to offer evidence intended to persuade
this Board that the appropriate exercise of its discreticn




would result in the denial of the request for an extensiocn of
the special exception.

To coin a phrase used in these proceedings at another
time, the effort requesting this Board to do mow what it was
not asked to do at the time of the hearing would constitute "an
attempt at getting evidence in the back door."

The Protestants contend that no evidence was offered
at the hearing before the Board of Appeals on Petitionmers’
request for special exception with respect to extending the
time period for implementation of the Oder, and the absence of
such proof, no information exists upen which this Board could

evaluate the reasonableness of such a request.

3. The Petitioners have merely identified a

proposed structure including a sanctuary, classrooms, warming
Xitchen, meeting rooms, offices, entranceways, hallvays,
cribbery, nursery, and fellowship hall without delineating
specific proposed square footage for any of the facilities

intended to house any said us The total square footage of

the proposed structure is 25,175 square feet. Testimony
offered by the Petitioners through Mr. Deuterman and
petitioners' expert architect, Mr. Shinsky, was that the
standard acceptable architectural criteria of the design of the

sanctuary was "12 to 15 square feet per individual or per

seat The testimony of the Protestants’ expert architect,

Philip Worrall, was that the genorally accepted design criteria

e et December 1, 1992

Mr. william T. Hackett, Chairman

County Board of Appeals for Baltimore County
Court House, Room 49

400 Washington Avenue

owson, Maryland 21204

Re: Case No. 91-466-X
Cignal Development Corp.
Dear Chairman Hackett:
Enclosed is a copy of the Protestants' answer to
Petitioners’ Motion to Revise Order and Protestants' Motion

to Revise Order and/or for Clarification, which we are
beited the

case.
Very truly yours,
—
T. Rogers Harrison
TRE/1fc
Enclosure

o 2- 9202
L6 w o0

was 9 square feet per seat or individual. Therefors, dependent
upon which testimony this Board chooses to embrace, the total
square footage necessary for the sanctuary, vith maximm
seating capacity' of 500 individuals, 1is & meximem of 7,500
Square fest.

Additionally, this Board expressly held that “offices
associated with the church shall be permitted®; however, the
"fellowship oenter as proposed and testified to shall not be
permitted.” Exmination of the plat which scoumpanied
Petitioners' petition for special exception reveals approximate
dimensions of the fellowship hall of 62 feet by 125 feet, or a
total of 7,750 feet (assuming the fellowship hall vas intended
to be depictsd as a single story structurs). Therefore, it
must be implied that the remaining 9,925 square feet contains
either offices alone and/or warming kitchen, cribbery, offices,
classrooms, nursery, etc., which is clearly excessive.

Wherefore, this Board is asked to define the square
footage limitation for the proposed sanctuary to a square
footage not to excesd the testimony offered by Petitioners as
complying with ' generally accepted architectural design
criteria.

4. It is requested that the Board clarify its Order
and deny that portion of Petitioners' request to provide for
porous paving, to the extent it is now unnecessary given the
reduced square footage of the Duildings involved and the

IN THE MATTER OF THE *  BEPORE THE
APPLICATION Of

FOR  * COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
A SPECIAL EXCEPTION ON
FROPERTY LOCATED 123’ * oF
SOUTHNEST OF CEN:EALINE OF
I-83 AT BEAVER DAM ROPD *  BALTINORE COUNTY
(13015 BEAVER DAM ROAD)
8TH ELECTION DISTRICT *  CASE NO. 91-466-X
3RD COUNCILNANIC DISTRICT

Pursuant to Rule 10 of the Rules of Practice and
Procedure of the County Board of Appeals, Hunt Valley
Presbyterian Church, Inc. (*the Church®) and Cignal

Development Corporation (together “the Petitione:

"), by their
undersigned attorney, hereby move the Board of Appeals to

revise the Order {ssued in the above-captioned case:

) to
grant their request to amend the Bishop's Pond Pinal
Development Plan consistent with the grant of the special
exception for the church, and, (B) to extend the length of the

special exception to five (5) yi

s from the date of the

Order. The grounds for this motion are set forth below, as
follows:

Rule 10 of the Rul

of Practice and Frocedure of

the County Board of Appeals provides *[w]ithin thirty (30)

days after the eatry of en order, the Boasd shell have

reduced allowable individuals or seating capacity.

the 1y request that
this Board deny DPetitioners’ request to extend the length of
the special exoeption to five years from the date of the Order
and, rather, require compliance within the two year period of
time, or require Petitioners to provide suitable acceptable
reasons why compliance is not feasible or unwarranted, and the
Protestants an opportunity to offer opposing evidence; and,
amend and/or clarify its Order to limit the allowable square
footage of sanctuary and ancillary offices to no more than a
total of 16,000 square feet and specifically restrict the use
of the facility, or any portion thereof, as a warming kitchen,
meeting rooms, fellowship rooms, and/or other uses other than
i| Sunday school class, nursery to be utilized in conjunction with
church services, and offices required by a facility restricted
to a maximum of 500 seat:

i —_—
1
Wudd, Harrison & Burch
105 ake Avenue
300 Jefferson Building
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 828-1335

revisory power and control ovar the order in the event of
fraud, mistske or irregularity.” gss Meitz v. MacKenzie, 273
M. 628, 631 (1975) (interpreting "fraud, mistake or
irreqularity* under Maryland Rule of Procedure 2-535); L.T.

Masonry Co. v. Oxford Services, Inc., 74 MA.App.

598, 606-12 (1988) (interpreting *fraud, mistake or
irregularity” under Maryland Rule of Procedurs 2-535).

2. Since the commencement of this matter, the
Petitioners have consistently sought to obtain approval for an

smendment to the Bishop’

Pona Final Development Plan (-the
FDP*) as needed to

ablish the church on Lot 1 of that
subdivision. Saa Petition for Special Exception and Amendment
to FOF, attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

3. The County Board of Appeals is authorized pursuant
to g 602(a) and 603 of the Baltimore County Charter and §
1801.3.A.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations to
approve amendments to Final Development Plans.

4. The Petitioners indicated both in their testimonial
evidence and in their written closing argument to the Board

that it was nece:

ry to approve the amendment to the Bishop's
Pond FOP. Ssa Closing Arguments of Petiticnars, attached
hersto as Exhibit 2. Sufficient evidence was produced before
the Board to meet Petitioners' burden of proof under

§§ 1801.3.A.7(b) and 502.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations

| CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
1 HEREBY ~CERTIFY, that on this lst
December, 1992, a copy of the foregoing was mailed to:

Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire

Deputy People's Counsel

Room 47 Court Hous:
Washington Avenue

» Maryland 21204

Robert A. Hoffran, Esquire
| Venable, ‘Baetjer & Howard
| 210 Allegheny Avenue

It Towson, Maryland 21204

ROGERS T50N

5. The Deputy Zoning Commissioner in his Amanded Order,
dated January 24, 1992 and attached hereto as Exhibit 3,
granted the Petitioners’ request to amend the Bishop's Pond
FOP

6. The County Board of Appeals in its Notice of
Assignment, dated July 15, 1992 and attached hereto as Exhibit
4, reported tha subject of the appeal as being a Special
Exception and an Amendment to the Final Development Plan for
Bishop’s Fond.

7. It {s respectfully submitted that through an
inadvertent oversight, the Opinion of the Board of Appeals in
this matter, dated November 5, 1992 and attached hereto as
Exhibit 5, does not address the Patitioners’ specific request
for approval of an amendment to the Bishop’s Pond Final
Development Plan.

B. The Five (51 Year Utilizazien
Rariod for the Spacial Exception

Rula 10 of the Rules of Practice and Procedure of
the County Board of Appeals provides *[wlithin thirty (30)
days after the entry of an order, the board shall have
revisory power and control over the order in the event of
fraud, mistake or irregularity.® See Heit:, gupra, 273 Md. at
631 (interpreting *fraud, mistake or irregularity* under

Maryland Rule of Procedure 2-535.

: L. Masonry Co., supra, 74
Md.App. at 606-12 (interpreting *fraud, mistake or

irregularity" under Maryland Rule of Procedure 2-535).



9. since the commencesment of this matter, the
Petitioners have consistently sought to obtain a five (3) year
utilization period in connection with the special exception to
use the subject property for a church. Ssa Exhibit 1.

10. Upon the granting of a special exception under §§
§02(a) and 603 of the Baltimore County Charter, the County
Board of Appeals is likewise authorized pursusnt to § 502.3 of
the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations to fix a utilization
period for the special exception of anywhere batween two (2}
and five (5) years

11. The petiticners indicated both in their testimonisl
evidence and in their sritten closing argument to the Board
that it vas necassary to extend the length of the special
exception to five (5) years. Sse Exhibit 2.

12. The Deputy Zoning Commissioner in his Amended Order,
dated January 24, 1992 and attached hereto as Exhibit 3,
granted the Potitioners’ request to extend the utilization
poriod for their special exception to five (S) years

13. Without the extension of the utilization period for
the special exception, the Petitioners will be unable to
obtain financing and to proceed with construction of the
approved chusch.

14. It is respectfully submitted that through an
inadvertent oversight, the Opinion of the Board of Appeals in

this matter, dated November 5, 1992 and attached hereto

Muop. HARKISON & BURCH

November 13, 1992

Mr. william T. Hackett, Chalirman
County Board of Appeals
Baltimore County, nnyund

65

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: case Mo, 910 sasax
Cignal Development Corporation
fiunt Valley presbyterian Chuzch

Dear Chairman Hackett:

in receipt of Petitioners' Motion to Revise
order and ask'the Board to vithhold ruling upon same un
have the opportunity to meet with un Protestants, wnich 13
scheduled to occur on November 20, 19!

Neither my clients nor I wish to act precipitously
nor unnecessarily cause inconveniencc or delay. However,
consideration has been given to filing a Motion to Revise
order qro\mdl by the Protestants, and ¢

nse to Petitioners' Motion et
e tonsidered at the November 20 meeting. Thereafter I will
formally advise the Board of Protestants' position by
November 25, 1992

are aware, Rule 10 of Practice
Procadure 3% che County Board of Appoals aliows either party
s to move the Board to revise its order in the e
3F foaid, mistake or irrequlacity.

the event counsel for Petitioners opposes this
or the Board is not inclined to grant it, please
this letter as Protestants' opposition to the Motion
absent a reposting Of the property,
advertisement, and a formal hearing.

W 9 AONZ6

hibit 3, doss not address the Petitioners’ specific request
for approval of a five (5) year special exception.
™E 1y pray that the

Board grant their Notion to Revise Order.

tjer and Howard
118 All-qh.;y Avenue

Towaon; Waryland 21204
(410) 434-6200

Mr. william T. Hackett
November 13, 1992
Page 2

Very truly yours,

TRH/1£c

copy - Bobert A Hoffman, Esquire
rman, Esquire
Natgarer worrail

I HEREBY CERTIPY that on this 12th day of Movesbar,
1992, a copy of the foregoing Motion to Revise Order was
mailed to:

Rogers Harrison, Eaquire
l(ten-y for the Protestants

Avanue
Suite 300

Towson, Maryland 21204, and
Peter Max 2imsersan, Esquire

.
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, Naryland 21204

IN THE NATTER OF THE .
THE APPLICATION OF
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION®
Ton A s ancxu. ExCRPTION
D 123° .« or
BALTINORE COUNTY
CASE MO. 91-466-X

cou-:muulc nxmxcr
. . .

QPINION
This case comes before the Board on appeal from a decision of
the Deputy Zoning Commissioner granting with restrictions the
requested Petition for a church. In opening statement, the
attorney for the Petitioners withdrew their appeal regarding the
restrictions imposed by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner and agreed
to accept the imposed restrictions. The Protestants, howsver, did
not dismiss their appeal, and thus the ci was heard. It will be
|noted that testimony in this matter consused some thres days of
| nearings, and the Board was presented with many exhibit:
f Patitioners presented as their first witness Don Deutersan,
|who spoke on behalf of the church. MNe briefly went over the
location of the proposed church, described the building requested
|under the special exception, and moted that the proposed project
was to be built in three phases; phase one being the church, phase
two being the offls , and phase three being the final phase, a
|| fe110wsnip center. He described the various uses associated with
the church and testified to the need for same.
Petitioners' next witness was Anthony Shinsky, the architect,
who testified that he designed the church, prepared the rendering

|of same, and went over the various dimensions involved. He noted

VENABLE, EAETJER AND HOWARD
Arrom

November 12, 1992

William T. Hackett, Chairman
County Board of Appeals of
timore County
Q14 Court House, Boon 43
Washington Avanue
Tovson: Hatyiand 31304
Re: Case No. 91-466-X
Cignal Development Corporation
Dear Chairman Hackett:
Enclosed please find a copy of the Motion to Revi
Order which re submitting for your comsideration in the
above-referenced case.
sincerely,
Rober€’A. Hoffman
RAH/pE
Enclosure

cc: T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire
Poter Max Zimmerman, Esquire
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the church bullding proper to ba less than 50 feet and the steeple
assoclated with the request to be 95 feet high from the ground. oOn
cross-examination, he testified that no other sites for this church
were personally considered by him, and that it was his testimony
that the bullding was positioned on site in the ideal location.

Petitioners' next witness was Mickey Cornelius, a traffic
englneer, who testified at length az to the sight distances, to the
generation of traffic, to the handling of that traffic, and the
Ppossibility of automobiles queuing trying to enter and exit the
site. It was his testimony that, even if every parking space
provided by the church was used, the levels of the surrounding
intersections, all being at an acceptable rating level, would not
be affected. He predicated part of his testimony on the fact that
the church's principal use of the site would not be during what are
genarally accepted as peak hours.

Petitioners next presented two nearby residents
Brunnworth of 13020 Jerome Jay Drive and Barbare Little of 13010
Jerome Jay Drive, both of whom testified in favor of the church.
Both explalned their reasons for supporting this Petition.

Petitioners next presented Willlam Kirwin, an expert land
planner who testified he had studied this request, reviewed the
exhibits, studied the Petition, and visited the site several times.
He made speclal note of the fact that this parcel contains 23 +/-
acres and that less than 10 percent would bo used by the proposed
church, leaving approximately S0 percent in open space. He

answered all parts of Section 502.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning |
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Requlations (BCZR) 85 being non-detrimental and expressed the

opinion that the use as planned was a proper, permitted and good
use of the mite with no detrimental effect on nearby properties.
This basically concluded the testimony in the Petitioners' case,
reserving the right for rebuttal witnes

Protestants presented as their first witness John Erdman, &
traffic engineer, who testified he did a traffic snalysis of the
site. It was his opinion that the sight distances as proposed were
fnot sufficient and testified that he arrived at this conclusion
strictly by applying the principle of decision time to the proposal
rather than accepted County standards as to distances.

The next witness was Phillip Worrall, an architect, who
testified that the proposed building was much too large, was out of
to the

context with the and
nelghborhood, that the building was too high and too close to the
road. It was his opinion that this proposed church was out of
character with the entire neighborhood. In answering 502.1, he
tastified that its use would be detrimental to the neighborhood and
that the proposed access produced unsafe traffic conditions.

Margaret Worrell, representing the Valleys Flanning Council,
testified that she is familiar with the site, 1ives in the area and
opposes this church s beiny not in character with the
neighborhood, and that it may well set a precedent for other R.C.
4 us

Arthur McComas, president of the Falls Road Community

Association and an area resident, opposed the church and noted that

Case No. 91-466-X  Cignal

3. -nnj-cn church shall be 1imited to a maximus
1 capacity for 500 individual

4. Compliance with the comments of the Department
of  Environmen Protaction
Zanagement, Division of Gro nag
Gated Nay 26, 1991, atteched horeto and made a
part hereof.

are from any

commarcisl dey care or mirsery school st the

ubject site. Ordinary nursery services for
Children of Pacishioners during cturch-related
functions will be permitted.
The church and the steeple es proposed shell be
pormitted; the office ociated uith th
nurch shall  be  permitted; —however, the
fellowship anter 23 proposed and te titiea to
shall not be perm:

Any appeal from this decision must be made in accordance with

Rules B-1 through B-13 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure
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his association passed a resolution opposing this church. It was
his contention that the church is too large, creates unsafe traffic
has the potentisl for water and sewer problems, and

that he fears other activities may be conducted on the site beside
the church services.

John Sullivan, general maneger of Oregon Ridge Park, testified
to potential activities scheduled on Sundays and the approxisste
aumber of people attending, and noted that on esch of these
occasions the Police Depertment directs the traffic, and that o
probless are anticipated. It was his further testimomy that the

|| erateic approaching oregon Ridge would in all probability be of a
a12gerent route than that approaching the proposed chureh.

further in

||opposition to the church; nemely, John Sewell, George Houston, Mery

Sinkham and Michael Turley. This concluded Protestants’ testimony.
Petitioners recalled Mickey Cornelius, who rebutted

Protestants’ traffic engineer's testimony and showed that the sight

dlstance from the proposed entrance will excesd minisus standards |

and that queuing of automobiles would in 5o way preseat probless.

In addition to the testimony and evidence received et the |
hearing, the Board has also received from all parties memorssduss |
1n 1ieu of closing argusent. From the facts contained in the above
encapeulation, the Board renders its Opinion and Order as follows:

The specisl exception requested in this matter is to ersct a
large church on 23 acres of R.C. 4 oned lend. Under Baltimore
County regulations, this s a permitted use o R.C. 4 land by means ‘

Gouy Board of Appeals of Baltimore Gounty
OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASHINGTON AV!NUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
{410) 887-3180

Novender 5, 1992
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|of & special exception if all the requiresents thersto are met.
[lene esmrc & proposed will occupy less than 10 percent of the
| propossd site leaving approximately 90 percent in open space. The
“enm itself Ls proposed to be less than 50 feet in height, with
‘. total helght of 95 feet to the top of the steeple, and thess two
||dimensions comply with BCIR Sections 300.1.a, 300.1.b and 300.2.

Maving met these basic requirements, the Board must now
address whether the proposed structure is out of character with the
netghborhood. Based on Mr. William Xirwin's testisony, the Board
|t1nds, as @ tact, tnat the church itself and the offices connected
to it are not Out of character with the neighborhood. While
neighboring residents did contend that their area is strictly

rural, e study of the exhibits does not convince this Board that
this is so. Residential development Creeps ever outward from the
metropolitan areas, and exhibits presented at this hearing show

nearing and abutting this
particular site. It {s the opinion of this Board that this is no
longer a purely farming arsa but is now more of a suburban ares,
and, as such, the church itself is not out of character with this
neighborhood. It is the opinion of this Board, however, that the
huge gymnaslus-type bullding Is out of character with the
neighborhood. It s not church-like in appearance, nor is it
church-1ike in size, and It appears to have a datrimental effect by
its appearance in regard to nearby homes.

The Board must next address the lengthy testimony we had from
several experts on traffic. Baltimore County regulations require

PETITION FOR SPECIAL ExcErTION BEFORE THE
23, & OF TH C/ 1 OF I-03 AT
o m COUNTY BOARD OF

(13015 BEAVER DAM ROAD)

4TH ELBCTION DISTAICT APPEALS OF

3IRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTINORE COUNTY
Case Mo. 91-466-X

The Petitioner in this c Hunt Valley Fresbyterian

Church, Inc. (“the Church®), contract purchaser, and Cignal
Developaent Corporation, legal owners, represented here by their
attorneys, John J. Gessner snd Robert A. Hoffman, with Venable,
Baetjer and Howard, petitionsd the Zoning Commissioner in 1991
for: (1) a special exception to use the subject property for a
church, and (2) approval of an amendment to the final
development plan (*FDP*) for Bishop's Pond to permit the

establishment of a church on Lot 1 of that subdivision.

On Novesber 21, 1991, the Deputy Zoning Commissioner

heard testimony on behalf of the Petitioners and Protestants and
on Dacesber 26, 1991 granted the Petitionsrs’ requested relief,
but 1imited the size of the Church to 500 seats. On January 24,
1992 an amended Order was {ssued allowing the special exception
approval to remsin in effect for five (3) years. Both the

Protestants and the Petitioners appealed to the County Board of
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400 feet of sight distance for an entrance to a facility of this
type. The proposal provides over 500 fest of might distance.
W¥hile there are difficulties by an increase in the traffic in the
area, the Board will especially note that normal church activities
never take place during peak hours nor do they take place on work
days.  Based on Mr. Cornelius's testimony and from the
corresponding on-site studies which are in evidence, the Board
finds, as & fact, that the leval of traffic in all neighboring
intersectiors will not be altered and that the sight distance is
adequate. The Board is granted the power under the BCZR to place
reasonable restrictions upon any special exception that it finds
valid.  Based on the testimony and evidence presented and
encapsulated above, the Board concludes that the requested use of
the 23-acre site for the church as proposed should be granted with
certain restrictions and will #o order.
orpER

IT 18 THEREFORE this _5th_day of _Novesber » 1992 by the
County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County

OADERAD that the special exception to permit a church in an
R.C. & zone requested be and the same s GRANTED with the
following restrictions:

1. Prior to the
Petitioners si
approval by the Deputy Director of Planning and
h anner for Saltimore County. A
Copy of tha sppreves alss Shell e Formmid ta
the' Zoning Comissionce's OCEice For sevies ang
inclusion in the case file.

Vnen spplying for a building perait, the site
plan and landscaping plan filed mu

this case and

restriction ord

Appeals (the ard*).' The Petitioners subsequently withdrew
their appeal, accepting the restrictions of the Deputy Zoning
Commissioner's approval. On April 24, 1992, June 30, 1992 and
August 4, 1992, tha Board heard testimony on behalf of

Petitioners and Protestant

These written closing arguments sumearize the evidance

presented in this c et forth applicable legal principles
and the reasons why the Board, it is respectfully suggested,

must grant the requested relief.

AEPLICABLE LEGAL PRAME WORK

The Petitioners request approval to permit a church on

approximately twenty-thres (23) scres of land zoned RC-4. The
Baltimore County Zoning Regulations ("BCZR*) permit churches or
other buildings for religious worship Dy special exception in
the RC-4 zome. Section 1A03.3.B.3A B.C.Z.R. Pursusat to
Section 502.1 of the BCIZR, the Board may grant such a special
exception provided there is no evidence to show that the use
Pproposed would cause dangerous traffic conditions or other
adverss impacts or otherwise be detrimental to the health,
safety or general welfare of the locality. Requests to amend
FOPs are governed by Section 1801.3A.7 of the BCZIR which

requires that such amendments are to be approved by the Board in

ealed the County Review
Gtoup'l (1ER0") deciaton wntch approved this geojece
on July 11, 1991. The CAG appesl was heard b

Veficmea 2o Marth n.
1992. ot . d the Board’s decision
to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County.
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the same manner as special exceptions after approval by the

Planning Board and a finding by the Board chat the amended FOP

s consistent with the spirit and intent of the original FOP and
of Article 1B (Density Residential Zones) of the BCIR.

7The law in Maryland regarding special exceptions
a at length in the leading ca:

There the Court of Appeals

well settled and vas disous

Schultz v, Pritte, 291 Md.1 (1981).

1d:

part of the
haring u. prasumption
in the inte: xal

he eption
cwlprehlnllv- Zoning

are to judge whether tl
guaazal neighborhood
ther th

a particular ca
itk the ‘general purpose and intent ot the plan.

whe: the Applicent has the buxden of sdducing
testizony uhlch vill show that his tne

f oecanlishing affirmatively ‘Chat his
Teoposed °“‘°:'.‘,..°u e of banefic to the comminity. If
to the satisfaction of the Board tha
o vou conducted without real detriment
ually adversely
25 Ehe neighborhood and would not actually
oceer The public interest, he has =met b busden.

the
he question of the disruptio

She :cl:r-hlnnvo plan of zoning fairly depatable; s

zatter is one for the Board to d

iobative avidence of hara or dnwzblnc- in'Tight of

th, nature of the zoning involved of facto:

ration of

causing disharmony to the = opera i
nsive plan, 3 denial of an spplication for &
S exception bicrar: pricious and

ctial exceptio y
e e alteed; eaphasts 1a origiaal)-

meetings (vith small groups of people) would also ba held. HVEC
has mo plans t: provide day care servic Mr. Deuterman
enphasized that tunuay worship is the primary focus of the
Church and that the church buildings will get only occasional
use on other days

Mz. Deuterman also requested that if the Board grants
the special exception to make it be valid for five (5) years to
provide sufficient time within which to raice the necessary
funds to begin comstruction of Phase One. .

Anthony Shinsky, architect for the proposed church
building, testified regarding the dasign of the church building
and its celationship to the site and community. Wr. Shinsky
stated that he and his firm had extensive experience in church
design. He Qisplayed a remdering of the north elevation of the
church building (Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 6).  Using the
rendering, Mr. Shinsky pointed out that the church building has
an exterior of brick and stone and an asphalt shingle roof. He
explained that these features are comsistent with the
traditional colonial architecture he observed in the crmmunity.
Mr. Shinsky said that the church building was designed to draw
attention to the front of the building, away from the roof line
of the sanctuary which was approximately 48 feet in height. A
steeple, approximately 92 faet in height, was also incorporated
into the church design.

Mr. Shinsky said that, in his opinion, the church

building was a mediun size church which was compatible with the

The Court in Schultx went on to say that:

(T)he l”mtllu standard be in
determining whether ested o .u.x neaptlul;‘ul.
atfes

BiEeets shove and Desond thoss R'.ff. o
th such & epecisl sxception use icx nm:nvn of ite
location with the zons. 201 M. ST s

Maryland lev is also clear that an expert’s opinion is
of no greater probative valus than the soundness of his reasons
given therefore will warrant. Surkovich v, Doub, 258 Md. 263,
272, 265 A.2a 447, 451 (1970). Unsupported conclusions of &
witness to the sffect that the proposed use in & zoning case
vill or will not result in harm, amount to nothing more than
vague and generalized expressions of opinion which are lacking
in probative value. Rackville Puel v. Board of Appsals of tha
City of Gaithersbuxg, 257 Wa. 183, 192-93, 262 A.2d 504-505
(1970). As the Court of Special Appeals stated in Gowl v.
Atlantic Ritchfield Company, 27 M. App. 410, 415 (1975), "it is
the probability, mot the mers possibility of danger, that
justifies the denial of a special exception.

Therefore, in applying the legal principles set out
above to this case, the Board must be guided by the fact that
the Baltimore County Council has specifically determined as a
part of Baltimors County’s zoning plan that churches are

permissible and promocte the general welfare in the RC-4 zone.

Gowl was overruled by Schults but on an unrelated

properties in the community. He added that he considered the
church building an appropriate transitional use between the
residential properties adjoining the subject property snd the
industrisl properties located on the east side of I-83. Kr.
Shinsky e»plained that it would not be desirable to reduce the
height of the stesple becauss its height was directly related to
the horizontal dimensions of the Church and a stesple was an
important part of the church which clearly icentifies the
building. He testified that in his expert opinion, the church’s
design would not be objectionable to neighboring property
owner:

On cross examination, Mr. Shinsky explained that size
and design style must be considered together in amalyzing the
visual impact of a structurs and that proper design style can
help to make buildings of various sizes compatible with the
comsunity. Mr. Shinsky said that, in his opinion, given the
aize and design style of the church and given that it would be
located on & large 23 scre site, it vas compatible with the
community.

The Protestants called an expert architect, Phillip
Worrall, to testify in opposition to the Petitioners’ request.
Mr. Worrsll said that in his opinion the proposed church was
much more than a church®. He said that although he had not

n the floor plans for the church, the proposal of
approximately 25,000 square feat vas complately out of character

with the “rural® nature of the community. He indicated that

Bacsuse of the presusption of validity that arises from that
determination, the Petitioners only had to show the Board that
this proposed use of the subject property can be conducted
without real detriment to or adverse impact on the surrounding
community. On the other hand, only if the Protestants had
produced strong and substantial probative evidence to show that
the establishment of the Church would give rise to unique and
greater adverse effects than the ertabliskment of such churche
in other aress zoned RC-4 within the County could the Board

properly deny the requested special exception.

NO SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE OF UNIQUE
AND GREATER ADVERSE IMPACT

The Petitioners presented six witnesses, including Don
Deutersan for the Chuzch, the project architect, a land planner
and » traffic engineer, in addition to two residents of the
neighborhood to SuppOrt their request and mest the burden of
proof under Section 502.1 B.C.2.R. and Schultz v. Pritts. Both
Nr. Kirvin, the land planner, and Nr. Cornelius, the traffic
enginesr, gave extensive testimony (as summarized below) that
the establishment of & church at this location would not create
any adverse impact under Section 502.1 and in fact was an
excellent location within the RC-4 zone.

Conversely, the Protestants made quite clear their
opposition to the Church. They tescified that the Church was

too large, would not fit within their “rural® community, would

cause traffic and would have a

Placing this facility in the middle of a rural neighborhood
would present a visual intrusion which would ba adver He
also expressed doubts to the church's compliance with
applicable height restrictions in the BCIR.

On cross examination, Mr. Worrall adsitted that the
fellowship hall, classrooms and other elemsnts of the proposed
church were normal and customary elemeats of church buildings.
He said that in his opinion, the church’s design was urban and
while appropriate for such a comsunity, was inappropriate for
the subject comsunity, which was rural. He claimed that the
#ubject community was the ssme as rural aress zoned RC-4 in the
noxthern part of Baltimore County.  FPinally, he aaid the
Proposed church might violate the applicable height restrictions
in the BCZR.' Of course, many of the Frotestants’ witne
testified that the area was residentisl and not rural in
character, thus contzadicting Nr., Worrall's testimony.

Mickey Coznelius of The Traffic Group, Inc., an axpart
traffic enginesr, testified for the Petitioners. Wr. Cornelius
aid that based on his thorough traffic study, it was his
opinion that the church would not have an adverse impact on the
surrounding road network.

He explained that he conducted a traffic study

Exhibit No. 9) which included taking traffic

Eegulations clearly indiostes that ur,
the. chaceh ‘10, Bt -vb:u- b hetghe n and
churches can clearly be built to a n.xgn el so foet
under the BCIR. Ses Sections 300.1.A

B

effect on their property. Howaver, when one examines their
testimony carefully, it is clear that it lacked probative valus
Accordingly, the presumption in favor of the special exception
was not rebutted and, under Schultz, the Petitioners’ request
must be granted.

Donald Deuterman, the spokesman for the Church,
testified that services are currently held in the Masonic Hom
in Hunt Valley which does not meet needs of the
congregation. He explained that the Church would be built in

phases: Phase One - a 600 seat sanctuary and nucsery;

Two - administrative offices and Sunday school clasarooas;

- » fellowship hall. Mr. Deuterman stated that

the fellowship hall was designed for indoor recreation and wa
a necessary part of HVEC's youth ministry. Mr. Deuterman made
it very clear that HVPC will mot rent the fellowship hall to

for and it will not be

used at the same time as wOrship servic A warming kitchen,
which will not bu used for food preparation, will be included in
the Church for church mestings and functions
Except on special holidays such as Thanksgiving and
Christmas, worship services will take placa on Sunday. An 11:00
2. Sundey worship service is anticipated and a small Sunday
evening service is also planned. In the event the congregation
grows sufficiently, an additional Sunday worship service would
be held at 9:30 Normal church related activities such as

Sunday school, weddings, funerals and occasional evening

counts, performing a sight distance analysis, a vehicle capacity
analysis and a vehicle speed study of vehicles travelling on
Beaver Dam Road. Mr. Cormelius sald that the study indicated
that the access point to the subject property should be located
approximately 125 faet west of the existing driveway. (The site
Plan to accompany the Church's raquest, Petitioner's Exhibit 1,
shows the access to the proposed church in this location.) He
noted that the Baltimore County Office of Traffic Engineering
indicated that a 400 foot sight distance vas adequate. By
locating the acceas point as the Church proposes, sight distance
would be 520 feet to the west and 530 to the east. Using
Fhotographs (Petitioners’ Exhibit 8 A - G), which depicted the
view of motorists travelling on Beaver Dam Road to the east and
west at both the existing access point and the proposed access
point, Mr. Cornelius testified that the sight distance would be
more than satisfactory if the access point were construced a
proposed.

Mr. Cornelius stated that he then assumed a worst case
scenario of 200 cars leaving the site at one time on a Sunday
after services. Under those circumstances, the intersections in
the area would continue to operate at a level of service A.
Normally, Monday through Friday, between the hours of 7:00
#nd 9:00 a.x. and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., are the pesk tim
when the heaviest volumes of traffic use the road network. In
contrast, the church's prime period of operation is on Sunday

morning.




Mr. Cornelius also explained that his firm conducted
a speed study of Beaver Dam Road which indicated that 858 of the
on the road travelled at a spead of 40 miles per hour or
Based on the results of that spesd study, he felt that he
could state with even more certainty that the proposed acce
point for the church provided more than adequate sight distance.
Also, he said his study indicated that even assuming the worat
case scenaric of 200 vehicles exiting the subject property at
one time on Sunday morning, thers would be no vehicle capacity
probles on the surrounding road network
Using a drawing he prepared (Petitioners’ Exhibit ¥o.
7), r. Cormelius testified that the most direct -oute to and
from the subject property from I-83 south was shown in green and
from 1-83 north in orange. He explained that thess routes would
most likely be used by persons attending services at the church.
In that event, cars would enter from the west and leave the site
to the east via Beaver Dam Road and would not travel through the
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Mr. Cormelius also testified that given the limited
nusber of vehicles travelling eastbound on Beaver Dam Road,
there would not be a vehicle queueing problem caused by
church.  He explained that with the roadway improvs
proposed by the Patitioners, which include accelerstion
deceleration lanes and widening of the access road to
subject property, approval of the Chuzch’s request would present

no traffic problems. He said that owners of tha properties to

1

Furthersore, Mr. Erdsan acknowledged that the ITE trip
rates he used in hism parking a-alysis take into account that
people leavs and axit a church as one worship service ends and
the next begins. Therafore, it was not proper to assume 400
cars would be entering and leaving the site at one til

he it vas to

he had done, that one parking space must be provided per car per
worship service. He also admitted that overflow parking could
be provided on the grass areas of the site and that the 200
spaces providud by the Patitioners were SO more than required by
the BCZR.

on rebuttal, Mr. Cornelius testified that he strongly
aisagreed with all of the conclusions exprassed by Nr. Erdman.
Mr. Cornelius pointed out that the *decision sight distance®
criterion did not apply to the subject case since it envisions
that @ifferest msmeuvers must be considered by drivers in &
given situstion. The only maneuver to be decided by drivers
travelling westbound on Beaver Dam Road as they cross the bridge
over I-83 in this case is whather or not to stop. Any driver
can certainly make this decision in far less than the tem sscond
time pericd reconsended by Mr. Erdman. Therafore, the stopping
sight distance, which Mr. Exdman confirmed was adequate here, is
the proper criterion to apply in evaluating traffic safety.

Mr. Cormelius added that the exhibit prapared by Kr.
Erdman (Protestants’ Exhibit No. 5) confirmed Mr. Cormelius

conclusion that adequate sight distance would still exist even
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the south vho share the Church’s access road would have the
right-of-way and would not be hindered from exiting onto Beaver
Dam Road by cars leaving the subject property. He also pointed
out the large queuing area on the subject property itself and
noted that this would reduce any likelihood of traffic
congestion on the access road.

On cross examination, Nr. Cornelius explained that it
would not be meaningful to perfora a traffic design study based
on relatively infrequeat events such as those held at Oregon
Ridge Park. He stated that for Oregon Ridge events that are
likely to gemerate large amounts of traffic, local police
routinely isposs special traffic control requirements to
mitigate any adverse traffic impact.

This testimony was confirmed by John Sullivan, the
Park Manager for Oregon Ridge Park, who was called to testify by
the Protestants. Mr. Sullivan stated that Sunday activities do
take place at Oregon Ridge Park on & regular basis during the
varm weather months. He indicated that most people arrive at
the Park via the Baltimore beltway taking exit 20-B, then
procesding onto Shavan Road and then making a left turn onto
Cuba Rosd. This, of course, is & differsnt route than that
likely to be taken by persons attending the church who arrive
from the vest along Beaver Dam Road. Mr. Sullivan acknowledged
that when large events are held et the Park, officers of the
Cockeysville Station of the Baltimore County Police Department

work very closely with him in msking sure traffic control
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if a queue of 20 cars on Beaver Dam Rosd waiting to turn left

into the subject property existed. Nr. Cormelius reiterated
that based on his traffic study, the queues of a nature
described by Mr. Erdman would not ocour, given tbe low levels of
tratfic procesding eastbound on Beaver Dam Road. Mr. Cornelius
indicated that additional traffic counts teken just prior to the
hearing on consecutive Sundsy mornings (Petitioners’ Exhibit No.
18) wers consistant with the counts taken in 1991 and confirmed
his conclusion in that regerd. FPurthermore, those counts
include sny traffic genersted by Oregon Ridge events.

William Kirwin, an expert land planner for
Petitioners, initially noted that the subject propesty is &
relatively flat 23 acre site and that under the Church's
proposal, just under ninety percent of the property will resmain
undisturbed. Mr. Kirvin explained that the subject propesty was
zoned RC-4 to protect Beaver Dam Run which vas a class III trout
stream and the watershed protection areas. He said that for the
purpose of his analysis, the neighborhood surrounding the
subject property was bounded on the south by Padonis Road, on

t by 1-83, on the west by Palls Road and the north by
shavan Road.

M. Kirwin stated that as Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 11,
(a composite of tax maps 41, 42, 30 and 51) indicates, the
neighborhood was not rural in mature but rather, a suburban
growth area. The tax maps show the development of Mays Chapel

Village, a large residential subdivision to the south. Mr.
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measures are implemented. Mr. Sullivan said that the police "do
& great job® in making sure no traffic probless result.
Protestants produced an expert traffic consultent, Mr.
John Brdman, who testified that a potential traffic hazard could
occur if the church was approved. Through a series of docusments
(Protestant’s Exhibit No. 2), Kr. Erdman testified concerning
the problems which could result from spproval of the church.
Fizst, Mr. Zrdmsn speculated that the proposed parking might
prove insdequate. He cited "ITE* parking data which indicated
in excess of 250 parking spaces should be provided. Second,
assusing all traffic generated by the church would pass through
the intersection of Shavan Road and Cuba Rosd, traffic
congestion might exist at that intersection. However, Kr.
Erdsan also testified that most of the traffic coming to the
church would be travelling west on Beaver Dsm Rosd and turn left
into the site, which was consistent with Mr. Cornelius
testimony. Third, Mr. Erdman then said that vehicle queus
could form on Beaver Dam Road at the church entrance which might
cause a hazard. Mr. Erdman said that the *decision sight
dintance criterion® (i.e. the time it took for a driver faced
with complex situations to select between choices regarding
aifficult maneuvers to react) should be applied in detersining
whether the location of the church entrance was acceptable. The
sight distance information submitted by Mr. Erdman details a ten
econd time frame between initial recognition and deciding on an

sppropriate  response Based on his mptions and
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Kirvin noted that State and County transportation authorities
sre considering extending light rail facilities to this area to
handle commuter desands to and from downtown Baltimore.

Using Petitioners’ Exhibit No. 14, MNr. Kirwin
described how the church had been located on the site to
2aintain maxisus distance from Beaver Dam Run and from adjoining
properties. He testified that one major purpose of the Master
Plan was to protect environmental features such as watersheds
and stream systems. Because the stresa distance criterion set
forth in the Master Plan for developments in the RC-4 zone wers
not only met but far excesded and only 108 of the site would be
covered with impermeable surfaces, the church was entirely
consistent with the Master Plan.

Mr. Kirwin stated that in his professional opinion,
the church would not be detrimental to the health, safety or
general welfars of the locality; would not tend to create
congestion on roads, strests or alley ways; and would not create
a potential hazard from fire, panic or other dangers. He also
said that the church would not tend to overcrowd land and cause
undue concentration of population, primarily because the 23 acre
parcel wold only be developed to the maximum of 108, preserving
the remsinder for open space use and because the church is only

an passive us to exsmine the special

exception criteria set forth in Section 502.1, B.C.Z.R., Nr.
Kirwin expressed his opinion that the proposed use would not

interfere with adequate provisions for schools, parks, water,
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sxtrapolations of data, he testified that the decision sight
distance for the church aentrance was not sdequate. He said that
slthough he did not expect any specific queueing length to
ocour, a queie of some length could occur. He said that in his

opinion, even a one vehicle queus could present a traffic

On cross examination, Mc. Erdman said that he could

t time he analyzed a traffic project uaing
the decision sight distance criterion, obviously because it is
never used in & case such as this. He also admitted that
neither Baltimore County nor the Maryland State Highway
Administration uses the decision sight distance criterion in
analyzing any aspect of tratfic safety. Ne also admitted that
in performing his capscity analysis he assused that all traffic
will be travelling eastbound on Beaver Dam Road. If that
assusption wera correct, then, of course, no vehicles would turn
left into the site from Beaver Dam Rosd and no vehicle queuos
would exist. Mr. Erdman also adm .ted that changing the timing
of the signal at the Shawan/Besver Dam Road intersection would
improve the levels of service he projocted there. He also
stated that cycling all traffic through the Shawan/Beaver Dam
Road inters=ction as he assumed in his capacity analysis was not
realistic. If Mr. Exdman’s testimony is closely scrutinized,
his assunptions are contradictory, thus casting serious doubt on

his conclusions.

sewage, transportation or other public  requirements,
conveniences or improvements, noting that Oregon Ridge Park is
located nearby and that issues regarding sewage had been
satisfactorily resolved with the spproval of septic areas by
Baltimore County. He further testified that the proposed use
would not interfere with adequate 1ight and air of the area and
would not e inconsistent with the purposes of the RC-4 zone nor
the spirit and intent of the BCZR.

Mr. Kirwin said that in his opinion, the site wi
idwal for a church, given its location in relation to the
existing road network, the opportunity to provide a buffer or
transitional use betwean I-81 and the nearby residences, and the
fact that the envizonmental protection objectives of the RC-4
zone could be better achieved here than elsewhera in an RC-4
zone. According to Kr. Kirwin, no adverse impacts under Section
502.1 would result from the approval of the Church's request.
Therefore, thera would cloarly be no adverse impacts above or
beyond any that might ordinarily be associated with churches
located elsawhere in the AC-4 zone. Indeed, Mr. Kirwin pointed
out that the roads in the area likely to be used by persons
attending the church are designed to accomsodate high volumes of
traffic during peak traffic times. Because church activities
weuld be conducted at off peak hours, this road infrastructure
would be available to carry vehicles to and from the church. As
a result, the subjact property was a batter site for a church

than other properties zoned RC-4. Furthermore, Mr. Kirwin noted
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that bacause the church was located much further from the stre
and vatershed protection areas than would be trus on other wite
zoned RC-4, the subject property was a better site for a church
than others similarly zoned.

Me. Kirwin went on to say that he was familiar with
the requirements for amendments to a FDP set forth in the BCIR.
e confirmed that the Planning Board approved the asendment to
the FDP to allow the church to be located on the site. (S
Potitioners’ Exhibit No. 3) Nr. Kirvin said that in his
opinion, the spirit and intent of the BCZR was to allow
developments which were consistent with the purposes of the zone
and the other requirements »° the BCZR. Nr. Kirwin stated that
based on his previous testimony, it was clear that all the
requirements in the RC-4 zone, Section 502.1 and the BCIR were
met. Accordingly, the spirit and intent of the BCZR was met by
the development of the site as a church

Mr. Kizvin went on to say that in his opinion, the
pirit and intent of the original FOP was to likewise allow a
use uhich was consistent with the requiresments of the BCZR and
the RC-4 zone. He felt that even though tha impacts from a
single family detached dwelling and a church were different,
because both uses could be conducted in a manner consistent with
the spirit of the BCZR i.e., without adverse impact, the
am indnent of the FOP as proposed was consistent with the spirit

and intent of the original FDP.

on crose exsaination, r. McComss acknowledged that the Petition
he circe.stes referzed to the omaunity in which the church ia
to be located as *residential® and *suburban®, not xural. He
also admitted that the Petition which included an excerpt fxom

the FRCA Newsletter, (Patitioners’ Exhibit No. 17) indicated

that the only use allowed on the subject property was & single
fanily residentisl dwelling, an incorrect statement.  The
petition failed to contain a rendering of the church and did mot
indicate that only 10% of the site was being used. Under these
circumstances, it is mot surprising that certain membera of the
community signed a petition opposing tha church.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Although the Protestants hava attempted to convince
the Board that the Petitioners are requesting approval to build
s rcathedral® in a rural comeunity which will cause adver:
impacts of all kinds, the avidence shows otherwise. The Church
vould be located on a 23 acre lot adjoining I-83 in a suburban
area.! Only 10% of the lot will be developed. The Church is
located a great distance avay from nearby residances and a
streas. The view of the subject propexty includes a view of I-
83 and the industrial properties across I-33. The Church would
clearly provide a buffer between the residential neighborhood,

1-83 and the industrial development adjoining it. Wo traffic

*  ur. Worrall admitted that the proposed church would be
appropriate for an uj The area surrounding
the site is far more urban than rural.
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On cross examination, Mr. Kirwin noted that there vers
many other principal permitted uses which could cause more
impact on the site than the church including, but not limited
to, uncontrolled excavations

Wr. Kirvin also scknowledged that there are churche:
located on properties zoned RC-4 in the northern part of
Baltimore County which is rural in character. Because the
churches were meant to serve small rural enclaves vastly
atfferent from the area surrounding the subject property, they
are smaller than the proposed church. Mr. Kirvin explained that

are found throughout Baltimore County in rural and
suburban ar Mr. Kirwin explained that the size of the
Church was a factor to be considered in deciding whether the
Section 502.1 test vas met, but he concluded that given its
design and location on the subject property, the size of this
Chureh was not objectionabl

The Patitioners also produced the testisony of Marcia
Brunnworth of 13020 Jeroms Jay Way, Hunt Valley, Maryland. Mrs
Brunnworth indicated that her home is located in the Ivy Hills
subdivision immediately south of Bishop’s Fond. Although she is
not a member of the Church’s congregation, she testified that
ahe supported Petitioners’ request. She said the church was &
good use for the site in that it provided a sense of comsunity
and the bullding would provide a buffer from I-83. She stated
that the church has an attractive design and was mot too large

for the site. She said she has never experienced any traffic
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congestion or problems with water supply and/or sewage disposal
will result.

The Protestantr have sought to convince the Board that
811 RC-4 zones are the sass and simply becsuse the proposed
caureh is larger than other old churches located in RC-4 zone
the proposed church is too large and must be denied. Such an
argument is fatally flawed. The unzebutted and uncontradicted
testimony of Mr. Kirwin was that the RC-4 zone was mapped where
streams exist throughout Baltimore County in rural areas in the
north and in suburban a. such as the one in the inatant ca:
Comparisons to small churches located in completely different
neighborhoods, although they also hsppen to be zoned RC-4, are
sinply irrelevant.

Of courss, the proposed church is bigger than the

large But, the lot upon

which the church is located is many times larger than the lots
upon which the residences are located. When one considers the
very large homes in the Ivy Hill subdivision, the design style
of the church and that only 108 of a large lot is utilized, it
1s clear that the church is not out of scale with the community.
The testimony of Mr. Erdman was completely discredited

by his admissions on cross examination and the rebuttal
testimony of Mickey Cornelius and, accordingly, is entitled to
no weight. (Sae Surkovich). At best, his testimony (as well as
that of Mr. Worrall) consivted of unsupported conclusions

regarding pessible impacts which, under Gowl, cannot justify
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probleas on Beaver Dam Road and did not feel the church would
cause such problems.

Barbara Littls of 13010 Jeroms Jay Way, Hunt Valley,
Maryland also testified. Ms. Little explained that she was a
mexber of the Church’s congregation. She said she supported the

titicners’ request for the same reasons cited by Mrs.
Brunnworth. However, Ms. Little went on to say that because the
chuzrch is a place where her fam{ly can sonveniently worship and
participate in church activities, the church would be an asset
not only to the community but to her family &s well.

Mra. Little said that in April of 1992 she presented
» petition to her neighbors indicating support for the church.
At that time, she explained the nature of the Petitioners’
request and displayed a photograph of the architect's rendering
of the building. Many of her neighbors signed the petition.
(Petitioners Exhibit No. 10).

On cross examination, Mrs. Little verified that
apparently one neighbor, a Mr. Karp, signed the patition in
favor of the church and one petition opposing the church'.
Howsver, she reiterated that in her opinion, the church was
attractively designed and was not too large for the site given
the square footage and haight of the very large homes located in

her own subdivision. MNrs. Little also confirmed that she

. Little indicated that the Petiticn and accompanying
documentation against the church unfairly characterized the size
and scope of the church which may have induced pecple to aign

€.
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denial of a special exception. The testimony of the other
Protestants’ witnesses consists of unsupported concerns that
adverse impact was possible if the church were approved. Under
Rockvilla, such testimony lacks probative value and is no
evidence at all. As such it cannot rebut the presusption ia
favor of the special exception use under Maryland law.
Moreover, the Petitioners failed to produce any evidence to
rebut that presented by Nr. Kirwin that the amendsment to the PDP
was sppropriate.

Schultz calls for this Board to compare the evidence
a8 to probsble impact of the particular proposed uss st the
location proposed to the likely impact of a similar use in any
other location in the zone. Fetitioners do not have the burden
to show that its use would banefit the community. Only if the
impact of the particulsr proposed use promises to be more
adverse than the impact of a similar use elsewhers is denial of
the spacial exception legally justified.

In this ¢ the substantial evidence presented by
Fetitioners and summarized above clearly indicates compliance
with Section 302.1, the requirements for amending a FOP and that
any adverse impacts of the proposed church would be less than
the impacts that could be expacted wers a similar church to be

located elsevhere in the RC-4 zome

. 1y urge the Board
to grant a special exception of five years in duration for the

Pproposed church and to approve the amendment of the FDP.
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encounterad no traffic probless on Sunday mornings on Beaver Dam
Road and did not expect operation of the church to cause any
asuch problems.

Margarat Worrall, Executive Director of the Valley's
Planning Council, testified on behalf of the Protestants that
because the area surrounding the subject property was rural in
nature, the Church was too large. She also stated that approval
of this Church would set a precedent which would ensble further
development to occur on the west side of 1-83.

Arthur McComas, Prosident of the Falls Road Community
Association ("FACA®), indicated that the FRCA circulated a
petition which he prepared oppowing the proposed church.
Through various charts, maps and graphs, Mr. McComas indicated
that the majority of persons the area opposed the
Patitioners’ request. He said he had concarns about the traffic
hazard which might result from the church and probless regarding
water and septic disposal. Mr. HcComas Gtated that he "aid not
accept what tne experts said”, i.e., that no such problems would
result if the church were erected. He said he felt such
problems would occur although he could not prove it’. Other
residents expressed similar concerns.

Although Margarst Worrall, Mc. NcComas and Phillip
Worrall all {ndicated they believed the ares surrounding the
subject property was rural in mature, Petitioners’ Exhibit No.
11 clearly shows that Mr. Kirwin's characterization of the

neighborhood as a suburban area is far more accurate. Noreover,
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Respectfully submitted,
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footage, etc.; design and s fic uses as it deems necessary
to protect a neighbor, the surrounding neighborhood, the
locality in which the use is proposed or the watershed.

Section 1A03.4B5 permits no more than 10 percent of
any lot in an RC-4 zone may be covered by impermeable surfaces
(such as structures or pavement).

Section 1A03.4A provides that no structure hereafter
erected in an RC-4 zone shall exceed a height of 35 feet, except
as otherwise provided under §300.

In pertinent part, §300.1a provides that the height
limitation of 35 feet does not apply to church spires,
belfries, cupolas and §300.2 provides that buildings for
religious ... purposes may be built to a height of 50 feet in
any zone which they are permitted ... (underscore added).

I have reached the point in this memorandum or
argument wherein one 1ly Schulez v.
Prites, 291 Md. (1981) and its progeny, such as People's
Counsel v. Mangione, 85 MA. App. 738 (1991), as the beacon of
1ight which will lead this Board to the only fair, rational and

proper decision. It never ceases to amaze me how the slightest
twist in interpretation can satisfy the arguments of
Petitioners and Protestants alike.

It is beyond cavil that these cases apply and I have
no doubt that this Board has experienced more able attorneys

than I pontificating their teachings.

RE:  PETITION FOR SPECIAL BEVORE THE COUMNTY
BOARD OF APPRALS

C/L OF 1-83 AT
3 D o H FOR BALTINORE COUMNTY

123°
BEAVER DAN BOAD (1301
¥ Elscrion brrmrcr
WD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT Case Mo. 91-466X

The Petitioners in this case, Cignal Development
Corporation, owner, and Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church,
contract the Zoning for a
special exception to use the subject property, soned RC-4 in
its entirety, as a church or building for religious worship.

On November 21, 1991, the Zoning Commissioner heard
testimony on behalf of the Petitioners, represented by Venable
Bastjer & Howard, and by Protestants who were unrepresentsd by
counsel.

On December 26, 1991, the Zoning Commissioner granted
the Petiticners’ special exception use request subject to the
following and/or

(4) The subject church shall be limited to &
maximum seating capacity for 500 individuals;
(s) are from

any commercial day care or nursery school at the subject site.
Ordinary nursery services for children of parishicners during
church-related functions will be permitted.

The bottom line is that the special exception in this
case should be denied if there are facts or evidence that show
the particular use proposed at this particular location would
have any adverse effects above and beyond those normally and
inherently associated with such a special exception use
irrespective of its location within the RC-4 zone.

Neither the immediate and contiguous neighbors,
Swatka, Zinkham, Turley and Sewell, nor the surrounding
neighborhood, nor the Falls Road Community Association, nor the
Valley Planning Council, oppose churches in RC-4 zones.

Quite simply, it is their position, clearly supported
by the record in this case, that the BCZR and Master Plan never
intended nor contemplated 26,000 square foot structures with 95
foot "steeples” in any resource conservaticn zone; that he
size, scope and height of the proposed facility is out of
character with the immediate neighborhood and surrounding
community, while constituting both a visual and actual
intrusion into the Protestants’ use and enjoyment of their own
properties; that in fact what has been proposed as to both size
and use any applied to a

"church and other building for roligicus worship”; that the
size of the proposed facility violates the permeable surface
restrictions of the BCZR; that the height of the structure
violates height restrictions of BCZIR in that the so-called
steeple is neither a "belfry, cupola, nor spire"; that the size

m are from

bazaar type functions or a bingo hall at the subject site and
are prohibited from renting the church hall for commercial
catering are to use the

church hall for church-related functions only.

The Protestants retained counsel and appesled to the
County Board of Appeals.

The Petitioners appsaled that portion of the Zoning
Commissioner's order limiting seating capacity and restricting
facility use, but dismissed its appeal, while acknowledging a
willingness to abide by the Zoning Commissioner's restrictions
at the initistion of the hearing process before the Board.

on April 24, July 30, and August 4, 1992, the Board
of Appsals heard testimony on behalf of Petitioners and
FProtestants.

This written closing argument attempts to highlight
the reasons why applicable legal principles, the record in this
case, and the integrity of the Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations and County Master Plan, it is respectfully
suggested, compel the Board to deny the request for special
exception.

ssatement of Applicable [av

The Petitioners request approval to permit a "church”

on approximately 21 acres, more or less, zoned resource

conservation/watershed (RC-4), known as Bishops Pond Lot 1, and

of the proposed facility and its location in a critical
vatershed area, poses a danger of increased pollutien,

and icul in light of
existing septic problems of contiguous properties.

Lastly, and even a sub 4

reduction in size of membership and square footage, the unique
and peculiar grade and topography of Beaver Dam Road and access
to the site, creates an actual hazardous condition which is
neither correctable nor abnegated by a reduction in the number
of vehicles accessing the site.

The Propased Facility is out of Character

Just as there can be no dispute that the cases of
Schulty and People's Counsel, supra apply, it 1is equally
self-evident that what has besn proposed is an “exceedingly
large church." Indeed, this description is verbatim how this
very Board characterized it in the CRG decision issued on March
12, 1992.

Petitioners’ witnesses testified that the proposed
"chureh” would include twenty-six thousand one hundred
seventy-five square feet (26,175) with seventy-three thousand
nine hundred seventy-three square feet (73,973) of paving.
However, the sanctuary or worship area would accomeodate 600
individuals and encompass 9,000 square fest. Admittedly, it is
anticipated that a church might require accessory space to
accommodate a vestry, offices, nursery and Sunday school

an amendment to the Pinal Development Plan for Bishops Pond to
permit a church on Lot 1.

Without benefit of a special exception, the subject
property allows development only as a single family residence.

The Baltimore County Zoning Regulations {"BCZR")
permit churches or other buildings for religious worship by
special exception in the RC-4 zone, §$1A03.3B3A.

However, the BCZR also require assurance prior to the
granting of any special exception that there is no reason to
believe thit the church being proposed will be detrimental to
the health, safety or general welfare of the locality involved
- and, In purticular, that it will not intcrfere with, impair
or cause contamination to the watershed, $1A03.1.

Section 502.1 of the BCZR sets out generalized
descriptions of the types of detriment to the locality involved
and watershi  generally in light of which probative factual
evidence should be carefully considered, weighed and resolved.

Additionally §502.2 mandates that the Zoning
Commissioner, or the Board of Zoning Appeals, upon appeal
shall impose such or as
may be deemed necessary or advisable for the protection of

and

It is respectfully submitted that this provision of
the BCZR facilitates the Board's imposing such restrictions and
modifications to the scope, size (both as to height, square

activities, but in the subject case what has been proposed is
in excess of seventeen thousand square feet of purported
accessory space which transforms the use from a “church,"
defined by most dictionaries as a building for worship, to a
structure of cathedral proportions, or an institutional use,
which is clearly not permitted by special exception or
otherwise in a resource conservation zone.

Mr. shynsky and Mr. Kirwin rationalize the enormity

of the structure and the visual intrusion it will create on

and the Y at large, by defining
its locality to include the Hunt Valley Industrial Park to the
east of I-83. Although both individuais expressed the magic
opinions mandated by BCZR 502.1, those opinions are only as
good as the facts upon which they are based. County Council v.
District Land, 274 Md. 691 (1975); A. H. Smith Sand § Gravel v.
Dept., 270 Md. 652 (1974). Mr. Shynsky did not attempt to
define nor design a church compatible with the RCA zone in
which it was proposed, but rather designed a structure which
responded to his clients' demands as to square footage and use.
He was only vaguely familiar with the BCZR or Master Plan, was
unaware, by way of location, size, nor design, of any other
churches located in RC-4 zones, and freely conceded that
although he made every effort to choose architectural or design

features with that in regard
to size, he knows of no other structure, church or otherwise,




in any RC-4 zone which remotely approximates the size of the
proposed facility.

That the proposed structure is far too large is
clear. MNoreover, the Protestants believe that merely because a
“church or building for religious worship" is generally
permitted by special exception, under certain conditions, does
not support that any structure is in fact a church. Indeed,
Mr. Worrall testified within his purview of expertise that the
proposed structure was neither compatible with the defined
¢ mmunity nor in his opinion even vaguely representative of an
architectural nor common sense definition of a church. Be
stated that generally accepted architectural design standards
presuned nine (9 to twelve (12) square fest per seat with some
additional space for vestry, classroom and nursery. A far cry
from a 26,000 square foot structure.

Most importantly, it is implicit that in allowing a
church use in a resource conservation zone, the legislative
intent was to facilitate an anticipated community need
compatible as to size, scope and use with that community and in
light of its peculiar nature and che overriding interest of
protecting the watershed.

I imagine that characterizing this structure as a
cathedral is as meaningless as opining its locality to be
industrial or suburban. If the Protestants' logic were to be
extended, a forty-six acre site, surrounded by individual homes

church activities and the queueing of vehicles on wite which
will undoubtedly occur subsequent to any service. He described
the unique and dangerous conditions on Beaver Dam Road as the
roadway westbound funnels into a narrow single iane near the
proposed entrance to the site aid the fact that traffic
customarily exceeds the posted speed limit due to road design
and conditions and the fear he experiences when entering and
exiting his property. If these road and traffic conditions are
as he and others have testified, all the nice calculations and
articulation of minimum required sight distance, do not change
the fact that there is a dangerous and potentially hazardous
condition now that will surely worsen with 200 vehicl
entering and exiting the site, most of which will proceed to
the site in a a westbound direction.

There was testimony which clearly contradicted the
assumptions regarding expected Sunday morning traffic counts
from the manager of Oregon Ridge who identified numercus Sunday
morning activities scheduled at the park, some of which
attracted more than ten thousand (10,000) individuals to the
area and occasicnally necessitated the closing of Beaver Dam
Road.

Finally, there was Mrs. Zinkham, who while sharing
the concerns of her neighbors regarding traffic hazards,
expressed deep roncern over the obvicus visual intrusion which

would be created by such an enormous structure with a 95 foot
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and farmland in an RC-4 zone, would allow a 52,000 square foot

building, as long as a part of it were used for religious
worship and it were designed to appesr like a gigantic house.
The Proposed Use Offends the Furpose and
Integrity of the BCIR and Master Plan

The bottom line is the BCIR never intended to
facilitate development of huge church structures out of
character with the surrounding community in sny resource
conservation sone.

The bottom line is that a 7,000 - 9,000 square foot
sanctuary doas not require nor render another 17,000 - 19,000
square feet of buildings accessory to a church use.

The DBCIR  should be read and where necessary

or applied in with the County

Master Plan.

Ironically, Nr. Worrall helped author the
introductory comments to the Master Plan which was adopted by
the Baltimore County Council as prescribed by the Baltimore
County Charter.

It is extremely bard to conceive how anyone might
argue that BCIR §$1A03.38.3A and $502.1, when read in light of
the Master Plan, permit the scops and size of use proposed in
the subject case.

The Master Plan does represent a solemn promise to
the community and context of understanding within which the
BCZR are interpreted and applied.

ltu;l.» just across the road. Interestingly, it was Nr.
Worrall's opinion that what appears on the rendering is
architecturally neither a "belfry, cupola nor spire” and
therefore subject to a SO foot height limitation. BCZR 300.13
and 300.2.

The potential impact on Mrs. Zinkham is particularly
severe in that her ability to even enter her own driveway will
be affected by vehicles entering or exiting the subject sit
If queueing along Beaver Dam Road westbound does occur, thers
is no passing lane, and the hazard identified by Mr. Erdman and
Mr. Worrall will subject her property to potential damage,
herself to potential injury, ot to mention vehicular noise:
vehicular exhaust and emissions.

The proposed use would clearly “overvhels and
dominat, the surrounding landscape and community, while
representing an offensive intrusion into an RC-4 zome

incipall of homes and farmland.

The Propased Use Craates & Vary Nasardous

Petitioners' traffic expert testified that his fimm
conducted a traffic flow and capacity analysis. Although the
level of service at the intersection of Shawan Road with Beaver
Dam Road creates a C-intersection in peak hours, the proposed
use would add little or no additional traffic volume to the

system during these peak periods.

The overall objectives with respect to RC-4 zones are
that these are critically sensitive areas in which resource
based and resource conserving uses should have clear preference
over all the other uses. Proposals for other kinds of uses,
including non-farm residential, must prove there will be no
immediate or cusulative adverse effects on the primary resource
conservation purposes of the are:

If development is to be allowed, then it must be done
%0 in a fashion and manner which promotes a compatible,
liveable and pleasant environment, while ensuring adequate
privacy, noise contzol, open space, while assuring that any new

s with and with existing
while site 4. and visual

intrusion on surrounding properti

It is important to assure sensitive site design,
layouts, size and architectural themes typical of that locality
in order to promote a sense of order and harmony by
discouraging jarring contrasts of scale, form, material and
style.

I cannot take credit for the aforementioned
objectives regarding development in RC-4 zones, for the author
was far more eloquent than I and his comments are esbodied in
the Baltimore County Master Plan. However, I can suggest, in
1ight of same, that the use as proposed in the subject case
should be rejected as it inherently offends all of the above

10

he a of the

Proposed entrance to the site's westernmost boundary to enhance
sight distance for vehicl exiting the site, which places the
entrance in compliance with Baltimore County's minimum required
sight distance of 400 feet.

Therefore, as he would have it, no hazard exists for
exiting vehicles and the traffic effect of the proposed use
would be minimal, since it occurs at non-pesk periods.

However, a resolution of whsther a hazardous or
dangerous condition in fact now exists, or will occur or be
worsened by the proposed use doss not merely turn on the
non-peak traffic counts on Beaver Dam Road, the timing of this
church's proposed services, nor a theoretical computation or
measurement of sight distance. Indeed, Mr. Erdman,
Protestants’ traffic engineer, did not materially disagree with
Mr. Cornelius's traffic counts nor his opinions of effects on
nearest intersecting streets.

Minimm requirad sight distance is nothing more than
a measurement in feet premised upon speed at which an entrance
presusptively fails or passes, however, subject to peculiar and
particular conditions at that real location that might rebut
that presumption.

A speed of 30 miles per hour requires a minimum sight
distance of 400 feet at any location.

criteria.
" Bimais Gt T Neioiiags

The Protestants presented the Board ample factual

timony and evidence, which satisfy the Schultz standard of
particular adverse impact.

There was testimony that the neighborhood or locality
in which the "church" is proposed is residential/agricultural
with homes generally 2,000 - 3,000 square feet in size. The
site is approximately 23 acres in size, is zoned RC-4, is
approximately 1,000 feet from Beaver Dam Run. It is bordered
on the east by I-83, on the south by the Turley and Carroll
properties, on the west by Swatka and Sewell properties and on
the north by Beaver Dam Road. Directly across Beaver Dam Road
is the 130 year old home Of Mrs. Zinkham. Generally, the
community to the west of I-83 is represented by the Falls Road
Community Association.

There was testimony of concerns over surface runoff
and its effects on the Beaver Dam tributary. There wa
testimony over septic requirements and capabilities at such a
large facility and of at least one failed septic system in the
imediate area.

Mr. Sewell, who along with Mr. Turley, shares a
common entrance and access lane with the proposed site,
addressed the specific lmpact on his family if they are
required to regulate access to their home in accordance with

u

However, the real conditions at the subject site have
been described by Protestants and experts alike as a fairly
wide paved roadway as one approaches the I-8) overpass
westbound on Beaver Dam Road which funnels, curves and
dramatically narrows as one cro the overpass approaching
the entrance to the subject site. Although a turning lane for
traffic approaching the site eastbound might be provided, there
is no similar turning lane for westbound traffic which will by
necessity be required to queue awaiting clearance of eastbound
traffic along Beever Dam Road prior to turnizg left into the
site. With approximately 200 vehicles cntering the site within
the space of 20 - 30 minutes, can there really be any doubt
that some queueing will not occur westbound? Moreover,
although the sight distance for vehicles exiting the site might
not be affected by this queueing, there is no sight distance
for westbound traffic until it crests the overpass, and when it
does, stopping distance for these vehicles will be dramatically
affected by any queueing traffic preparing to enter the sits
or exiting the site in a westbound direction.

The problem or hazard is created by this particular
road configuration at this particular site. It cannot be
rationalized or expertly qualified by resorting to nice
calculations of speed, time, distance or traffic counts. It is
a real condition and imposes a real danger.




Mr. Cornelius adaitted that his own spesd anelysis
revealed that it was a normal and expected cosditicn for
vehicles to exceed the speed limit at this locatica. At least,
two of the actual vehicles identified vere proceeding betwesn
60 - 65 miles per hour and the gversge speed of all vehicles
identified wvas between 6 - 10 milas (36 to 40 miles per hour)
in axcess of posted speeds.

Common sense tells us that Nr. Erdman is correct whea
he states that actusl stopping sight distance for vehicles
procesding westbound is in reality sight/decisicn/stop
Qistance. An individual does ot ses a danger, TeAct to the
danger and begin to atop all in cne motion or in the same
second. Rather, & condition is sighted or percelved and then
Teacted to but the process requires time. A vehicle traveling
at 36 - 40 miles per hour requires 725 - 825 fest to ses &
danger, perceive 1it, react to it by braking and bring his or
her vehicle to a stop. (See Erdman Exhibit K.) At 60 - 65
miles per hour, speeds at which vehicles are known to travel at
this location, 1,257 - 1,450 fest are required to safely
perceive, decide, react and stop.

Mnittedly, the very same hazard exists now to &
lesser degree and if the proposed use is allowed, irrespective
of whether 200, 100 or 50 vehicles are involved, it will be
substantially emhanced. Any queusing of westbound vehicles
renders the hazard clearly obvious and substantisl, but even if
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we were to comceds for argumsat sake, N0 Westbeund gueusing
cocurs, the hasard still emists. Assuming the sight distamce
for traffic procseding westhound is idestical to that of
traftic exiting the site, i.s., 520 feet, it is insufficieat
sight/desision/stop distance to hring a vehicle to & halt at
40, or 50, or 60 miles per heur, prior o impecting the rear of
the vehicle exiting the site aad turniag left or westbousd on
Seaver Dam Bosd.

The hasard, affected by speed sad vehicles exiting or
entering the site cammot de explained by bisarre coincidesce,
for it was the testimcmy of Mr. Worrall and several of the
Protestasts that the umigue design of the roshwy, the
overpass, topography and grade that promotes spesd sad limits
Both sight and stopping distanoe at this particular locaticn.

The propossd use will olsarly teed to creats

od an trattic oa
Beaver Dem Noad and it is therefore inconsistest vith the
spirit and intent of the BCIR.

Senclusion
This request evolves from a prammption of
competibility of & church in am o

Bc-4 some subject to an
sesurance Dy Petiticners of no sdverse effect upon neighboring
properties in the general area. Board of County Comm'rs. v.
Relbxook. 314 M4, 210 1988) at 216 - 217 (quoting gichulty, 291
w. at 11-13).

There has beea muple evidence produced by Frotsstants
thet the use and sise aad 800pe Of use will in fact adversely
afteot and the onarally
and smoveds tho of applied
0 & "church or other building for religicus worship,® violates
Both inpervicus surfsce and height restricticns of BCIR, and is
mot in harmony with the geseral purpose and inteat of the SCER
and Waster Plan.
‘There is such a thiag &s the law of common sense, and
this Soard is permitted to apply sach Board member's own
through and training, to the
evidence pressated to resolve whether this 26,175 eguere foor
structurs and its 73,973 aquare feet of paving proposed in an
8c-4 3ome will overwhsls and domimate the surrounding
neighdorhood and create, or substantially worsen, a traffic
hazard at the proposed entrance.
™ dse that it {s mot
for the Soard to visit the sits and supplement or supplant the
record mede befors them with personsl evaluaticns made oo site.
However, we o ask that you review the aerisl plat,
which depicts the site and surrounding community, reexamine the

while to conoeive just how
big & 26,175 asquare foot structure really isi Reaxamine the
photographe of the site, Zinkham home, overpass and rosdway
while trying to imegine 200 vehicles arriving and leaving in a

1

short span of time. Then rely UPOR YOUr OWn COMRGD SENse to
tell you whether the proposed use
'ZR, and decide this case.

tisfies the requirements of

The Protestanta can ask you to do no more than this,
and respectfully submit that they are entitled to no less.

Respectfully submitted:

T /8
mu, -.:nm & Burch
105 West Chasapeake Avenue
300 Jeteecaon but

Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 828-1335

CERTIFY, that on this 21st day of Mugust,
1992, a =e.y e foregoing was mailed ¢

Fhyllia Cole Friedmen,
s Counsel

Court

Towson, Maryland 21204

Bobert A. Hoffasn, Esquire
£ & Bover

210 A Tagheny A
Towson, Mary: llnd 2!201

—_—

T. ROGERS

PLANNING COUNCIL, INC.

August 4, 1992

Hackett, Chairman

Towson. Meryland 21204

SPH 91-46€-X

Hunt Valley tresbytenian Church
Dear Mr. Hackett:

On behalf of the board of directors and members of The

Vslleys Planning Council, I would like o begin by saying that we
opposed to churches in RC zones in gemeral, but we are

opposed to any institutional use of resource conservation land

which will have a ncgative impact on this land because of ite

. population, scale, and precedent.

The Baltimore County Zoning Regulstions, section 502.1,
specify that zo be granted, a special exception "must be located
with discrimination in relation to their surroundings...Under
certain conditions, hey could be detrimental to the health,
safety, or general welfare of the public.”

e have grave concerns about the scale and the size of the
propozed special exception. Why ia Hunt Valley Presbyterian
Church requesting a speciel exception for €00 seats and a
gynnasiun-sized (105°x62") fellowship hall when. like many of the
local churc they have only 250-300 members?

The regulations list several situations, the violation of

which would cause the special exception to be denied.

Becsuse the petitioners have asked for such a huge capacity,
The Valleys Planning Council believes that they will cause
problems relating o section b. the congostion on the country
road that will serve the church traffic: section d. the tendency
to overcrowd the land and cause undue concentration of
population: section o. the interference with adequate provisic:
for wuter and sewerage; and section g, an inconsistency with the
purposes of the property’s zoning classification and the spirit
of the RC zoning on the proposed site.

Wo are concerned about the precedent of such a large
institution on RC4 land, clearly an overcrowding environmentally.
RC4 land is designated watershed protection because of its
proximity to sensitive water resourct It is not so deeignated
to allow for use by 600 or more people and cars at & time.

Since there are no other churches of this megnitude on RC4
parcels, 1t is to the

mpact.
There ie grave ecological and water quality damage to be done

with & “try it and ses” type of planning.

We are also concerned about who will take responsibility for
such a large institutional use if the well and septic do not
prove adequate for the church’s future needs...or 1f the system
as proposed should fail, as has happened elsewhers in the County.

We feel that we the taxpayers msy be lead down a dangerous
and expensive path whereby the County is forced to extend pub.
utilities to this site in spite of the guidelines of the Master

Plan. which call for no public water or sower west of I1-63.

2

particular RC4 property is unique in that the proximity
of public water and sewer just to the esst could create a

precedent that would lead to the total erosion of such rural

prope: now held for lation, or offered for
ale. The Master Plan 1989-2000 (p. 18) speaks to such a
situation expressly:
Baltimore County is in & unigue po:
something different. As is often
rosd. The course chosen will refiect whether we
vantage of the unique opportunitios before us
and build upon the wonderful efforts that preceds us to
conserve resources and achieve efficiency or whether we

submit to the expedient, but potentially eelf-
destructive pressure to accept the same fate that
s most other urban regions.

Other churches in the RC aress are sssets to the community,
serving a comparatively small number of peoplo at one time. St.
Joha"s on Butler Road has a membershlp of approximately 800
people and seats 120; Glyndon Methodist s 196 maximum with
550 members; Grace Falls Road United Methodist seats under 100
people with & membership of sbout 200. Even brand new St.
Stephen’s Church at Mays Chapel and Jenifer Roads was spproved
for a capacity of only 210 seats.

Hunt Valley Presbyterian, although they have only 250
members. wishes approval for large buildings and facilities whis
will be used by an average of three times more people than that
of other churches in the ares who, like them, do not have accese
to public water and sewer, and suburban streets.

Issued by the Office of Planning and Zoning. the Baltimere

County Growth Management Program, Proposed Guidelines for the

3

1992 Comprehensive Zoning Map Process i= quite clesr on their
plans for Resource Conservation areas

‘These areas sre intended to support a limited amount of
residential development while still protecting the County’s
ground and surface water quality, forest resources, and
significant plant and wildlife habitata. Zoning conversions
which would increace development potential of land within tiis
management area are inappropriate.

“Outside the Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas, the current
combination of RCZ and RC4 is the best zoning mechanism for

achieving the goals of this claseificatt

Changs

to zones which permit additional residentiol density or incressed
commercial development should not be granted. It is espectally
important to svoid setting precedents that could lead to future
upzoning. "

Because of its proximity to the deeignated Hunt Velley
@rowth area, this RCA parcel is particularly vulnerable to
requests for a change from compatible residenzial or agricultural
use. Because the parcel is less expensive to purchase than

aimilar parcels with sppropriate oning by right and available

in the d area. constantly
attempt to Jump that buffer, that rural demarcution line, exceed
the existing conditions and uses, and, like a PAC-MAN game.
gobble up the rural conservation land.

When overuse causes failure of the individual services, the

County---and the taxpayer---are forced to bail out the failures,




®

be it roads or water and sewer.
In conclusion, The Valleys Planning Council does not ask
that you deny the petitioners permission to build their church.
We ask only that this church, which e puilt on a sensitive
parcel of RC4 land, be kept at a size and scals comparable to the

others cn RC zoned land, a church which will serve the needs of

the church’s current o p. We see no justification for
approving facilities to serve three times as many unknown people
and activities.

We also request that permission be specifically dented for
day care or other accessory uses bey: 2e connected dizectly

with the petitione:’s membership.

Qugei el

Worrs:
Director

Thank you.

August 31, 1992

Mr. William

#4386
yterian Church

2 in recaipt of the Protestants: Closing Argunent
a b ney for

E
ring i1
18525 "Faters o sddivio x
Not only is this ati
he back door® improper, but L e unta
the Petitioners no opportunity to properly respol
Accordingly, on behalf of the
pecttully ob:-: "to o the iclusion of thie lette
sk that che soard pot co
Tetter £n its Consideration of this
I3 Xxnew your decision on this
your earliest cenvanience.

RAH/tap

ce: T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire
Peter Max 2immersan, Ssquire

Roard of Appeais for Baitimore Count)
or . y
111 West m"‘. Avenue
Towson, W0 21304
Dear Chairman Mackett,
latter is to restate the position of the officers
CoamuniTy Aesooiation (TRCA) vEth
Hunt Valley

testified duri

mt H 111g4¢
aving Teligious
wlt!or: be

Bade to ses that our position reflected the
attitude of thoss homeowners who ood to be moet atfectad by the
proposed deteraine what
ML t an -Ill
Homas. 3 the vizint
overvhelming opposit:
decided to
similar poll conducted by
this petition remains overvhe.
ve submitted during the hearing,

Aside trom the feeli: f the immediste residents, the
ralle Road Community Aesoolation believes there & o very serious
questions raised by’ the. introduction of this iasus Vith respect

mental ses of Resource Gonservation {Re) Zoning.
rl are also equally ser! concerns about the i of this
Tnappropriste 1and use at £ Parcicular jocation

th the Naster Plan for Baltimors County and
quu.um for the Comprahensive Zoning Kap Process inctuse very
clear statemente about the intanded Resource
Consarvation Toning, and this request feils to match thase
objectives. I¢ is ur pasition that RC fonas vere never intanded

o become the ground for land uses aimed
density sonsd pnpuu 13n centers, ) they commarois
ur uvcn rl &qlm in nature. What we see behind
of sajor propectioes vhich; if w uneuwuc by

grnptr -nuuuom of xon&nq oy, Chsestens to undk
nl-wx oning

abuses are

frroesiaaniig September 2, 1992

Mr. william T. Hackett, Chairsan
of 13
Baltimare County, Naryland

200 Vaahington A
T atyiana 21204

Re: SPH 91-466X, Item No. 438
Bunt Valley Presbyterian Church

Dear Mr. Hackett:

take ion to Mo Gessner's suggestion that
by attaching . Copy of Nr. NcComas's letter, sddressed to

Board, I o untelr pnguu vieh che
Entancion 'of "oetring evidence in the back door.+ I alvays
RebeTE"h prectioe touse che Front deor while atcempting o
avoid unnecessary accwmila

ter is and »l of the record

The let: n part of
with the Board's applying vhat -sm it chooses in light of
what it recalls the evidence was during the hearing.

T

. Rogers Barrison
TRE/1fc

gy~ Nt B  Simmernan, mu
aner,

law, large scale church misuse is not specifically prohibited
al the :nnnucn to protect the environsent is quite clear.
We bel! $he Special Bosption n procass provides the log the mechan

€0 prevent land Bisuse i 18
properly ewaroise 168 mthorhy by nj octing ois vege rquut‘

necesiechias this loction lacks the metropolitan
the intensive activity a massive
ncuny u certain oa generate, it carries a lover price tay
ty “I"l .’ Sever, vater and major
. m:u e TRTS requaet 2 be spproved ve belisve
to follow -m.n ainiier sonomic. Incentive.
Thle pectiouias Bite i sansd Pee bessush i
on 1ly sensitive and it needs all nt' tll. lun ‘that
de l prot.

For
lﬁvlﬂl eﬁlnnn—hﬁ- of
brought to the

is e 10 as vecently
ity (hee. the recent re subdivision of Bishope
joct mnu RETR mn there is a
m sane !.llt‘\'.l’

accept the InEiitration.

th knovledge such &s this about the meryimal sbility of

this soi) b  rupport intense land uses is there any wonder

ne: rs 1y concerned about what a cathedral sised

Strictuce V1l genarate from 1te septic systen? By parmitting

such a large facility to be constructed on environmentally

sensitive land

problezs that may is likely weans the

extension of metropolitan services to the west side of I-83 and

the consequences of that include high density development as vell
the valleys and

as
homes.

balieve that it vas clearly desonstrated in the course o

this haaring that there exists & unique dangerous traffic

Slttation st this locetion thich this Bie ue aoy other intensive

wil Thate. ence submitted by the petitione

that there is & Measurable fraction of westhound traffic. that

exceeds that spesd at which a driver can safely deal with

congastion at the antance to the propossd church site. Given
higher that co will be present dus to

Chroh tratiic together with enfavcranle vastaer conditions

accidents are a virtual certainty.

consideration alone provides the Boa:

legal justieication for rejection

oning law. (NOTE: If members of the B

2

SED COUBCILAWIC DIST.
CIGNAL DEVELOPHENT CORPORATION:
Property o-wr/r-uuwu-
HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERI,
CHURCH, Contract r-uh-ur
BEOPLE’S COUNGHL'S WENORANDUN

Becauss of the excellent presentations in this oase, this
oftice will focus on = key points. At the same time, we
recognize the forceful comaents of Margaret Worrall for the
Valleys Planning Council in her letter of August 4, 1982. Ve
look forward, as well, to the memoranda on bshalf of both the

P and the

The Board should consider in its analysis the following
factors:

1. The Court of Special Appeals decimion in Racple’s

Counsel v. Hangione, 85 Md. App. 738 (1981), should be consulted

for its ar and lication of special

standards. The nub of a special exception is whether the
proposal presents problems which are serious and unusual in the
neighborhood compared to the problems normally associated with
the particular use in the relevant zoning district. In this
connection, the evaluation goes not only to the type of usme, but
also its intensity. The Mangions case is i{llustrative in itz
review of the location, topography, traffic acoess, building
size, dominance, and storm water management. As a result, this
Board found an into the 1

traffic in the area.)

cony
siailar grovth aspications dsfies Toat explanation.

r community has been, and remains open to good fatth
efforts to negotiate and reduce the 2ize of the proposed Hun
Valley presbyterian church facility to co thing' move
with wnity hovaver such aforts have boo e

s
e believe thll.
Jour decision o reject this tequest in vore n in'the

ll‘rﬂnq this

urch. tacibicie
¥ be found acceptable to most of th
community.

Sincerely,

uglas HoComas, ExecutIve Director

neighborhood. nd that finding wes sustained by the Court of
Special Appeals.

2. The ultimate issue presented by the Hunt Valley
Presbyterian Church is whether, by virtue of its size, mpass, and
procise location in proximity to Beaver Dam Road, it also

intrudes into the resi 1 arouad

Beaver Dax and Ivy Hill Roads and the Oregon Ridge Park environs.
The Potitioner links the sice with the commercial ares to the
east, across Interstate 83, The protesting citizens, on the
other hand, identify the interstate highway as the well-known
line of division between more intense uses to the east and rural-
suburban uses to the west.  The Petitioner refers to the
relatively large amount of acreage on the site, spproximately 23
a The Protestants, however, note that the church was
squeezed onto the portion of the site nearest to Beaver Dam Road
because of development problems with the remminder of the site,
and that the church is in lieu of a single house originally
proposed. The Petitioner seez the traffic generation and mccess
probles as both minimal wd managesble, limited essentially to
the Sunday morning services.  The citizens point out site
distance difficulties on Beaver Dam Road as it narrows to two
lanes and underline the importance of Sunday mornings as well as
the conflict with both routine traffic and Oregon Ridge Park
event traffic. The church suggests that it is well within the

102 impermeable surface requirement of the R.C. 4 zone, but the




qualification is that this is mccompanied by constructing & part Beaver Dam Bosd. There should not be the slightest doubt that residential, or sgricultural, we must confront the trend for sl NN WoARl Wivete ke mest savices: Wibiilon eni

of the parking area with “porous paving.” this ehuroh will be & Very preminest imstituties ia this relocation of large institutional uses outside the edges of the thousht Drocess to the evaluation of this entits record. The
3. There is a tendency to examine each zoning case ocemmunity. The church Sees this 88 & positive force. The metropolitan area or population centers. There are a varisty of

without reference to ths world around the immediate neighborhood. Protestants see it in negative terms. The question is whether, for these sich aa sdat, the

Board should articulate its thinking on each of the problems

raised and come to a rational conclusion.  In view of the

This is understandable in view of the necessity to review any cbjectively, as a matter of independent judgment, this particular availability of land, end the operational needs of the modern ccapoting poliita: ofview of | Wha:shher parbise to:(Hls: (onsei!end

unigue problems presented which are particular to the church at this location, on this streteh of v Dem Rosd, institation.  But these do ‘wot, dn

in view of the Board’s own capabilities, we believe it i
neighborhood. On the other hand, the determination of what is constitutes an excessive intrusioa in the community. Justify approval of each use. superfluous at this stage to attempt to dictate our judgment as

unusual or unigue in omparison with such use at other locations There should also be no doubt the proposed church is This Board is ourrently considering the case of to where the decision mhould fali.
in the district demands a more wide ranging examination. far larger than any of the existing churches in the resosros Hilbert F. Criste, et ux, Case MNo. 80-477-SPHX, on Cuba Road,
The delineation of the neighborhood is important. onsiivation dcolag; 4lacilots n Ch Worth wounty.. The approxisately one mile north of this site. Thers, snother large Phllew Cele Frutonar)
C

churches tend to run at one-third the sisze - whether ssasured in church is proposed in an sgricultursl zon There are some ::::lli ?::-'m :§"3::"..m.n.. County

There is no set formula. Here, the core neighborhood would best
be described as west of Interstate 83 and running along both square fest, nuaber of ocongregants, or parking spaces.  The: differences in the tuo cases, but the main thrust is comparable.
sides of Beaver Dam Road, at least up to Shawan Rond. Oregon churches sre on smaller sites, and many were built in snother e Bahrds desibtin-eaking ¥IIL hYS Wi sosous STTREE dn. NG _P Moo

Ridge Park would be the uestern edge of this core meighborhood. o Becauss of the disparity in magnitude between the proposed face and chursiter of e vescwroe comservation distriots: In Peter Mux Zimmerman
Ro

To be sure, it is on the fringe of the higher intensity ares to charch and other churches within the district, there is a sericus other words, what size, scale, and intensity of use is truly in

the east of the interstate, but has a lesser connection with it. " question presented of compatibility. This is not a routine case, character for an institution, such as & church, in & resouroe Touson, asyland

It also has some connection to the rural area north of Shawan and the Board should not approach it with the idea that approval conservation district? ’ 1 HEREDY CERTIFY that on this _L4Z% day of August, 1992, o
Road. Its conneotion here is greater because the church property is stomtio, or simply m sxteasion of the “premmmption in: faver comcLaazon copy of the foregoing People’s Counsel’s Hemorandua was mailed to
has in common with the mors northerly ares its resource of special exceptions.” The evidence in this case is such that There is no aathematical way to decide this case. There is Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire, Vensble, Baetjer & Howard, 210
conservation zoning classification. On the other hand, the area the presusption im no longer umeful. Rather, the question simply no exact engineering seasure. As Oliver Wendell Holaes maid on Allegheny Ave.. Towscn, ND  21204; T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire,
to the north of Shawan Road tends to become more rural and less im whether or not the Board believes that this propossl satisfies many ocoasions, general propositions do not decide partioular Mudd, Harrison & Burch, 105 V. Chesapeake Ave., 300 Jefferson
suburban. The core neighborhoed itself is relatively low in the special exception standards. cases. There is an slement of human judgment in deciding when a Bldg.., Towson, MD 21204; and Margaret Worrall, Executive

residential density, but the individual houses are large. 4. The Board should msintsin awareness that the legal situstion passes over the border betwesn scosptable and

In this neighborhood and surrounding milieu, the . of uses in the fringe unscceptable. This is the highest form of husan judgment and

church proposes a structure of 28,000 square feet, with a length 3 resource sress is o Yhether requires not omly an understanding of legal standards but also

of approximstely a football field, and having a large presence on we describe the sres as low density residentisl, suburban, rural- the application of experisnce and wisdos.  Accordingly, we

3 4 ]

Director, The Valleys Planning Council, Inc., 212 Washington

Ave., P.0. Box 5402, Towson, HD 21285-5402.

Pt WD pmese

Peter Hax Zimnerman

Coiny Curee A g b, e Bt
more. 3 2 ing, the
‘mmun-hhdlﬂh. The Board conchud-
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™ PROPLES COUNBEL v. MANGIONE

™ i = om0l
the court ordered that the case be remended 1o the Beard
for aa evideatiary hearing aad finding in sccordancs whi
ia opision.

amociated
o3 exception s irrespective of
Holbrook, 314 Md. at 217, 550 A.2d 664. (Emphasis
original) &

B The Standand of Review

‘The general reandard of judicial review * of most
is: “whetber » reasoning mind reason.
ably cou'i have reached the factual conciuzion the ageacy
: thia aeed not and must not be either judicial

it

fr

"

g
‘.u

decision, and should not be second-gussssd by sa
court”  Holbrook, 314 Md. at 218, 560 A% 66L

(7) In Snowden

C. The Case Sub Judice
(8] Befors the Board were various fets and cireum-
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PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE
1 ¥ of C/L of 1-83 at
Beaver Dam RA. (13015 Beaver * BOARD OF APPEALS
na.)
8TH BLECTION DISTRICT . orF
3RD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTINORE COUNTY

CIGNAL DEVELOPNENT CORPORATION,
. CASE MO.: 947466-X

Ouner: HUNT VALLEY
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH,

Contract Purchaser/Appellant

BETUBN OF PRIVATE PROCESS SERVER

Pureusat to Macyland Rule 2-126(a), I, the undervigaed,
hereby certify that service of process was executed on James
R. Powell, on the A4 day of July, 1992, by delivering and
leaving a copy of the Summons.

I fucther certify that I am over eightesn years of sge and
am not & party to this action. I do solemnly declare and
affirm under the penalties of perjury that the matters and
facts set forth herein are trus to the best of my knowledge,

éﬁu AT White

information and belief.

RTRNO126.BAW




PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE
* W of C/L of I-83 at
BOARD OF APFEALS

= Rd.)
STH ELECTION DISTRICT . or
3IRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTINORE COUNTY

CIGHAL DEVELOPNEK? comwrxmn,
CASE MO.: 91-466-X

Owner: HONT Vi
PRESBYTERIAN hoRen,
Contract Purchaser/Appellant

SURPOENA

the folloving named witness to
rd of Baltimore County at the
hearing for e matter capticasd above on Tu sday, August 4.
Lo -u in the 014 Courthouse,
for such witne
testimony and as Seneduied by the Board of Appe

Witna f.. Powall,
opetvisor

Addres of
and Resource Nanagement

County Courts Buildi

401 Bosley Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

Rober
Vensbie, BaStjor & Howasd
210 Allcgh.ny Avenue
Towson, Naryland 21204
(301) B23-4111

The vitnese aazed above ts hereby ordered to so appear
before the of the Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

Baltimore County Board Of AppH

5UB01030.BAW

PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEPORE THE
123' SW of C/L
Seaver Dan 8. iois mbeves BOARD OF APPEALS
oF

BALTINORE COUNTY

877 ELOTION DISTRIC
S EiaeiCuanic brsTarcT
CIGNAL DEVELOPHEWT CORPORATION,
ox s CASE NO.: 91-466-X
CrRSEiTERtaN CHURCH, g
Contract Purchaser/Appellant

SUBPOENA

Sulijoass to e Lollowiag named witnes
altimore County

on Friday, April 24

urthot

ana continuing theceatter as
S oony and as scheduted by the Beard of AP

Witnass: Powell,
sup.rvuur

Address: Department of Environmental Protection
and Resource Managament
County Courts Buildin
401 Bosley Avenue
Towaon, Naryland 21204

Jor & Howard
350 Al iagheny” Avenus
owson, Maryland 21204
(301) 823-4111
The vit: azed above is hereby ordered to so appen
before the Chaix timo;

Baltinore County Board of Appeals

SUB01030.BAW

unty Board of Appe s,

seTITION AL EICEPTION *
1330 8% 0F C/b of 103 at
Seaver Dam Bd. (13013 Beaver *

o
874 BLECTION DISTRICT . or
30D COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
. BALTINGRE COUNTY

Clml' 'DEVELOPNENT eonouﬂc-,
w“ p— CASE MO.: 91-466-X
Contract Purchaser/Appellant »
S SR R PSR
RETURM OF PRIVATE PROCKAS SEAVEM

Pursuast to Maryland Rule 2-126(a), I, the undersigned,
hereby certify that service of process was executed on Jeffrey
3. Jollie, on the B2 sy of July, 1992, by delivering snd
leaving a copy of the Susmons.

I further certify that I am over sighteen years of age and
am not a party to this action. I do solemnly declare and
affica under the penalties Of perjury that the matters and
facts met forth herein are trus to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief.

PETITION FOR SPECIAL BXCEPTION *
1237 SW of C/L of I-83 at
Beaver Dam R4. (13013 Beaver *

m BA.
STH ELECTION DISTRICT . or
3RD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT

BALTINORE COUNTY

o i CASE NO.: 91-466-X
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, 3
Contract Purchaser/Appeliant
RETURN QP PRIVATE PROCESS SERVER

Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-126(a}, I, the undersigned,

hereby certify that service of process vas executed on Jeffrey
Jollte, on the 24 aay of arch, 1992, by delivering and
leaving a copy of the Summon:

1 further certify that I am over eighteen years of age and
an not a party to this action. I do solemaly declare and
affirm under the penalties of perjury that the matters and
facts set forth herein are true to the best of my knowledge,

information and belief.

RTRNO125.BAW

PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION *
123' 8N of C/L of I-83 at
Betver Bon M. (31018 Beaver ¢

».)
ul BLECTION DISTRICT . or
D COUNC:

ILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTINORE COUNTY

GGMAL DEVELONENT CORPORMZION,
VALLEY CASE MO.: 91-466-X
SREsatrenzA cuunoH,

Contract Purchaser/Appellant

Pleate tssue & Subposns to the follouing nesed witness to
ppesc’ before the Board of Appesls of Baltisors County at the
hessing for the matter captioned above on Tuesday, Mugust 4.
in located in the 014 Courthouss
necessary for such witne
neduted by ¢ ra of Appeals
Jettrey B. Jollie,
Geohydrologist

and Resource Management
County Courts Building
401 Bosley Avenus
land 21204

ot T,
Yosable, I-ot)-r 8 Nouard
oA

Harylana 21204
15013 sa3-at11

xeby ordered to so appear
betore the Chaicman e ‘the Baitinoee ‘County Board of Appeal

ltg-a County Board of App

SUB01031.BAW

PETITION FOR SPECIAL SXCEPTIGH * BEFORE THE
123' SW of C/L of 1-83
(1015 senver BOARD OF APPEALS

» R4
8T: ELECTION DISTRICT . or
3RD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTINGRE COUNTY

CIGNAL DEVELOPNENT CORPORATION,
Ovoer: WONT VALLET CASE MO.: 91-466-X

RESBYTERIAN CHURCH,

Contract Purchaser/Appellant

SUBPOENA

Plesss issue & Subposns to the folloving named
n Friday, Apeil 24,

eafte: = auch wicae
Seatinony and as scheduled by the Board of Appeals.

Witn Jetfrey B. Jollie,
Geohydrologist

Adary of |
nd Reso nagesent
County Courts Builaing
401 Bosley Avenus
on, Maryland 21204

aan
etiec & Hovasd

gheny Avenu
Raryiand 21200
hiip ity

The witness named al is heceby ordered to s appesr
before the Chairman of oo Baltisore County Board of Appesls.

SUB01031.BAW

witness to
re County at the

PEIITION POR KPRCIAL EXCEFTION ¢ 0RE THE
1
2 Dan Re- (13015 Desver * BOARD OF APPEALS

Dam RA.)
8TH BLECTION DISTRICT . oF
3IRD COUNCILWANIC DISTRICT

. BALTINORE COUNTY
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION,
Owner: HUNT VALLEY
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH,

CASE NO.: 91-466-X

Contract Purchaser/Appellant

Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-126(a), I, the underaigned,
hereby certify that service of process was exscuted on James
R. Povell, on the A0 dey of March, 1992, by delivering snd
leaving a copy of the Sumsons.

I further certify that I am over eighteen years of age and

not a party to this action. I do solemnly declare and
affirm under the penaltiss of perjury that the mstters and

facts set forth hersin are trus to the best of my knowledgs,

et

information and belief.

RTRNO126 . BAW

Rei VEIITION YOR SPECUAL XCEPIION ¢ WEORE THE COUNTY MOARD OF APFRALS
123' 5W of C/L of I-83 a
Seaver Dom kd- (13013 Besver OF BALTINORE COUNTY
2 R.), Bth Election Dist.
3rd Counctlmanic Dist. Zoning Case No. 91-466-X

CIGNAL DEVELOPHENT CORPOR:
Gvmer; HINT VALLEY PRESBYTERTAN
CHURCH, Contract Purchaser/
Appellant

BYIRY or ApeEARANCE
Please enter the appearance of the People's Counsel in the above-
captioned matter. Notices whould be sent of any hearing dates or other
Focesdins G0 thin mettes esd f Ui phmsagalof iy pretintuary e Hinad
oeder.
Pyt c-reb Z

Phy111d Cole Frieda
People’s Counsel for Baltisore Covaty

Pt Aoy 2.

Peter Max 2{mmersan

(:m) 887-2188

T HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 2lst day of February, 1992, a copy of
the foregotog Eacry of Appearance vas matled co Robest A. Hoffasn, Esquire,
Venable, Baetjer & Howard, 210 Allegheny Ave., P.0. Box 5517, Towson, MD
21285-5517, Attorvey for Contract Purchaser/Appellast; T. Rogers Harrisom,
Eaqutze, Mudd, Harrison & Bucch, 105 V. Chesspeake Ave., 300 Jefferson Bids.,
Towson, MD 21204, Attorney for Protestants/Co-Appellants; & Valley's Plasning
Council, P. 0. Box 5402, Towson, MD 21285-4301.

Hhadle Cot 20004

ehyl11d Cole Fricasn
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N RE: BEFORE THE ™ .
SEETIVICKIE OF SERVICE CERTIPICATE OF SERVICE
ROAD DEPUTY 20MING CONMISSIOMER ﬁs‘ \1"'4 64
bty Dam Road 15 Beaver Dem ?
sth n.euo: District FOR BALTINORE COUMTY T NERDY CERTIFY, thet on this 19th dey of Pebruary, th Rlection nuuu:x

Gary J. Swatko 1992, & ocopy of the foregoing was mailed to Rohart A. Noffmem, 1992,
Michael J. Turley

I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on this 24th day of January,
5 Bediion & copy of the foregoing was mailed to Robert A. Hoffman,
R y g P o 3 X Esquire, Venable, Bastjer & Howard, 210 Allegheny Avenue, P.O.

John Seve.
Mary Elizabeth Zinkham Sox 3517, Toweca, Marylasd 21204, Box 5517, Towson, Maryland 21204.

Protestants

Prasee

. 7
Protestants, Gary J. Swatko, Wichael J. Turley, John

Protestants, Gary J. Swatko, Michesl J. Turley, John
Sewsll and Marv Elizabeth Zinkham, by their attorneys, T.
Rogers Herrison and Wdd, Harriscn & Burch, appeal the decision
of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner in the above captionsd matter
dated Decesber 26, 1991.

Sewell and Mary Elizabeth Zinkham, by their attorneys, T.
Rogers Harrison and Wudd, Harrison & Burch, appeal the Amended
Order of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner in the above-captioned
matter dated January 24, 1992.

S .

e mudd, Marrigon & Burch

105 West Chesapeaks Avenue s -

300 Jettarses Building ‘ i it b
Towson, Maryland 2 ) :

(410) lZl-l)i! LAGRA sapeake Avenue

(410) 828-1335
(s onet  [ATS0
o152 ) A5 BaRRS
uLT.maTC  AFEAC
A<
kel ;
Sl

VENABLE, BAETJER AND HOWARD
v AT Law IT 1S FURTHER ORDERED x cona:
—— e s Ehay ALk Othe uca a1 CORAURIGN G e TR PETITION yOR SPECINL EXCEPTION < nkroRt e
210 Ao cur Avenue Order issued Decesber 26, 1991 shall remain in full force and effact. 123430 6 the of 1-83 at
ey PETITION FOR SPECTAL seroRE THE  koud DEFUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
Tomao, maanG 1584817 1230 B of the cf 1 ot 18 at 1301 Road)
g o DEPUTY ZONTNG COMNISSIONER t OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
: oS 4 :/4‘ (ilre 3rd Councilmanic District
JS—— Sth Election pistsicr oF BALTINOKE couNTY TINCTIY . KOTROCD & Case o, 91-466-X
3rd Councilmanic District Dopoty Zonsog Comisicone Cignal Bovelopment Corporat ion
soscar a. worrman January 24, 1992 Srniad Case Mo. 91-466-X ™RK:b3s foe Saltimore Count Fotitloner
al Davelopment Corporation
Potitioner ce: Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire
210 Allegheny Avenue, Towson, M. 21204

T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire

15630 Palla Roed, Butlor, M. 21023 The Potitionor herein roquests a special uxception for o churen
HAND-DELIVERED WHEREAS, the Potitioner herein requested a special exception for Nr. Rike Turley, 13021 Beaver Dam Rd., Hunt Valley, d. 21030 on the mubject property zonod R.C. 4, pursuant to Section 1A03.3.B.3A of
Lawrence E. Schaidt, a church on the subject proparty zoned R.C. 4, pursuant to Section 1A03.3.
Dt;j::"gfg;:;;;;;ﬂ;;, zaning B.3A of the Baltimare County Zoning Requlations (B.C.Z.R.), and an smand-

Mr. Gary J. Swatko, 13031 Beaver Dam Road, Hunt Valley, Wd. 21030 the Baltizore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.), and an amendment to
Nr. A. Douglas NcComss, 12405 Falls Road, Hunt Valley, Nd. 21030 the Final Devalopeent Plan for Bishop's Pond to permit a church on Lot 1
ment to the Final Developsent Plan for Bishop's Pond to permit a church on r. Joho Sewsll, 13027 Beaver Dam Road, Hunt Valley, M. 21030 thereof. in accordance with Petitionor's Exhibits 1 and 6.
1ot 1 thereof, in accordance with the plans submitted and identified as Valleys Planning Council, P.O. Box 5402, Towson, Md.  21285-5402 The betitlonors, by Donald Deuterman, President of the Hunt Valley
St it R 6 | Fiogisia Comaia FA1Y Prosbyterian Church, Contract Furchaser, appeared, testified and were
Cignal mv-hv"nt Corporation, Petitioner WHEREAS, the relief requested was granted, subject to restric- roprossnted by Mobert A. lloffsss, Paquiré and John Cessner, i i
No.: S1.466-X wblans i i i R Venable, Baotjer & loward. Numorous oxpert witnosses and ares residents
Dear Mr. Schaidt: . .6 b Sadakace o 3 it oppoared and testified in GuppOrt of the Petitioners. Appoaring as Protas-
1 on behalf of Hunt Valley Presbytesian o — Pt ; onaen!
Bt Ine. " cro Rodger 0. Robertaon, 218 E. Lexington Street, Petitioner notified this Office that a request was made for a five (5)
H.zylnnd 21302 Fzon Restiction No. 4 contained in the
Facts and Conclusions of Law dated 1991, in yoar poricd within which to utilize this special sxception in lieu of the
1 shall also include the Amended

tants in the matter were numerous other area residents and representatives
of the Valleys Planning Councsl.

= e e e e RS Testimony indicated that the subjoct property, known as 13015
Restriction ¥o. 4.

WIEREAS, the Order lssued Decesber 26, 1991 failed to address

Beaver Dam Road, also known as Lot 1 of Bishop's Fond, consists of 23.1513
A check is enclosed to cover the cost of this appeal.

this roquedt by Petiticones acres poro or less, zoned R.C. 4 and 1o presently unizproved. Donald Deu-
Yours trul erman,
z/%; NOM THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner b tostified that

for Baltimors County this day of January, 1952 that the Petitioner's

the iunt Vallay Presbyterian Church has contracted

to purchase Lot 1 of the subject proparty and is desirous of constructing
request for a five (5) ysar period within which to utilize this specisl o

Robert A. £ fman new church thereon in accordance with Petitioner's Exhibit 1. Mr. Deu-
NS ol e Seginn Rarwan Sour 1o hat oald citERE: 18 Gonbligeat o dealig sepbiect o
1s heraby ADIDED accordingly; and, mMIGKUFILMES ek

MICROFILMED

Heo tostified that the proposed church will consist of

is

LRI




FOR FILING

ORDER Rk

a sanctusry with a seating capacity for no zore than 600 individuals.

also testificd that a fellowship center would be constructed to provide
meeting rocms, sunday school classes, and & game room.  Wr. Dedterman
testified that a nursery would also be provided and operated only uring
the time that parents attended church services. Testimony indicated that
there would be no bingo or bazaar type functions held at this location.
He also testified that Petitioners would not rent the hall for any cater-
ing activities. He also testified that cooking facilities will consist of

a warning kitchen which in his view would not be consistent with any type

of compercial kitchan.

Also appearing and testifying on behalf of the Petitioner was
Anthony Shinsky, a reqistaved architect. Rr. Shinsky testified that he
and his company have designed many churches, primerily in the State of
Pennsylvania. He testified concerning the building materisls and the

dexign of this particular church. Rr. Shinsky also provided an elevation

draving of the proposed church.

Mickey Cornelius, an expert in the fisld of traffic engineericg,
appeared and testifed on behalf of the Petitioners. Mr. Cornelius is am-
ployed with The Traffic Group. Kr. Cornelius testified that he parforsed
an oxtensive study concerning the affects that the proposed church will
have on traffic patterns in the vicinity of the subject location. It was

his export opinion that the proposed church, even if at full capacity,

would have no adverse izpact on local traffic pattorns.

Also appearing on behalf of the Petitioners was Bill Yirwin,

land planning expert.  Nr. Kirwin testified concerning the landscaping

which will ba done to buffer the effects of the church on surrounding

residences.

.,,.“Qnu“

OF ENVIRG

28, 13

Zoning Cormissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

DIVISION OF GROUND WATER HANAGEMENT

ch(rg Item #438, Zoning Advisory Comsittee Meeting o

1991, Logal Owner: Cignal Developeant Corporatian,
Cortract urchasaey hamt Valley Presbyterian Church,
123' SW of intersection of centerline I-83 and Bnnr [ Road,
(#13015 Beaver Dam Road), 0-B, Private ater and Sew

COMMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

uhere water wells are to be used as a source of water ;upply, a well
meeting the minlaun Baltimore County Standards must be drilled

Prior to occupancy approval, the potability of the water suoply mist be
verified by collection of bacteriological and chemical water samples.

1f sumission of plans to the County Raviaw Graw 1y regired, »
tydrogeolaglcal Study and an Enviromenta) Effacts Report m
Submitred. For mare infarsation contact the Division of Enviranneatal
Topact eview at 57-3980.

The two 10,000 square foot septic reserve arcas established as a result
of 011 evaluations conducted on 9/25/90, 10/25/50 - 10/26/90, 11/29/30, and
delineated on the Master Plot Plan dated 12/21/90, are acceptable for
allowing construction of this facility. It should be noted, however, that a
pumoing aystem may be reauired o access the 10,000 souare ook arex' leunﬂ
closar 1 praxiafty to Lot 2 should this ares 6o sesdsd for e
additions to the sewage disp cany systea 1n the f 5 advisable that
Jou contact this affice prior o application for e hu!ld!ﬂg pernit in order
to subait information necassary for establishing the design and lacation of
the sewaye disposal system.

If you have any further questions concarning this matter, please
contact fir- Robert powel) ot 887-2762.
\
SSF:rmk

432G/GHRNK

Al of the vitmsses emd wgerts testifying om behalf of the
Petitioers testified thet the prugosed church at the subject location
would satisfy the repuiremsats of Sectica 502.1 of the B.C.3.

Mgpearing amd testifyisg in cppositios to Petiticmers' regeest
wers Joka Bsckley, Vellsye Plamaing Cowscil, Barbars N. Smmes, & local
resldat ead memher of the lvy Hill Copmuaity Asscoistica, Mike Turley, &
local residest, Gary Swstho, Arthar Wocomss of the Falls Bosd Commaity
Aasociatics, asd Nary Ziskhes, & lecal resideat.

The cmmmistive testimmy of the Protestasts was thet they are
cpposed to & churoh being loceted o the westera eide of Isterststs K.
They testified es to the rursl character of this commmity asd thet this
charch, particalerly the sise of the charch propossd, would be out of
cheracter et this 1o0stion. The Protestasts eupeesssd comsldecsble con-
corn regardisg the treffic peoblems that @ church of this aiss may crests
o0 surrounding rosds. They also testifisd cosceraiag the weter end septic
systems in the aree and indicatsd thet the seistisg servics is inadeguste
for the proposed church.

It is clesr thet the B.C peraits the use proposed in & R.
2c0e by special emceptice. It is equally clesr that the proposed use
would not be detrimeotal to the primery uses in the vicinity. Therefore,
it wist be determimed 1f the conditions s delineeted ia Sectiom 562.1 ere
satistied.

The Putitioner had the burdes of adducing testimony asd evidence
which would show thet the proposed use sst the prescribed standerds esd
requiremssts sst forth in Section 502.1 of the B.C.3.R. The Petitiomer
has shown that the proposed use would be coaducted without real detrimeat
to the meighborhood and -would mot adverssly affect the public istarsat.

ommissioner

§ " coronmen
 C
Oifice of Fanning and Zoning

11 West Chepeske Avene
Towson, MD 2120

Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire
210 Allegheny Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION
123' 54 of the c/1 of 1-83 at Boaver Dam Rond
(13015 Beaver Dam Road)
8th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District
Cignal Dovelopment Corporation - Potitioner
Caso No. 91-466-X

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Enclosed ploase find a of the decision rendered in the
above-captioned matter. The Petition lnr Special Exception has been grant-
ed ir accordance with lho attached Order.

In the event any party finds tho decision rendered is unfavor-
able, any party may flle an appeal to the County Board
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.
£iling an appeal, please contact Ma. Charlotto Radcliffe at 887-3391.

very truly x_'mn-
N oo
Tt n, formom
Daputy Zo1ing Comalesioner
e poreet, ol oo
it GRS TS
)5610 nus Road, Butler, Md. 21023
Kr. Mike Turley, 13021 Boaver Dam Rd., llunt Valley, Md. 21030
Mr. Gary J. Swatko, 13031 Beavor Dam Road, Hunt Valley, Md. 21030
he. . Dovglas Hecemas, 12105 Falls Rosd, funt Valley, W 21030
Mr. John Sewell, 13027 Beaver Dom Rood, Hunt Valley, Md. 21030
Volleys Planning Council, P.O. Box 5102, Towson, M.  21285-5402

People's Counzel; File

MICROFILMEL

The facts and circumstasces & mot show that tbe proposed wee st the par-
ticular location described by Petitiomer's Bxhibit I wuld have any ed-
verse ispact sbove and beyosd that inkersatly assccisted with such & ape-
clal ewceptioa use, irrespective of its location within the scms.
Sshlta v, Pritts, 432 .22 1319 (1901).

The proposed use will aot be detrimestal to the health, safety,
or genaral welfars of the locality, noe Lend to creste congestios in
rosds, streets, or alleys therein, aor be iscossistest with the purposss
Of the property’s wning classificatios, mor in amy other way be inconsis-
teat vith the spirit asd intsat of the B.C.

After revisuing all of the tastimmy wd evidence presssted, it
appears that the special axception should be granted with certais restric-
tions as more fully described below. Sowsver, o the opinion of this
Deputy Zoning Commissionss, & church with s meximas sestisg capecity for
500 individuals will adequately serve the Petitioners and 1 shall so Order.

Pursaant to the advertisemst, posting of the property, asd pub-
1ic besring on this Petition held, snd for the resscns given sbove, the
reliaf requested in the special esception should be granted.

THEMTOR, 17 18 ORDERED by the Deputy Zoniny Commissioeer for
Baltimore County this $)4" " dey of Decesber, 1991 that the Petition for
Special Exception for a church on the subject property soned R.C. 4, pursu-
act to Secticn 1403.3.5.3A of the Baltimre County Zoning Regulations
(B.C.2.3.), and n essodeent to the Pinel Development Plun for Bishop's
Pond to permit & charch on Lot 1 thereof, in accordance with Retitioner's
Exhibits 1 ad 6, be and is hrreby GRANTED, subject to the foliowing re-
strictions which are conditions precedent to the aforegoing relief:

1) The Petitionars mey .rn o teie Weiiie
permit aad be granted sems receipt of thia Order;

WIGHUFILIMEY

or BEPORE THE
T ewor T 18 o8 ok tods
S0MING COMNISSIONER OF

BALTINORE COUMTY
3BD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERIAM
CHURCH, INC. CASE NO. s §iEE88-R)
Petitioner

s dssue & Subpossa to the following nened v to
e Soning Comsissioner of Baltimors cnny at
2o lnﬂu for the matter captioned above on
Bovenber 21, 1991 at 10,00 .2, in Rooa 106, located at
County of: 414109 a0d continuing thersarter
farsich wicaa testizony and
Commissioner.

Witness: James R. Powell
Mdress: Supervisor
of

Resource Management
County Courts Building
401 Bosley Avenue, Noom 41
Towson land 21204

Venable, Bastjer and Moward
210 Allegheny Avenus
2.0. Box 5517

, Maryland 21204
(301) 423-4111

The witness nased sbove 41 hereby ordered to o5 appesc
Dbetore Soning ioner of Baltimore ty.

Toning Commissioner ol
Baltisore County

SUBPO111.BAN m‘m

(ORDER RECEIVED FOR FILING

howeuer, Patiticeers ace bersby made mwere that peo-
Live fn ok thelr own risk until such

be responaible for returning. said property to ite
orlglaa) cooaition

2)  Prior to the lssuance of any permits, Petitioners
shall cubmit a lundscape plan for approval by tho
Deputy Director of Planning and the capo  Planner

roved plan

roview and inclusion in the case fil

Whan applying for a building permit, the mite

o0d landscaping plan filed mist ‘refercnco this
case set forth and addross the restrictions of
thie order

) Tho mubject church shall bo Limited to o maximm
scating capacity for 500 individuals.
Compifance with the comments of the Department of

Division Grou datod May 28,
1991, attached hareto and made o part horoof

Petitionors aro prohibited from operating any
al day

pormittad.

7)  Petitioners aro prohibited from operating bazaa
fanctions or o bingo hall at the mblect site and
nre prohibite ng the church hatl for commor-
clal catering activ  patiticoars are pecuisees o
use the church hall for church-related functions only.

%

i
Daputy Zoning Comaissioner
for Baltisore County

MICROTILIEY

I THE WATTER OF BEFORE THE
123¢ SW OF 1/§ OF C/L 1-83
AND BEAVE ZOMING COMMISSIONER OF
13015 BEA

OTH ELECTION DISTRICTRICT
3IRD COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT

BALTINORE COUNTY
HONT ALY eRsseTTERIA
CHURCH, THC. i 91-466-%
Petitioner
RETURN OF PRIVATE PROCESS SERVER
Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-126(a). I, the undersigned,
hereby certify that service of process was executed on James
&. Powerl, on Mortaky ', 1991, by delivering and leaving &
copy of the Summona.
I further certify that I am over eighteen years of age and
not a party to this action. I do solemnly declere and
affirm under the penalties of perjury that the matters and
facts it forth herein are true to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief.

SUBPO111.BAW

MICROFILMED




IN THE NATTER OF *  BEFORE THE
122 swor 1/8 0¢ c/L 1-83
DAM_ROA! ©  20NING COMMISSIONER OF
nou " SEAvER DA
ELECTION DISTRICTRICT *  BALTINORE COUNTY

A CODMCILMANIC DISTAICT

HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTZRIAN

CHURCH, INC. *  CASE NO.: 91-486-X
Petitioner .
RETURN OP PRIVATE PROCESS SERVER

Pursuant to Maryland Rule 2-126(a), I, the undersigned,

vas executed on Larry

hereby certify that service of proce!
pileon, on August £, 1991, by delivering and leaving a copy
of the Sussons.

1 further certify that I am over sighteen years of age and
am not a party to this action. I do soleanly declare and

affirn under the penalties of perjury that the matters and

facts set forth herein are trus to the best of my knowledge,

A

information and belief.

SUBPO111.BAW

ICRUHILMED

9 !
PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: / = </Q(a = y

seecsgned, 11‘;:1.1 omer(s) of in-‘p;:p 9 fan o Bk S ok e 10
aliched 2 e pise, n 4
it wader the Zoning Regoistons af Bilimsre Conaiy 1o use

a church An_an RC4 zone under Section

heeln described property for
1403.3.8.3A of the BCZR.

Property 1s 1o be posted and advertised as prescrided by Zoning Regulations.
l‘l’llﬂpg axpanses of Mlﬂmﬂ‘ advertising, posting, ate, upen Aling
eiton: 338 o k2d e to b e 354 reirct
e e o e Bonind Lo for Pubimes Cocmty .

1/We do solsmaly

unﬂﬁ m penslties of AE
xlﬁ:l e mubject yf:‘:’v' ot 'n""y

/ x(((m‘(fﬂn._/ By
v D'If@!?f'm“‘ml!"ﬂmﬂ.n

n Street

.216 E. Lexingto;

Baltimore, Maryland 21
B Hgaire
for Patitioner:

ORDEAED 3y The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimare County, this
\.. that the subfect matter of this petition be advartised, 15

& b tha Zoning Law of Baltimore County, In two mewspapars of geaeral ereulation through.
out Balimare County, that proparty be posted, and that the puble Bearing be hat aties the Zoning
Commts u:'lnﬁwucnnvlnwmenln Office BulMing 1 Towson, Baltimore

County, oz the s ay of 3“‘\“!)* 1091, 2t D sretoex
A W oo
> “W&EM%‘;; unty.
s scomn s f
Vet SAICROFILMEL Ml 2cq PF
" CAN

Juw 561,
Nat 14\)5 -z

b 435

o0s4.

oo ormor *  BEFORE THE
v /8 OF .

150 st San Bons. + sourwa comsazosa or
13 BEAVER DAM BOAD

mmumw *  BALTINORE COUNTY

CHUBCH, INC. -
Petitioner .
P
uaRoRNA
us & Subposas to the folloviog nased vitasss o
g “'en Comissionaz of Baitinees Cousty at
the Bearing for the matter captiosed sbove on Tussdsy, August
B 1991 a¢ 3:00 a;m. in Room 106, located at the County

1ce Bui! and continuing theresfter as necessary fur
“ vim-l‘-:q.tm-y a24 s3 scheduled by the Commissioner.
i

Witnes Jetfrey L. , -
Mdre: Supesvisor of Land Developmest Section =~
pryite Avense
re. -J'!?'H
ryland 21204
hrity it
witness nased hereby ordered to 5o appesr
nt;

batose che oaiag co-unour of Saltimore Cous

oy
1timore Cosnty

SUBPO111.BAW

[ ) [ ]
““:?::"*“é?—"i"::‘“‘“-wrx

Descripeion of Lot 1, Bishops Pood, aay 8, 1991
Coneataing 33.761) PR by

Beginning for the same at 4 point at the intersection of the west right-of-wey
line of Interstate 03 and the scuth right-of-wey 1ine of Sesver Dem Rosd, said
point being South 56° 10° West 123 fest more oF less irom the center line intersection
of Interstate 83 and Beaver Dam Rod, thence binding on the st right-of-wey
of Interstate 83

1 - South 08° 45° 10° Tast 40.00 fest,

2 - South 11° 3¢ $S° Rast 100.13 fest,

3 = South 08° 45' 107 East 400.00 feet,

4 = South 07° 19% 15° Rest 200.06 feet,

5 - South 11° 36* 55° Rast 100.13 feet,

6 - South 08° 45° 10° Zast 200.00 feet,

7 - South 04° 39¢ 15° Zast 152.14 feet thence leaving said right-of-wey,

# - North 78° 19° 36° West 999.10 feet,

9 - Nareh 17° 55¢ 21° west 82.95 fost,

10 - Borth 06° S4* 40" Nest 40.59 feet,

11 = North 02° 30" 46" Mest 91.78 feet,

12 = South #7° 21° 14° West 20.00 feet,

13 - North 02° 3° 4" west 30.00 feet,

14 - Barth 39° 40' 35° Nest 6.30 fest,

1S - Noreh 20° 27° 407 Rast 912.0S feet,

16 = Narth 18° 02' 40° Rest 77.04 fest to a point ca the south right-of-wey
1ine of Beaver Dam Road thence binding on said right-of-wey

17 = Along a curve to the right 133 feet with a radius of 635.00 feet,

18 - South 61° 27* 177 Bast 40.60 fest,

19 - South 75° 33° 50° Rast 51.59 fest,

20 - South 68° 187 22° East 204.34 feet,

21 - South 74° 26° 39° Rast 50.16 feet,

22 - South 79° 01' 05° Rast 20.00 feet,

23 - South 80° 13° 52° Zast 03.99 feet to the poist of begimaing.

Being past of that parcel of land descrided in Exhidit A of &
amcog the Land Records of Baltimore Cousty, Maryland in Lider S.M. 76

MICROFILMED a X

_-.2%12 T e i

Lacten ot r_ld*fm.%.&éxs&m#.sﬁ # .L-.!:?.!..@sm« .

IN THR MATTER OF *  seross
o -

BCRD .
13018 REAVES DAN SONING COMMISSIONER OF
7% BLECTION DISTRICTRICT *  BALTINOAE COUWTY

CHURCH, INC. -
Petitioner .
. . . . . . .
ASTURN OF PRIVATR PROCEAS SERVER

Pursusnt to Narylasd Rule 2-136(a), I, the undersigned,
heredy certify that service of process was exscuted on Bocky
0. Powell, on August § , 1991, by delivering and leaving »
copy of the Sumscns.

I further certify that I am over sighteen years of age snd
n 2ot & party to this action. I &o solemaly declare and
affira under the penalti

of perjury that the matters and
facts set forth herein are true to the best of my knowledge,
information and belief.

SUBPO111.MAW

> é

CEETWIMATE OF POIVING Gl-yéé- X
TS SUPARTIENT OF GALTHISEE COMITY
Tomon, Hertund

4128

Lz

s o %&%ﬁmﬁaﬁ e freenZ gfo.

ot ot vopwn: L220bs 14 1200

L ®
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

T ET ]

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was.

TOWSON, MD..

published in TOWSON TIMES, a weekly Mwsp:pu published tn
Towsan,

weelks, the first publication appeartng on _DYEL WAL

TOWSON TIMES,

$: 2ehe Onllimn

T Publisher

3 ¥4

*  BEFORE THE
n)' n or lll “or 0r £/6 189
*  JOMING COMMISSIOMER OF
nau SEAVER DAX_BOA
TH BLECT:

Tow DISTAICTRICE *  BALTINORE COUNTY
$ib Conmcitautc DisTAICE

HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERIAN

CHURCH, INC. *  CASE MO.: 91-466-X
Petitioner .
UBPORNA
Pl Subpoena to the following nased witness to

ac before the Toning Coanissioner of BAltimore County st
the Baaring for the matiac captioned abovs ca Tusstsy. Awswst
13, 1991 af % Wom 104, lostel ut the couuy

orftice Iunnnq and eonuuuhw
Wich uitness. Lestigony and a4 scheduled by the P T

Witness: -Beeky-3. Powell,
Division Director

Mtress: Eavironsental Impact Review Division
ond

T hesource Nanagenent
County Courts Builaing
401 Bosley Avenue, Room 416
Towson, Maryland 21204

FPHAN
Venable, “Bastjer and Howard
210 Allegheny Avenue
2.0, Box 5517

on, Maryland 21204
(301) 823-4111

The witness named sbove is heceby ordered to so appear
before the loning Commissioner of Baltimore County.

af(Bner o
Baltisore County

SUBFO111.BAW

L] ®
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

owsow.mo. 10131 WAL

THISIS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

:..%:" wmmmn&wmm..mmmmpsm
= In'Towson, -
reme

Dq_(.

weeks, th first pubicason appearing on L 0 [ 5 |

{2 b rln

4 941




CERTNICATE OF PUBLICATION

AL

THIS IS TO CERTIFY. thal the annexed advertisement was

!

i
il

owsos. wp. .

HU
i
it

published tn TOWSON TIMES, a weeldy newspaper published tn

i

Trwson. Battmore County, Md.. once in euch of, L successtve

1Ty

|
‘iia
fi

weeks. the first publication appearing on

TOWSON TIMES,

¢ 2ehe_Onlr~

Publisher

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON. .\m.,‘__,]_hL. Wit

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

‘published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published
(

eachgf | _:

1n Towson. Baltmere County. M¢ .. once tn eac! uccessive

ol

weeks, the (irst publication appeartng on

THE JEFFERSONIAN,

$. Zebe_QOnlmn

— Pubmsher

L —
o
B

and Dev ragemert

11 Wt Chapetke Mvenue
Towson. MD

sne 201 [T

ot iatley
street
Relttiey, Raryland 202

E3

.

st um‘/x 160 d Boaver e homd
s
i pnei - 3d i

Lagal cur{#): Cignal Develmct

et Pt e aley Prataian Qe 5.
e

Sluase o atvimd tat §_LOT Z T i o for abvertising and porting of the abow captiond
sepery.

s o e oo
M5 FIE AST 52 PAID LD T ZNIN SIH & FOFT SET(S) RETURD OR THE DAY OF D
SUSL g7 SSSCR, 00 RO ADKNE. TR SIGH & FOST STT(S) TRCGR TAE FROFERTY URTIL THE IAT OF T MEMDN.

ot (s}

araila to Baitiacre Goxmty, Macylasd. Meing Lbe chack aed the Kign
Fleass sl Jour St o= i Aveccm, B 113, Towmen, Maryland

to the i Office, Comty Office Bulldlag, 1 V.
fiftums (15) aisates bafere your bearisg s schaduled

TiCROFILMED

Cavinr Vatéation

Baltimore Cour
Zoning Commisioner
Coanty Ofice ulding
1 Wt Chespabe Avesse
Tonaun, Maryiond 31304

UL
s

Prasse Mihe Chasty Fopebin I (Beimore County 14,9

S

Last . w

Baltiore Co
o 'ng Commisioner

CERTEICATE OF POSTING
TOMIND DEPARTMENT OF SALTINORS COUNTY
Tooma, Morgtend

9. ¥ie- X

Do o _‘.zz.,m Qg2 1212

i
e y

Location o proparey.. e 205 A &
& are_ v,
Locaton o Sgue. s st bt ], SR,
kg e T
7 77

Rarmarks:
N

Chasachs,
od L/2.

&

“i3. Desnse

v

. bma m-?ﬁu.yr 4p s8I

Baltimore Cou
Zaning Commisioner
County Office B ulldlnx
i

recelpt
Y=<

Accoune: R0016150
Womser

e

AL EXC) DRDER

$ 175,00
TGN ADVERTISING |

0
OUNER: GIGHAL DEY CORF

Piassa Make CRINPGTION 062 BMIBars County $200.00
B4 £012:38PH0L-27-52

L

HEARING

JAL Ak e

Lo

I ML FEER

S AL THERS )

B G

01ADSHOOSHICHRL

Psss snse xS RAEEEY,

FOTET

Baltimare County Governm
Office of Zoniag, Adminisiration
and Development Management
Office of Flannung & Zoning,
&

11 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21201

SOTHER

[mEs
s vogr

Panie Make Chacke PryibieBe

A RCY $175.00
BA £010:27AK10-09-91

by SRR, Bosrer B Roat

b Hlectiee Dt - drd Coumetinic

Legal Omers Cimal Devedcgment Corparsticn

omtract Pashacer: Wt ¥alley Frestyteriam chich
T, WDOE 21, 191 3t 1000 .,

[Eep—,

Feas 10 otiosd et $_LZY. P/ a s tor otveretan s
it g 354 pastisg of the above

IS TEE MIST 52 FAID 1O T 20T SIOH € RO STV

apticon

T LT T
RLL WO ISSTE. (0 0T RONVE TG SIGH & POST SEVS) et

) Fom T vaoeRTy
Please. forvant youz conck via retamm mil 1o e oadubiogs
e, o 113, Town, Matglecd 274, 1t

oty ftcs i, 51 .
s o birimes sy,

oo,

DL N AT o T v

b e

[l i e o o s e
s Hemdlate atteatics to Wiz miter 13 sugested. s

IrrRceRs

PRI

futi L

oru coer

wu»uunsmcu»c
oy 9-91

Platn tase Eoecks Parsse To it o

recelipt

F1- oK

Accaunt: ROOL4150
oriee

ApInCATO
ECEIVED FROM THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
EXAIBITS, BOARD’S RECOND EXTRACT & ThANS:

CRIPT FILED IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED CASE,
AND ZONING COVAISSIONER'S FILE & EXHIBITS.

$200.00
SPNOL~

CIRCUIT COURT FOR RALTIMORE COUNTY

401 Bosiey Averue
PO. Box 6784
Towson, Marylend, 21265-6754

Fabruary 10,1993

Sodger O.fobertsen, sq.

T.sopars Herrison, Esq.
imk, 111 Laq

; foud secracery 7

o

TURSBAY, MAY 151993 @ 9130 o.m;

Appeals 1 beor

10:2 W4 1182406

£V 40 (YYD ALKO0Y
SW3, dﬁlﬂy

Pleasesee the below notations

UPON RECEIPT OF THIS NOTICE: Coussel shall comtact cach othey immedistely 10 conform caleadars. Claim of not receiving notice
Constiee feason for postponemest.

il mot

H the above
SOON AS

D s ot s o sy comet
Irems Somemens

MUST BE MADE IN WRITING o e Asipmest Offcs

e Gt e i o
 Grieman $87-1497.

SRR~

reached prio 10 the hearing date, e Aigamens Office st be ncifcd immodiicy. All scuicments must be pat
o f e i o i

T




TO: Redger O. Rebertasen, Eaq.
T. Rogers Narrises, Esq.

Jeha H. Ztiak, III, Zsx.
Robert A. Boifmsa, Req.

10 ALHN0D

i

Lindales N. Kusssasl, Req.

1012 Hd 13 8486

200,
swaLY D0

RE: 93CV=56 - Hust Valley Prasbyteries Church, Inc. et al Gary J. Swstke et al
Monday, March 29, 1993 @ 11130 A.N
ALL

mvwmmmmmmmm

HEARING DATE:

UPON.
Rut constitute reason for postponement.

TIMEA ED:
Assignment Office \lumdullly

COURT
DAYS". Request

NTS; i
Civil Assignment Office AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, with a copy to all counsel involved.

SETTLEMENTS: 1fa hed pri i the Assig i
TPE for Deaf J/-TISS VOICR/TUD MM Belay Saxvice 1-800-73-2238

Gounty Board of Appests of Paliore Countg
_COWNORCEBDINGROOM NS OLD LR
o TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 wa
18, Bid Courthou 01 887-3180
400 ngton Avenus January 30, 1 R
NOTICE_OF ASSIGNNENT
ONEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT
Seame REQUESTS FOR POST!

SE-Church roperty zoned RC-4;

S ament/to Final Davelopment Pian
pra Pond to permit church
thereof

12724791 -D.2.C.'s Order GRANTING
PepAtlon with restriction

which vas

; }JW‘

o O

OMm of 2 lnnhlg Adminisiration
5 Devcopmert Varagment
Office of anring &

111 West Clicsapeake Avenic
Towson, MD 21204

NOTICE OF HIARING

e St Gt o etz Comty by oty of e ot bt ol Maticns of iy
Cowty wiil Sald a peblic hasring n the property Sdwtifled beceis ia 2m 106 of e Comty OKficn
Iilding, ocetsd ot i1 V. Canaspashe Aemame S Tomc, Nerylasd 21204 @ follow:

Rt 9104
123 8 of Y8 o /1 3-89 amd Buarec Dum Boud
13015 Soaees: D Mead

b Blaction Dstrict - Jed cometlamic
Logal Oumecs

Contract. forchaser(s): Mt Yalley

AT FORSAY, MMRSY 13, 1991 of %:00 8.3

e, 1ac.

/, Polo7 st

eatng Commtastome of
timcs Comty

Dauld Fsternan
o 6, owasd, Esq.

"'Ei?ofll ey

Gouuty Roard of Appeals of Rallimore County

Rearing Room
392 Roos. 45, 014 Courthouss
400 washington Avenue

onErict and has been

. Esquire - Counsel for Contract Purchaser

ontract Purchaser
ce:

T. Rogers

valley's/Planning Counci
o Coungel"fos Beltizore County

5 es
Lawrence E. Schutdt
Timothy M. Kotroco
James E. Dyer
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Docket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Dizector of Zoning
Aéainissrasion Lindales K. Kuszmaul
Legal Secretary

cignal

ik 1

L MARVLAND 21204 4C0 VIASHINGTON AV:.
©01) 8873100
Pobruary 19, 1992

D

SUFFICIENT
WUST BT IN VRITING AND IN
POSTPONZNENTS WILL BE

ITH MULE 2(c), COUMTY COUMCIL BILL

CIGHAL DEVELOPNENT

123, o ot c/l of 1-83 af
d (13015 Seaver Dan Rd.}

Sth Blection Districts

3rd Councilmanic District

SE-Church on property soned RC
‘assndment Pinal Development Plan
for Biahcp s ond to permit church
n Lot 1 thereof.

12/26/91 -D.3.C.'s Order GRANTING
Petition with restrictions.

n-dund for aacing b  Bimsdey, Wesch 10, 1098 hes Bwie
request

for Protestants

FRIDAY, 0, 1992 AT 10:00 A.f

Babert A, Hoffman, Esquize - Counsel for Sontiuss Puranans
..

Donald Deute:

rman,
Hunt Valley rxnwnnm Churc!

7. Rogers Hazrison, Eaqul
u.y- Planning Council

2 Bavia nn.\d-

Sadlon,

~ Contract Purchase:
n
ire - Counsel for Protestants

E@E&ZWEH

F£6 29 159,

20NNG Orice

1 for Baltimors County

Director of Zoning

aainistration

Jathlesn C. Veldechamer
Adainistr: {stant

HAICROFILMED

([ ] aliluose County el
Offesof Zoning Adminia
s Berclopmén Mg
o ning & Zoning

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
. Towson, MD 21204

Co 2y,

e 7, 19
HOTICE OF HEARING
Lonisg Camizaicoar of Ballimre County, by mottarily of the Joaleg dct
oty w2l
uiting,

Mol & public aarisg o0
Iocatad ot 111 ¥; Chumpesie dvaacn 10 Touscn, Racyiamd 2208 ae follows

o m— -1
o

o Begutations of beirtaes
o Uhe pecparty Sduotilind bucaln 1o Bocm 06 of the Comty Olfice

Fectl, Laowticn o & chrch snd 1 st (0 2 il Dvelqant P o Blahep's e 1o pucit

@ crc am Rt 1

A

Cigoal Develogmant Corporation
Mot Yakleg Presbytorim Comrch

b 3. Bowacd, o,

Listloge per betiticomra® & Protastasts! $ige-lo Sheets

Gaury Board of Appeals of Fultimore Gounty
~COUNRLOIRGEBHDINGROOM- 345 o

- W-GHERAPRAKE AV —
Hearing Room - TOWSON, MARVLAND 21204 402 ¥
Room 48, 0ld Courthou: 301) B87-3180
400 washington Avenus February 19, 1992

NOTICE OF POSTPONENINT AMD AEASSIGNIENT
BE GAANTZD WITHOUT OOOD AND” SUFFICIENT
73 FOR POSTPOMERENTS. HUST. B8 T ITING D 1N
ANCE WITH RULE 2(b). MO POS! 1L BE
GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHEDULED WEARING BATE
UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 1 )/ COUNTY COUNCIL BILL

CASE NO. 91-466-X CIGHAL DEVELGFNENT CORPORATION
Aav 123* sSW of” c/l of 1-93 at
»\o® Boaver/1 2- (13015 Beaver Dam Rd.)
8th Elsction Dlltrlc
19 Councilmanic Dlltxlct

F<Chuzch on property zoned RC-4
ndsent to Final Development Plan

for Biship's Pond to permic church

on Lot 1 thereof.

12/26/91 -D.Z.C.’s Order GRARTING

Petition with restrictions.

for hearing on Tueaday, March 10, 1992 has been

which wat
TPONK! thefrequest of Counsel for Frotestants due to schedule

FRIDAY, APRIL 10, 1992 AT 10:00 A.M.

RoBdrt A. Mot faan, Jaize - Counsel for Contract Purchaser
Donald Deuterman, Pres. - Contract Purchase:
Hant Valley Presbyterian Church

Bogers Harrison, Esquire - Counsel for Protestants
v.u-y'. Planning C
Pocpis:s Connsal for paitinore County

David Flelds

Schmidt
Tiutny W Xotroco
Zoning Supervisor
¥. cert Michards, dc.
Docket Clerk - Zof
Renetd Sabion, bicactor of zoning
Adninlstration

Sathleen C. Weidenhammer
Adainistrative Assistant

L ]
@ity Buard of Appeals of Ballimaore Tomuty
¥ 01D cous

Waaring - TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 SowaTy A,
Room 43, 014 Courthouse (0873180
400 washington Avenue January 30, 1992
NOTICE OF | IGNMENT
mm WILL 3K GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND
SUFPICIENT AEASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONENENTS
I wiinG N T STALCE CORPLINACE WITet ROLE

(nols Boavar Dam na. )
8th Election District
3rd Councilasnic District

SE-Church on property zoned RC-4
amendment to Final Development Plan

op's Pond to permit church
on Lot 1 thereof.

12/26/91 -D.2.C.'s Order GRANTING

Petition with restrictions.
AsstoNED Fom: TUESDAY, MARCH 10, 1952 AT 10:00 a.m.
ccr  Cignal -

Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire - Counsel for Contract Purchaser

Donald Deuterman, Pres. - Contract Purchaser
Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church

T. Rogers Harrison, Esquire - Counsel for Protestants

ﬁE@mw @

A 51 159,

20NinG OFFiCE

Planning Council
napn'- Couneal'€or Reltinore Cousty

cket Clerk - Zoning
Arnold Jablon, Dizactar of Zoning
Adninistracion

Andales . Xuszmaul
Togel Secvetary

County Board of Appeals of Bulfivners County
OLO COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASHINGTON AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
4101 887-9180
Maren 5, 1992

T
priad Washington Avenue

NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT AND REASSIGNMENT
NO POSTPONENENTS WILL BE GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND SUFFICIENT
AZASONS. REQUESTS FOR POSTPONRUENTS MUST BE IN WAITING AND LN
STRICT CONPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(b)- NO POSTP
GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF :culwun HEARING DATE
QMLESE TN FULL CONPLIANCE WITH BGLE 2(c: 1
89-19.
case RO S-H6E % TTGNAL DEVELOPHENT CORPORATION
% %
Deaves Dom Rodd (13013 Beaver Dan Rd.)
8th Election District;
3rd Councilmanic District

SE-church on proparty zaned RC-4¢

o Fingl Davalopaent Pian
for BLlMp .  Pond to permit church
on aof .
$2/58051 Desec:'s Order GRANTING
Potition with restrictions.

shich yas rescheduled for heering on Priday Mecil 10, 1992 K
TPONED at

of Counsel for Protestants due to sci
ontice and has boen
REASSIGNED TO: FRIDAY, APRIL 24, 1992 AT 10:00 A.N.

MOTE: NO FURTHER POSTPONENENTS WILL BE GRANTED IN THIS MATTER.

ce:  Cignal
Robert A. Hof faan, Eaquire - Counsel for Contract Purchaser
Donald Deuternan, Pres. - Contract Purchaser
1. toges )urrllom nquu-- - Counsel for Protestants
nning Counc:
c\m;:) £or Belttmore County

Docket Clerk - Zaning
nold Jablon, Director of Zoning
istration
Kathleen C. Weidenhammer
Adainistzative Assistant




® ; e e ® ® ® i com o @
County Board of Ap i )t County Board of Apprals of Balfimare County @ounty Boxrd of Apprals of Balfimore County ’ : ffce of Hanming and Zoning

OLD COURTHOUSE. ROOM 49 OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49 OLD COURTHOUSE, ROOM 49
400 WASHINGTON AVENUE o 400 WASHINGTON AVENUE vaooo WASNmfANNAVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 L TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 WSON, D 21204
ing Roor 1 X Bearing Room - (410) 887- Bearing Soee 1410} 887-3180
”; o N s (410) 887-3180 48, 01d Courthouse 4100 637-3100 Room 48, 01d cmlhnn
106 vashington Avenue March 5, 1992 0 vashington Avenue July 15, 1992 400 washingtan July 13, 1992

Jaly 18, ¥
NOTICE OF POSTPONENENT AND REASSIGMMENT ¢ JoTicE ov assigmme v o
NO POSTPONEMENTS WILL GRANTED WITHOUT GOOD AND SUFFICIENT MO POSTPONENENTS WILL BE WITHOUT AND SUFFICIENT MO POSTPOMEMENTS WI! GOOD AND SUFFICIENT

REASONS. REQUESTS 7OR POSTROKEYENTS MUST BE TN WRITINC MMD 14 REASOMS. REQUESTS TOR FOSTPOKENENTS MUST BE Lk WAITING AND IN RIASOMS. AQUISTS FOR POSTPOKENENTS WIST A LN WNITING AMD IN

STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH 3(b)." MO POSTROMENDNTS WILL BE STRICT COMPLIANCE WITH RULX 2(b). WO POSTPOMEMENTS WILL AEK STRICT CONPLIANCE RULE 2(b). WO POSTPONENENTS WILL . Howard, Esquira

GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (l!) DAYS OF SCHEDULED GRANTED WITHIN FIFTEEN (15) DAYS OF SCHNEDULED HEARING DATE m "l‘ll 'lm (li) DAYS oF u:nwun HEARING DATE 2“‘ ‘“.,M., Averue
UNLESS IN FULL COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(c), COUNTY uucn. fyi X ] COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 2(c), COUMTY COUMCIL BILL ass N WITH RULE 2(c), COUWTY COUMCIL BILL =

Towson, D 21204
NO. 59-79.
= = [GNAL DEVELOPMENT mnouuol = =3 ILOPMENT CORPORATION
CASE I, 1-AseT S o of o1 of 1-83 & ns- S of ¢/l of 143 a Fiar o of Por o/1 o 1-83 at el
r oad (mu a--vu Dam Rd.) Road (uou lnv.z Dam Rd.) Beaver Road HJOH Beaver Dam Rd.) Patitlon for swz:ln Bu:tptlon
8th Election District, .Kh ll.ctlon District oth Il.:tlon District;
3rd Councilmanic District 3rd Councilmanic Diatrict 3rd Councilmanic District Dear Nr. Howard:
(Day Mos. 2 and 3 - Cont.'d (Day - Cont.’
SE-Church on property zoned Ri-4; from 4/24/92 to the SE-Church on property zoned RC iy A 0
amendnent to Final Developmert Plan following agreed upon

111 West Chesapeake Avene
Towson, MD 21204

SE-Charch on property zoned RC-4) The Zoning Blan Muleory Camitten bas revieved e o
o plans submitted
following upon Final Plan with the sbove ced »

for Bishop's Fond to permit church tor Bishop: - rom ko pornts ohatch gcoes Pond to DL church - petition. The follow

n Lot 1 thereof tion
12/26/91 -D.2.C.'s Order GRANTING $3/36/s1 ek-C.'s ordar aRANTING -D.%.C. r GRANTING bt B

Potitlon with restrictions. Patition with restrictions. L i Lopaent plana that nay have '8 beach

ng
Dizactor of Planning pay (llo n uritten ropoct with the
o the
-mcn was rescheduled for hearing on Friday April 10, 1992 Mn:.no:-n DAY, JULY 30, 1992 AT 1:00 P.M. THURSDAY, JULY 30, 1992 AT 1:00 A of the
TPONED az the request of Counsel for Protestants due to schedule 2
Contlict snd has bean JUESPAY. 4, 1993 AT 10:00 A.M. TURSDAY, AUGUST 4, 1992 AT 10100 A.
REASSIGNED TO: FRIDAY, APRIL 24, 1992 AT 10:00 A.M.

Temioited soning.

L1 coments wbelttod (com the mesbors of tho Comities
Cigna al i ime that .zm or request information on yourpo it
: n - sinllar coments from
NOTE: MO FURTHER POSTPONENENTS WILL BE GRANTED IN THIS NATTER. mﬁ s “E:::.nnu,'::guxnc E::nt.ln for Contract Purchaser o ma: - Counaal for Cantrace. Purcha Tommrd e o abesies s
'y . i = Contxi w! be placed in the hearing file. This

ce:  cignal Devalopment Corporation - Petitlons C ot Pecthn Rogers Sarrison, Esquise - Counsel for Protestants ogers Harrison, q:lqnln - Counsel for Protestants filing on the data of the enclosed filing cortiticate and a beacing

Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire - Counsel for Contract Purchaser accordingly.

- Contract Purchass Vll).y s Planning Council

ire - Counsel for Protestants Pacple s Comn Counsel”for Baltisore County

IT WOULD B8 APFRECIATED LF YO WOULD RETURM YOUR WRITTEN CORMENTS TO
valley's Plann Ao 0 WY OFFICE, ATTENTION JULIE WININRDKL 1P YOU WAVE ANY QUESTIONS
pecple's Cnurlx el for Baltimore County ‘Scha Ph\lb:::‘:nvl::l REGARDING THIS, PLEASE CONTACT HER AT B87-3391.

P. David Fie

Anot] ot roc on s
- et roly V“ltl.
/ n\{\‘ Docket C! lk l;m L — =mma 2. 2 I( / )

- Arnold Jablon, Mirector of Zoning o, .
U{ﬁ - Administration Arnold Jablon, Director of Zoning

Mministration
:.Amn.« Kuszmaul M. Kuszmaul

Lindales
Legal Secretary
Arnold Jablon, Dizector of Zoning po—
Adminlstration TN
Kathleen C. Weidenhammer Enclonures
Administrative Assistant

ce: Me. David Devtersa JIGRUFLMEY

Zoning $1ans Advisory Committes

Junt Vabley Prosbyterton Chusch
216 E. Loxington Street
Baltirore, WD 21202

O i comcorermin. @ ® o “‘ \.
of of 7 BAL
Development Managemert ORE COUNTY, HAR AND

Office of Planning & Zor0g.

OEPARTMENT OF ENVIROMMENTAL PROTECTION AMD RE: HANAGH
BUREAU OF THAFFIC ENGINEERING e T
: : INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

111 West Compeake dvenve BALTIMORE COUMNTY, MARYLAND
Towson, ML

May 28, 1991
INTER-CFFICE CORRESPOMDENCE may 30, 1991

Re. 3. Robart Haines To: Zoning Comissioner
J. Robert Haines DATE: July 10, 1991 ; Zening Commiuslonor Office of Planning and Zoning
Zoning Commimsioner

Rahee 3. Famili FROM:  DIVISION OF GROUND NATER MANAGEMENT

e i et kit Caseis SUBECT:  Zoning Ttss £438. Zoning Advisory committes Meeting of

Office of Planning and Zoning n- 5 Lo Devel opwent. Cnrpnru(un,
Feriniege. Want Vallsy Prosoytarton Church, Inc.,

2.A.C. NEETING DATE: May 26, 1991 T3 i of ntarsectlon of cantor)ing1-83 and Beevet boc #oad,

SUBJECT: Clgnal Development Corporation, Item No. 438 (#1015 Beaver Dam Road), D-8, Private Water and Sewer

This oftico has no coments for itess nusbes 427, 433, 434, 435, 4%, CASENTS ME AS FOLLOS:
The office of Planning and Zoning SUpports the -ppucnc' 82, 49 and & 436,
request as the land use is l.vprwxian at this time. Our support, h ise wells are to be  saurce of water smly. 2wl
Your potition has been recoived and accepted for filing this however, i conditioned upon the following: meeting the ninimm Baltiaore County Standarés sust be driT ek

29th day of Nay, 1991, 1. The 180 slde or res: of the church should be finlsned witn ¢ to sccupancy approval, the potability of the wate
ame architectural detall as the fromt of the building. fﬂ_/m ~ F & ” vlr(ﬂ'l by collection of bacteriological and ::-kd.l::lrrlﬂf‘y b
2. The 1 lan should incorporate aspects that favor o _é If subaission of plans to the County Review Group 1
Tative species of plants in order to sccomplish a e Hydrogesiogicas Study and an Environmental LYfscts Repors it po *
naturalistic sign. ;Il..lz “s;'..u:‘—“r; |ll'a|'llﬂnll contact the Division of Environmental
The proposed church is
scale. Since the PK’F'ZQY \dll h !l"‘d by The two 10,000 square foot septic reserve areas establish
lnd septic l’lt—. comment regarding this issue should be of sofl evaluations conducted on 9/15’!0. 10/25/90 - 10/26/30,
DIWAM by the Department of Environmental Protection and delineatsd on the Master Plot Plan da 12/21/%0, are aulwml- for
& Nanagesent prior to & final determination. lowing conatruction of this 'ld”!p 1t should be noted, however. that a
I-ill. system may be required to access the 10,000 square foot lll located
£ there r questions or if this office can B loser in proxii ﬂ to lﬂ! 2 should m'l ll'
de addit lml Ln! lun. vhll. contact J(lf!.' Long in the d|t|ells to the it

sevage disposal systew in the fuf vis
that
BEfiaa ot Fisnaing at §87-321 Contact this office prior to application for & building permst. i order

T submit Inforaation necessary. for sstabijahing the dasign g locotion of
(oo, the sevage disposal systes.
9 PK/JL/com
Zoning Plans Advicory Committee If you have any further quunons cancerning this aatter, plesse
ITENA38/ZACL contact Mr. Robert Powel] at 887

Petitioner: Cignal Development COrp- Firak

Potitioner's Attorney: Join B. Hovard GG L : L /e

,
HICRUHLRC tjnly
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Tt oppe hosd e » T0: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: November 8, 1991

3 n nistration and
e it Development Management

FROM:  Pat Keller, Deputy Director
— . Office of Planning and Zoning
OB COUNTY, HARYLAND puurzmone
: INTEROFFICE RRESPONDENGCE INTEROFEICE CoN R e s b euce

3. Bobert mainer SUBJECT: Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church, Case No. 91-466
on
OFfice of Elanning snd 10:  Zoning Advisory Committ DATE: June 3, 1991 : 3 ;
Beltinore County Setice l““‘"’s s ¥, o it In reference to the applicant's request, staff offers the ™ 2,‘;;‘},{: Jablon, “""’“";nd o DATE: Gctober 29
Towsan, AD 2120 FRONM: Robert W. Bowling, P.E. following coments,

1991

ERCH: Robert W. Bowling, P.E
BE:  Zoning Advisory Committee Heeti This office supports the reguast if note 36 is removed from .
RE: Property Owner: CIGNAL DEVELOPONENT CORP. foning dgvisory | footing uppor - 4

Location: 913015 BEAVER DAX ROAD

[ Zuning Mvinory Gommittae Hooting
for October 22, 189
development as ur.,ll,lx,lnw the site and therefore there are no
Ttem No.: 438 Sohing Aqendtas HAY 28, 2331 The Dovelopers Enginsoring Division has reviewed * remaining density units
th sub, t I
Gentlenans it e Mt R If there should be any further questions or Lf this office can the sunjons cackers Englneeting Divicion hoe reviewed
Han Do BUEeH ovide additional information, please contact Jeférey Long in the Thagubleat aan I;:GX!I;; and e have no zoamonts for
S it Aol e s B g T St L4 Mo B i For Ttem 307, a revised County Roview Group Hesting is Sftice of Planning at 887-3211 184, 185, 107, 180 and 180, L0 176 170,179, uso,

this 2nd the o below are applicable and required to be

o rectedor Tncotporates into the finsl plans for the Property. require . el
s o

The buildings ang atructures exioting of proposed on the nite for Case SR-91-113,  County Rovieu Group Hesting 1s Tron BeRLIGheR 1 e Bave no commentc at thio tiue for

s!‘\ﬂl comply with all applicable uq\dxmn;l atltn m. required prior to development of this N Tten 168 Lty
101 *Life Safety Ci or " s W e & e

et ton Revcolation st aninsd Mo ' roqu 12,1108 438, & County Review Graup Heeting 1o County Ravoy 55 e L1 Liave 5o comments sutl the

' “ Gee our Cou
1, ol mty Review G o
B ehiae dated Sotober 15, 198 % wTIoup SoMsnt
, Chief,

bert W.
Koted and Deveicpars Enginsaripa bivision For Itena 174 and 175, mlnor cubdiviclon veview comments
nzvxs\-ln- Approved v "‘vmu“ ol Were propared for this sita, dated October 9, 1980
Te
20321 shapeet fon bivision Iten 181 representu a ainor culdiviclon. whioh
s" P' be processcd through the minor cubdivision proseduy "‘w"m

- For Iten 182, no commnts e necessury o dennlty
transfer. ;

lon€ar
Dovalopera Eugincering Dlvision

RICROFILMED G P WICRUrILMED

APPEAL

- Petition for Special Exception
123 9 of the c/1 of 1-81 at Besver bas foad
(13015 Boavar Dan Road]
8¢h Eloctlon bistrict - 3rd councilmante District
CIGNAL DEVEiOPNENT TION - Potitionar

Caso Mo. 93-466-X

Offceof Zoning Adiniraion
nd Bevciopmen Maragemem Dascription of Property
Stfice of Haning & Soring

-3 New : - -
el R W \.\. V-96-f @ o4l ¥ . Lalimors County Governme . @ Petition(s) for Speclal Excoption
Firc Depariment

BUREAD OF TRAPPIC Cartificate of Fosting
Certificata of Publication
700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, (301) 887-4500 111 West Che rake Aveny
ND 212045500 11 Wes Chesspeske Avenue Jauary 10, 1992 [r— Sntry of Appeacance of People’a Counsel (None subaitted)

c 6 ©OCTOBER 24, 1991
Novesber 6, 1991 3 20a1ng Plans Advisory Comlttea Comments
Me. Arnold Jablon, Director Baltimore County Board of Appeals Director of Plasnis Comman wded Comser

of ng & Zoning s (Included with zac s
Office of Zoning Adminiatration County Office Bi1dlng, ‘Rocm 315 o
opment Kanagenen O Touson, Maryland Petitionor's Bxhibits: 1. Plat to acoonpany petition
Tirector
Rahee J. Pamill Zoning Adainistration and RE: Patition for Special Bxcepti 2. Mo exhibIt in f1lo marked "2%
ane . Jening Minlnlatiatl 13 ot the </1 ot 1-63 at Boaver Dem foad
+A- . Commer Baltirore County Steice Building (13015 Beaver Dem 3. Travol Routes highlighted
Baitinors Souny Bth Klection Diateict, rd coucllmnic Diatrict

2.A.C. WEETING DATE: Octcbar 22, 1991 pvogRigitrorian
omER: 438 RE:  BEVISED PETITIONS AND FLAKS WERE RECEIVED FOR )7EM = Wowo Re: Asended FDP

trem $438 (CASE £81-2€) ng hoenda: OCTOPFR 22, 1687 Dear Board:
1t Aoended Final Developoent Plan

g 2 Plesse be advised ~that two sepirste appesls of  the
Gentlemen: above-referenced case wers filed in this office as follows: 26 Neating: Scemary

TION - Patitione; Photograghic Kap

Ploasa soe th C.8.G. comments for thia sit ; i DT = i s

prevent to your request, the refe roperty los Leen suiveyed

o Burest Sud bhe iamnte bate e .p{,“i.”l ond requized to Be 1) January 24, 1952 by Robert A. Hoffman, Kitorney for unt 3 Protestant's Bxhibits: 1. Valleys Plamning Counctl Testimamy
Bodger 0. Robertacn.

corrected or xnmrpoxund into the finsl plans for the property. Valley Presbyterian Church, Inc. c/o
1) Janary 24, 1992 by T. Bogers Harcison, Attorney for
5 t c
7. The Fire Prevention Bureau has no comsents at this time e Doputy Zoning Comiselonars Order dated Decosber 26, 1991 (Granted
with restrictions,

2A 20 & 3 - Photographs

Rahoe J. Famiil AlL materials relative to the case are

being forvarded

Traffic Engineer 11 Mt Ploase notify all part the Daputy Zoning Commizeioner's Amanded Order dated January 24, 1992
kEVlEh‘Enx& Approved 3ppeal hearing uhe has besn schedu! f you have any questions

3 Fife Praventtea sosts Concaraing this matter, plesse do not besitaie b ntenr thil office.,, Hotice of Appaal anuacy 24, 1992 feom Rcbart A, Nottman.

up Retorey on behalf GF Meat veite
B ¥ Prosbyterian Churc
ection Division Yery truly yours, 9
Motice of Appeal recelved January 24, 1992 £ron T. Rogers Harrison;
il o7 Attorney on behalf of the Protestants

JB/KER
¥ cc: Doneld Douterman, President - Runt Valley Fresbyterien huren.
Enclosures 3 Porest Ridge Court, Timniue, MD 2105:

cc: Donald Deuterman, President - Munt Valley Presbyterian Church Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire - 'umbh- I-tltr and Howard
3 Forest Ridge Court, Timoaius, W 21093 8 210 Alleghany Avendo, Towsan,

Robert A. Hoffsan, Esquire - Venable, Bastjer and Howard : . Rogers Harriscn, Esguire - Mudd, Harrison & Burch
210 Allegheny Avenus, Towsoo, ND 21204 lsﬂﬂ Falls Road, -lkllt, w 21021

. Rogers , Esquire - Wadd, Harrison & Burch
Te30 rat Lo e i o rags

Valley's Planning Council, P.0. Bax 5402, Towson, N 21265-5402 MICROFILMED

Pecple’s Counsel of Baltimore County
Rm. 304, County Office Bldg., Towson, M. 21204




Appoal Checklist - Case No. 91-466-X
Jacuary 29, 1992

Valley's Planning Council, P.O. Box 5402, Towson, ND 21285-5402

People’s Counsel of Baltimore County
Ra. 304, County Office Bldg., Towson, M3, 21204

Request Notification: P. David Fields, Diractor of Planning & Zoning
Patrick Keller, Office of Plamning & Joning
Lawrence E. Schaidt, Zor

¥. carl Richerds, Jr.. Zoning  Coordinator

Docket. Clerk

Renerd Sablon, Directoe of  toniag Maialstration
and Development.

Public Services

Cignal Devalopment Corporation - Case Ko, 91-465-X 2
No. 93-

Dec. 2, 1992  Protestants: Muswer to Fetitioners: Motion to Revise
dor _and P teuca: Kotion to Revise Order and/or

ot Clariticac o Filed By Rogers Harrison,

i

December 3 Supplemental Order issued by the Board.
Deceaber 4 Betitioners: Horion to Revise Supplemental Order
- December 3, 1992 filed by Robert A. Hoffsan,
z-quu

December 10 Ruling on Petitioners' Motion to Revise Supplesental
Order Decesber 3, 1992 issued by the Board -

itinore County by T. Rogers Harrison,

Jan. 5, 1993 , prder for Appeal filed in the Circuit Court for
/fo quire on
ry J. Swatko, et al.

Petition and Order for Appeal filed in the Circult
Court for Baltimore County by Mr. Harrison.

January 6 Certificate of Notice sent to interested parties.
i Transcript y filed; Record of Procesdings
R[03)98 R it Churt fof Baitimore County:

Neorandun Opinton and Order of the Circult Court AFFIRMING
" C.B of A, (dndge Robort E. Cantll, S

Appeal filed in the Court of Special Appeals by John Sewell
css-Appeal filed In the Court of Special Appeals by Hunt
lley Presbyterian Church and Cigaul Development Corp.
Hovy oF G4 Tewm)
Vandate Lssued from the Cours of Spectal Appeals; Judgnen:
RIED.

tten for Cersfori fs DENIED by the Court of Appeals.

nal r1le va Saken %o FOM by Jotm Almond /CC:
oples of decision 1asued from CSA
:_Gratnlilh, !

o4 Coses uf,\ppem LweeTiien /3

w\"’

(] ]

1/30/92 - Follouing parti notified of hearing set for Narch 10, 1992
at 10:0

Cignal Development Corporation
Bobert A. Hoffaan, ire
Donald Deu res
Bunt valley Presbyter!
. Rogers Harrison, u.uno
valley' s Planaing Counc!
conael for Baltinore County

fonis
AEnold Jablon, Director of foning
AMdainistration
2/13/52 -7P requested by T. Rogers Hasrison, Counsel for Protestants;
insuttictent time for clisste; albo; Me. Narzisen schedul
be in Vermont from 3/10/92 through 3/1! Siss

2/13/92 -op GhuTTED,) Motice of Postponesent and Reassignment sent to
parties /rescheduled to Friday, April 10, 1992 at 10:00

SO 5E.<HRRAY, C5F P esid) CYeR T NCQRTY K (oo cocariice W o1 ite =
‘esponse from R. Hoffman? Request to be address by WIH.

3/05/92 -PP granted; reassigned to Friday, April 24, 1992, 10100 a.z. T/C from R. Hoffman

3/05; objects to any PP pursuant to reasons set out in his letter of 2/18/92.
O FURTHER POSTPONEMENTS TO BE GRANTED IN THIS MATTER. Notices sent 3/05/92.

TR TG parties nticied f veaias doy s, 2 and 3 st for Juy 30, 152 2t
TR IM D 1992 at 10:00 a.z. as agreed upon. J. John Gessner,
Eovutre ebted th noi1cer
S/0u/52 atter coniudes betore the Boued.  Hesss due from parsies 8/25/52 (59 be filed
ieu of closing arguments).
S HB
8/14792 -People's Counsel's Memorandum filed.
1492 - Farls Bd Com Pr3en 5. &
Flaufia-1 Rogers Hacorton Sd.

Hasth- Wagpmar A Ow)

$/01/32 ~iir from Joha J. Gessner, Exqutre, enable, antjor & liouard /obection to
inclusion of letter from A, Douglas alls Road Community Assn., Inc.,
B oF taser (Lorer had somm attached to Protestanta Hesarand

P ——
[ ————
o, 121

. A AT IUITEASSRES, 1], CANCIIA

BYTHE CoRTY o, RIS, 1921

more Couty Code,
1970, 1988/09 Supplomnt, o8 smended by Bi1L No. 18-30, e and It fx

bareby vepealed and sacenscted, with emodensts, 1o rasd an followas

Sec. 2261, Appesls from tinal sction on & plen.

ndeciining indictaes

® 14

91-466-X /Cignal Development Page 2

11/12/32 Hotion to Neviss Order filed by Rovert A. Hoffumm, Exquire, on betelf

£ Petitioners.

11/16/52 -Lir from Toa Harrison, Esq. /requesting that Board withhold ruling
's Hotion until after 11/25/92 and Harrison's 11/20/92 meeting
vieh Droteatantar 1F this request is not granted, then 11/13/92
1tr W11 serve 85 opposition Go Granting of Hotion without repetin,
earing,

12/02/92 -Ltr dtd 12/01/92 from T. Harrison, Esq. forwarding Protestants' Answer
to pel to

titioners' Motlon to Revise Order and Protestants’ Motion &
Revise Order and/or for Clarification.

P, u:vvm RELLEY SO0 AND THE. REAECHS VIY T AL ATy

aernzn p W0 BE. BEVEKEED 08 NMIED,__$.COrT_ 0T THE TETITION
UALL K. FLE0_VITHTHE CR0, _TAIVARE 0. F11E TR PETITION 15 Ghoirey
TOLINBILSIAL, 0r_TUE_ATTEAL.

() The (1nel action on & plan shell b prosemed corcect
and the paraon sgarieved sheld have the bucden of persussion 1o shov
thet THE CO5 SRALD. (N ArPLTI

ne_ssbiisocs ox sprisions, prossied by Liewd. ox sthervies Uismal,
YIPRSK_OF FEROR 08 ARBITRANY OR CAFRICIOUS ACTICH OR FRAD OR
TLLIGALITY WITH BESFECT O FINAL ACTIGN 06 A PLAN WAY € PROFTERED AT
THE TINE OF UIARING BEFORE TUE BOAYD OF APFEALS. THE BOARD MAY ALLOK
TESTINT O ANY RATTER PROTERED, AXD IF DEEWED RELEVANT TUE EVIDDXT
HAY THEN BE CONSIDEARD BT TWE BOARD 1N 1T DECISION AND RECORR PANT OF
TUR XECORD. - THE_JOARD. SIALL ATFIEN. 08 REVERSE THE FiNAL ACTIOY
AITEALED.FOOR, 08 RCKAN) THE SASE.TO_TNY. RO FOR_IVTVRS. PAOCEEDINGY, 08
DLRISE TRE MFEAL.

SECTIN 2. Aed ba 1T furiber smactod, that this Act antitled
“Mppaaln Trom OO act o™ and bu of ho Curther affact o0
Jun 1, 1992

SECTION 3. fnd ba 1L further emected, that this Act shall tabe

affact forty-tove days atter 1ta snactment

CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 091-466-x

123' 6W of c/1 of 1-83 at Beaver  §th Election District
Dam Rd. (13013 Beaver Dam Road) 3rd Councilmanic District

May 29, 1991  Petition filed by John B. Howard, Esquire on bshalf
of Petitioner for Special Exception to allow
church in an RC-4 zone
Revined Petition for Special Exception filed by John

Moward on behalf of Patitioner to allow a church
n smendeent o the
= Pond to permit
a church on Lot " b

December 26  Order he Deputy Zoning Commissioner GRANTING
Petition with reperictsome:

Jan. 24, 1992 Amended Order of the Deputy Zoning Commissioner
incorporating approval of five (5) year period in
which to utllize special exception.

January 24 liotice of appeal recelved rom 7. Rogers Harrison,
Esquire on behalf of Protestants.

January 24 nou:o of appeal recelved from Robert A. Hotfmas,
n behalf of Petitioner.

February 19 Notice of appeal of Amended Order received from T
Rogers Harrison, Esquire on behalf of Protestant

April 24 Hearing before the Board of Appesls.

July 30 Continued Hearing *fore the Board of Appeals.

August 4 Hearing completed before the Board of Appeals.

August 14 People’s Counsel's Memorandus filed.

August 24 Protestants’ Closing Argusent filed by T. Rogers
Harrison, Esquire.

August 25 Closing Arguments of Patitioners filed by Robert A.
Hoffman, Esquire

Wovember 5 Opl nior Order of the Board GRANTING the Petition
e Spacial Eaceprion subject Lo restriesions:

Woveber 12 Notion to Revise Order filed by Robert A. Wotfasn,
quire.

Yifa

Tourl (
it

1w comiry T »
4 Toox errecr ol

b ey
Gheiraan, County Coumell
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VENABLE, BAETJER AND HOWARD Moo, Hisisou:h i

bz
: e -— 105 WieT CatpAPRAKE AV
3 210 A - mocEus wa 200 IIvHIION HUELDING

VENABLE, BAETJER AND HOWARD
A w

BALTINORE COUNTY, NARYLAMD e gt e
Domin-orpice commsroumpice - == - Zoe
fio ——'s et vesen w P February 12, 1992

- January 21, 1992 e nomEat a, marriAn
January 24, 1992 County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
House

Court.
Room

Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: August 14, 1997 i
Permits & Davelopment Nanagement ST [TS)

. | 400 Washington Avenue

Touson, Maryland 21204

Charlotte E. I‘d:ll!!.
7o of depeats 'HAND-DELIVERED

County Boas
Glosed Eile: 91-466-X Timothy N. Xotroco, Deputy Zoning
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION Comaidsisaes for Saitimoce Coupty HAnQ-DELIVERED
Office of Planning ai .
StA’%; Axdic. Baltimore County Office nuuaw; . uvnnu E. s:n-m:, Dear Sir or Madam:
111 N. Chesapeake Avenue \g Commissio
A Rand 21204 OFPeos ot henaiey oas Teal have received notice of the hearing before the
Towson, Marylan Bfsice zh...;:"k'.lvlc_“.ﬂ g Board of Appaals schoduled For Maron 10, 1992, on behalf of
Towson, Maryland 21204 the Protestants.

22e |
Re: Case No. 91-466-X
Cignal Beve!omnt corp.

Re: Perdeion for Specal Bxception
h valle Church, Inc. It is the position of my clients that the
Case No. 91-466-x Re: Petitions for Special Exceptio .
ase No a3t % of Cha 271 :z e D ever Dan fosd vxexmuy ©of this date doos not afford them sufficlent time
& o retain expert witncsses and have those experts conduct

atus of this case in
thelr investigation in preparation for the hearing.

Pursuant to our recent receipt of the
upper courts, and as no further appeals have been taken, we are
closing this £ile. The original file and exhibits were returned to

. Kotroc

ach B ot Trict - 3rd Councilmantc District
t the hearing in the refersnced case, Mr. Donald Deutersan, nal Development Corporation, Petitioner

President of the Wunt Valley Prashycerian Church, tastified that the i eeeox fanily sxiing n Vitmont "tvem ﬂ:ﬂ:‘?e{:hfzu;?ﬁa:é;hgy
your office earlier this year by John Almond, Records Manager /CCt. chureh nesded 8 epecisl exception of five (5) years in order t: Dess Ke. Shmidts 1992, Therefore, ue ask that Hhis heacing be postponed. 1
feasible, I would suggest an, of the following dates for a
Under Section 302.3, B.C.2.R., the faning Commissioner is e note en appesl on bahalf of Hunt Valley Eresbyterian :";"""‘““"9' none of Vhich Sonflice vith ny eslsving rial
tion to be utilized within five Chuch rnm, c/u Rodger O. Robertson, 216 E. Lexington Str Ichadue
April 2, 3, 6, 7, 21, 22, 23.

Zon the date of it
Attachment (Case File No. 91-466-X)
It is therefore respectfully requested that you amend your Order It is my belief that this case will take two days

11 ond
to provide this five-year time period. 5 dac e 20, 163570 che excent chat it refers o iy,

Yours truly,
A check {s enclosed to cover the cost of this appeal. Very truly yours,

Robert A. R/

RAH/tls copy - Robert A. Hoffman, Esc
, Esquire
Robexc:As/Mattnin Hr. Michael E. Turley

. Mike Turley
. Gary J. Swatko
Mr. Gary J. Swatko
A. Dougl . Mr. John Seweil &

i Tl gags

ohn Sewell
valleys Planning Council

PP 1o davfer ®

] [ ] ro f.,m Prs
VENABLE, BAETJER AND HOWARD Mupp, HarRison & BURCH
ATTORNEYS 4T Law o ';'t:;"' o “:"_W! February 28, 1992
e Page 2 o s

HARNES NOWELL February 28, 1992 calendar Uuntil this Board o L March 4
¢ L 1992
roon regarding iaw‘::duéhlw. T c;ul hgld tbnll dates avalleble co
any r delay. I am also availeble on Friday, Ma
15, and Monday, May 18, to the extent these dates are

noBEAT a. mOPFHAN PeBsEREF: 18
Board of Agpesls for Baltimore County accoptable.
Room 4 the event thi uled to one
400 ‘;;"‘,‘.2”:.,2“;’;‘;3. of the lbuve jdaes, it T Cortainy "sscoptants to e
HAND=DELIVERED ¢ Maryl However, m pnm S ofﬂe- to coordinate Court House,
e, «Cmm o AR the l:hedul. o: -1 and “the Board in order ta A00 ""Mmaton Avenue
+ Case No. achieve date, ve would be heppy to do.se ac Towson, Maryland 21204

Board of Appoals for Baltimore County

William 7. Hackett, Chairman
County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County achiete “an Mt“’ fon gite: ve woila
g Re: Case Ho. 91-
300 Washington Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
Re: Case No. 91-466
Hunt Vallay rronyurun Church, Contract Purchaser,
Petitioner

Dear Mr. Hackett:
Ghuzch, Inc. is opposed to
T hearied egors the
91, at which

The Hunt Valley Presbyterd

caenente 1n chse o

oner taok pla

oncs had Lireaty s sppea x; o
County Raview Group dated xof
Gase Have known o » long time that they would be
g nahave wad srple tine Lo prepare.  Ther
respectfully roGuested that thera be no further delay of this
hearing.
take moze than one day to try, we would ask

is e
e nn scheduled in as close proximity to

that the next e-:an aat
Mazch 10 as possible.

Yours truly,

ﬁ /
Robert %f{lln
L

ce: T. Rogers Harrisen, Esquize
Rodges 0. Robertson, Eequize

X
Cignal Development Corporation
Dear Sir or Madam:
received a notice dated Jovcuniy 13,

Jus!
1982, relative to the sohedusis ng_for hearing of ¢
captioned appeal on Priday, »:u 10, 1992.

the outset, I want to mloﬁ.n to -n parties
an ci a

Settl
A copy of a brochure regarding tha
13 oneiired with tnie jecter.

Horeover, 0 point out that I did note
tof mmxy 130 5953, that the only dates that

Since the time of my letter of February 12, 1992,
I have received notices scheduling jury :ruu which no
longer make we evailable on Aprilz, 3, € mo 1992, but
the dates of il 2, 2.2 ause of 3

settlement, April 24 May are avalidbie dates on ny

Again, 1 apologize for any inconvenience I am
Causing and hope that everyone understands that we all are
victins of our own schedules.
Very truly yours,
—
T. Rogers Harrison
TRH/ 1fc

copy - Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire
Mr. Michael E. Turley

hn
Pecple's Counsel for Baltimore County

466-X
Cignal Development Corporation
Dear Sir or Madam:
Enclosed is  the broch
r— rochure entitled,

which 1 ntly not. in lettq
February 26, 1992, fogarding the ameve matter.” o

very truly yours,
T. Rogers Harrison

TRE/1fc
Enclosure




° () @ ° A °
FALLS ROAD COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION, INC. 7 s - UDVML‘/ 2\ / 7 7 (
P.O. BOX 855 . : e
L.~ -

Mr. and Mrs. Wamer Mason —B‘M"““ﬂ@’“'\ @ cedf Jemn m-ruS*rJnN ,L!?
September 22, 1992 q‘ 'q“ X and Dewr @ X}L‘

e M"L
. : in Weet Ches A—kiA)’ev\uf.g
: Hunt Valiey Presbyterian Church — Case #91-466x

Dear Members of the Board of Appeals, oy 3, 1991 ~Tewson, Maserband -»IWD‘\L

./v/o/_ RIS T

August 16, 1992

Willian T. Hackett, Chairman

Board of Appeals for Baltimore County
111 West Chesapeake Avem

Towson, MD 2120

to T am CBA Juaw—

Dear Chairman Hackett,

Kewird, H10f2

Please be informed that we would like t0 add our names 1o the list of people j},&\/ g“ﬁ’
o

This let to restate the position of the Offl a opposing the Hunt Valley Church on Beaver

iy e e a e Ao comn) g;sns:gx:exun‘(rnm?::c;n Dam Rosd in Hunt Valley (Case #91—4661). My husband and I re

he i xception by the proposed Church. would

Hunt valley

. “‘l( M«\Q/ I\Dl'l u‘zLan. e ver Gise Hubor G1- Yo X

it Sone congestion and acsthetic dissonance hearns

that our position reflected the i i - < : ) ‘“3 Jﬂh LAI"'L{ /J/v:ﬂm‘nY #, /7// at I ovem,
stood to be most uﬂacn:thy :::

M5 bt Valley Presbycarisn Chusch
proposed projoct, its closest neighbers. m«uydacmuvuudmuvam dond

et & aistops
neighnors felt an exnaustive poll vas conducted of all of U Ftors Netar Messpemsat Maiver Mequest k
rch site which ravealed - oo n
Board then

‘We would be happy 10 speak- with you further regarding this issue. We can
‘consideration.

(‘V“’(I + M«EM out new Spmin
i e X
inilar poll conducted by proponents of the church, opposition to be reached at 321-5080. MlﬂyMl‘Wm
his petition remains overwhelming as evidenced by the ZXHXEXKI

\ {L'meSirnvtr—‘

The refaremced sif
: > M hawrenee £, Sehmde. 1
we submitted during the hearing. Regards, . e -.:Vb- r'- i (' e \n(% —

huids fron tho ceelings of the imsediate residenta, the dot waeh Z,LN{- *M'lmes |
Falis Road Community Association believes there are very serious A 1 A daparvicus eurface —f @ ness

crodaction of this issuo with respect it aade baryg TV ) 55 dnd Couvdesy fowavds us 4

© the fundare o passurce n-a—.y-,-:vanx {RC) zenh;g. Ml’ewSé?z{ ¥ t, b \
Therc are also equally serious c ns about the impact of this 4 t 3 =
Dhapprapriate 1ana us at this parcicuiar losation. P2 s Se¥ a weleomdd ,Puu’(}mél

soth the Master Plan for Baltimore County and

the
uidelines for the Comprehensive Zoning Hap Process include very
Cloar statenents about the intended purpose of Resource

| t ,w SAAVER
i - &u\u(e Y iy §ift
ned at i Y 4 o
zoned population centers, be they consercial, ‘inaustrial acd the remsimdsr co fhe ssater: Vst
or even religious im nature. at we see behind this request is

opan 2pace sed/ot the rov CTOpS 800 foot. oo i HOMLMED .

an econoic issue of major proportions which, if unchecked by porous paving 41\). ‘Lzhln@ ZDNIIJG OFF'CE
proper application of zoning law, cthreatens to undermine the Earough mans of estanded deteation. "points of eischerge

Integrity of 1 RC zoning porisg,

L oeinl and industria) abusas ave Sarassed under Toving

JAICROFILMEL OLI('{ 'J[zn}ws ¢ beecanse O menbimed L\i‘n( naste. )

Eolsurs )

PLIASE PRINT CLEALY PETIOER(S) S1ow1n GET
&
Wes Goerser

BEamke. Sepren .
'f/’q;ﬁ" % 1)

13306 Beaver Dam Road, Cackaysyle WD 21040-1500
4105847788 office: 410:584-2587

2enirg m\o PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

\M - @ ;))/\‘\ \"ﬁ o ‘,\ o ,QI) - i il PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY
\\ Q ?»(__Q‘ 4 i~ & b i ’

Mw\ plbon fosswe T

(el T2 e \cm\ S : : sl e _ e s Severs
T ., : & ” 105 Beayer Daw Rk 1030 ; ) 5 (S
QLD 5/ ; TARC + 1 PATHYS 13y due cr 2103 ; : e

o —— ALRY O,

; ; Unlley Plonry o) Jidiled Q2 Wukeahe e, 08 S03 Tote 55 L&L&g_{_u‘__:
R~ LA N 3“ \ 2206 ‘%Qoud\, g ; A I ] o X @@!ins HarA s (550 FalQs RY_Resrllon 4},4;,,:5 A%Bb.(: £
oo Aoad -~ : : ( .

%: i;i\ %éﬁ, m%p«.: b ;
\; ’ i Hary £Z 108 e er 342/30
Lee oD \se = —_—

st

4l ) owkive
i ~ 5 . S}Enelmg (orcomgs 3025
i L fe
b\:& > mu‘g, 71@@ aada W $ : ] Lhtopuss Sedrenmen l?l—Oﬂ-LmbL&,m/«Mb’u _Tosmw M. Sewetr

i 3027 Beaeer DM

Grrmge S deendl L P8 256 oo Hoo O llnslimdis : aread M*"sﬁ%ﬁ fﬁﬁ ﬁﬁz}z
EVARY F. Semat P . E no profzs ), 2/050
: 12 z > 302/ L5 2 ﬁﬂ g o 4y i ' o?o

L L2 2Bl Ol <f Tey




W2 laa- pnomr—mﬂ sﬂz-r\'af\

ssv-ael3

m (eoan 13025 Beaver umel Golegeutle, 1030
AL Bosed - - e

13033 4
2 Wornl . Velle gPlannag lunce. .oy o3 Tovtm, M-

M Bavwaio T loy HiLar # Ul - s

Mar7£ Zinkban 13030 By Dom G lhepslle 537740

m oo STon® l?sﬁé WD,TN\ eg;',c,&l.ﬁ\\}, I8y

4 Bicweoe £. Dokenwer 11113 Pooc frao Co:uwmu:f!;-:::
8 Catres Scthrawmen 231 (usrescodfl By Timapiton 4013
R.Oocstss MComms, (2405 Faiss BB, o ax 21038 TRIAS |
,/‘1,J,,/£,7,/, 13021 Beaver Lo A o .
Teby M. Szwe&( 13027 Beaver P T, aszks

/Q/fgb/rl

MINTES
Baltimore County Planning Soard
October 17, 1997

The reqular menthly mesting of the Planning Board vas called to
order at 6:42 p.;. by the Chairman, Mr.

Board Mesbers Present ¥r. Harold Cibba Reid, Chairm:
Ms. abeth L. Healay, Vice "Chatrman
Nr. . Bay

Mr.

Mr.

r.

Mr.

Me.

Ma.

.

Mr. Stephen W. Lafferty

M. Chester J. Madigan

elvin L. Patterson

¥r. Joseph M. Lashko
ur rnuuyw Worrall

OPZ staff present included David Fields, Secretary to the
Planning Board, Pat Keller, Jeffrey Long, Michele LeFaivre, Ed
Johnson, Tim Dugan, Michael Deluca, Fillorie Richman, Gary Kerms,
Ervin McDanial and John McGrain.

Other County staff present included Louis Waidner, Executive
Office; and Tom Hamer, Jack Pearson and Oscar Keys, Public Works.

of Board mesbers, mnd

Aftar seciting the Pledse of Allssisnce to the Tleg, Cusdimen
Reid and the other members of the Board int

Mr. Reid congratulat

1ist f Who's Who in Americen Business Leaders.

of 'y
The only change o the printed Agunds, a copy of wbich Ls filed
th the Ninutes as Appendix M-l vas'the combined handling of
Teemse. « (Ovings Mills New Town, Parcel 3c/3D)
out 19, 1

#. Mr. Clasing movea val of the Minutes, as mailed, for
the Septesber 13, 1901 meeting. The metisn vas seconded

73V
IN THE MATTER OF ¢ BEFORE THE
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION ¢ COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
For a Special Exception YOF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Case No. 91-466-X
April 25, 1992
Wl g T
The sbove-entitled matter came on for
hearing before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore
County at the Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204 at 10
o’clock a.m., April 25, 1992.

. .

BOARD NEMBERS:
WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman
HARRY E. BUCHHEISTER, JR.

JUDSON H. LIPOWITZ

Reported by:

C.E. Pentt

Banimore Cosnty Goverment
Planning Board

101 Bosley Avenue
3D 21204 L/ 8873211

October 18, 1991

Arnold Jablon, Director
Gffize of Zoning Mainistratics
and opment NManagement

P. David Fields, Secretary
County Planning B

Amended Final Development Pla
“Bishop's Pond”

TUC 524

Pursuant to Section 1801.JA.7.b.i of the Baleiaore County Zoning.
Regulations, the proposed Anended Final Devalopment Flan ¢ “Blahop
ond* was reviewed and spproved by the Cownty lamning Bosed

manting on October 17, 1961 Tha zonx g Commiseioner’s progestings
on this plan may now be concluded.

copy of this memorandum, a copy of the red-lined FDP, as
-ppzev-d, 12"saing sent dixoctly £ M{tEn Kellmen

PDE/TD/nim
BISHOPS. D/ TXTHIM

. Enclosures

cer Lawsence schaidt, Eaq.
seph V. Maranto
m:en-u '3, Kellman
Robart A. Hoffman, Esq.

1
?3crse
IN THE MATTER OF BEFORE THE
CIGNAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION COUNTY IDAIP OF APPEALS
Por a Special Exception OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
C No. 91-466-X
The above-entitled matter came on for
hearing before the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore
County at the Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204 at 1

BOARD MEMBERS:
WILLIAM T. HACKETT, Chairman
HARRY E. BUCHHEISTER, JR.

JUDSON H. LIPOWITEZ

Reported by:

C.E. Peatt

Forl5A

BOARD OF APPEALS

e

NORTH ELEVATION:

gt

HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

CRABTREE,ROHRBAUGH ASSOCIATES

1

T3y s
IN THE MATTER OF ¢ DEFORE THE
CIGHAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION COUNTY BOARD OF APFEALS
For a Special Exception OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Case No. 91-466-X
August 4, 1992
The above-entitled matter came on for
hearing before the County Board of Appsals of Baltimore
County at the Old Courthouse, Towson, Maryland 21204 at 10
o’clock a.m., August 4, 1992,

BOARD MEMBERS:
WILLIAM T. HACKBTT, Chair
HARRY 2. BUCHHEISTER, JR.

JUDSON K. LIPOMITE

Reported by:

C.E. peatt

it

BOARD OF APFEALS

SCALE: 17 = 200" TRAVEL ROUTES B
HUNT VALLEY
GRA = Most airest route to/from 1-83 south CRURCH AMD. obs
ORMSE - Womt: direct route to/fcom 1-83 noren )
feuow = Alternate route to/from I-83 north / . 5(_/1 7
£ ot




RE:  Hunt Valley Presbytarian Church
Baltimore County, Maryland
Our Job No.: 10614

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

As requested, The Trafflc Group, Inc. has undertaken brief studies and analyses relating
10 the development of the proposed 600 seat Church, located in the southwest quadrant of
183 and Beaver Dam Road.

‘The principal reasons for undertaking our study were as follows:

To determine the amount of traffic likely to be generated by the Church.
To determine existing traffic volumes along Beaver Dam Road during the
week and on the weekend.

To determine the existing travel speeds along Beaver Dam Road.

To determine the sight distance at the proposed access location for the
Church along Beaver Dam Road.

The Trafic Graup. Inc
Suire 6000

KO Chesapeake oo
Toscron, Maryland 21204
-

LETTER OF TRANSHITTAL
i - ]

Board of Agpeals

" wuns valley Presbyterion thurch |

WE ARE SENDING YOU 0 Attached I Under saparate caver via.
= Shop drawings © Prints O Pan
© Copy of tetter O Change order o

T Err)

£2 Exhibit Mo. 14 and 15

|
]
|

THESE ARE TRANSMITTED 5 checkd below: J
© For approwal 0 Approved as submitted O Resubmit___copies for approvel
© For your use 0 Approved as noted O Submit __coples for distributien
© As requasted. © Returned for comactions ) Retum___corectad prnts
T for review and comment O
CRRBOSOUE_____ 19 O PRINTS RETURNED AFTER LOAN TO US

febetionas s €7 . & 1O

¥e, the undersigned, are property owners who reside in the
vicinity of the Bishop‘s Pond subdivision located on Beaver Dam
R0ad, southwest of I-83 in Baltimore County, Maryland. We
understand that Lot 1 of that subdivision is proposed as the site of
& 600 seat church to be known as the Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church
(*Church®). We also understand that the Church is the subject of &
special exception request in Case No. 91-466 pending before the
Baltimore County Board of Appeals. Because we believe that the

Church will not be to our . v 1y
request that the Board of Appeals approve the Church’s request in
Case No. 91-466.

/m‘ VWA Thpiaga, Orecarcsd; (3050 @%# 4.
Priat Name of Signature of Propert]
Property Owner Property Owner

iAo

V8es0 Totoms Tav PL.

13009 Pvtat’ ¢ IR

Wiwed . GhutshiZ h\n i J Qﬂ D, U

Proboleds Ex g1
PETITION
To The Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, Maryland

‘We, the undersigned, are concerned about the approval by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore coumyohswmlﬁaepnon for the proposed construction of THE HUNT VALLEY
'PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH on the property known as BISHOPS POND in the 13000 block of

Beaverdam Road, Cockeysville, Maryland 21030. The proposed structure of uppmlulu ty
26,000 square feet, with a 92 foot high ﬂ:eple would be located on 23.15 acres o
nvironmenially sensiiv and curcntly zoned RC-for Waiershed Protction intended 1o
accomodate a single reside:

‘We feel that the scale of the proposed structure is incompatible with the character of our

residential community and would create traffic congestion and safety problesns on our streets and
ays. A smaller scale church and structure, designed 0 sefve our own suburban community
would be more acceptable 10 the residents of area.

Theretore we do hereby petition the Board of Appeals to reverse the decision of the Deputy
Zoning Commissioner.
28 PHONE
=10

®

October 18, 1991

401 Avenve
Towson, MD 21204

Armold Jablon, Director
Office of Zoning Administration
opaent Managemant

P. David Flelds, Secretary
County Planning Board

Anended Final Development Plan,

“Bishop's Pond™
-S4

Pursuant to Section 1801.3A.7.b.i of the Baltimore County Zon! I|7
Regulations, the proposed Amsnded Final Developsent Plen of “Bishop's
Pond™ was reviewed and approved by Gh. County nnnmg Board at 1!!

oning Commissioner's procesding
on this plan may now be concluded.

By a copy of this memorandus, a copy of the red-lined FDP, as
approved, is being sent directly to Mitch Kellman.

POE/TD/mim

BISHOPS. PD/TXTNIN

Enclosures

cc: Lawrence Schmidt, Esq.
~Joseph V. Maranto

witchell 7.
rt A. Hoffman, Esq.

) [\ Erdman and Associates, Inc.
Consulting Enginesrs

ITE Trip Generation
G.F.A. for Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church is

25,175 square fe
(Ref: Note 11 on Petitioner’s Exhibit 1)

curve
Deacription

Saturday ADT [
4.903
Peak Hour T =0.73 (X) +15
"Generator®
Saturday 1.201
Sunday ADT T = 7.67 (X) + 612
31.456
Peak Hour T = 2.65 (X) + 147.0
“Generator®
Sunday 8.359
Estimate
600 seats - assuse full occupancy with no standees
Auto occupancy 3/Au
Therefora: 200 autos
During peak hour of generator
0 arriving or

200 departing

200 arriving
200 departing
400 Total

comsTy seview geove NeETTNG souay q
Thursdsy, Juiy 11, 19 y “"C'VED
HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERTAN cHumit
—
COUNTY. ReVIEW GRoue - mose passENT .

Jose Escalante, Chalrman - Dept. of Public Works
Joo Waranto, Co-Chairman - Office of Current Flanning
ramey aTves
Chiiatine Botta - counctinin
Larry Pilson ~ DEPRM Stpempe
™ - oeviw/stom
- Developers Engineering
Lax Schioioar  Buromu of PbLic Service
oevezoves

J. Strong Saita
Barnt

rbaugh Assoclates
- Veneble, Bastjer & Howard

INTeResTED crrizms
Please See Attache

Nepeleoay i St cpaned che mecig at 1145

the staft, and oxpiained the pucpors of the centine.
Satth preseated the plaa.

Me. Maranto sumarized the staff coments sumitted from Fire
Departmant, Developars mgm.m., ivirien Storm Vater Wansgemmrc,
Department ‘of Zavizonsenta® Protection © (DEPRN)

02£1ce of Planning and Zoning, Buress of Traffie
Soparioen o Recrarion 1 ass, et of Saniation,
Buress of Land Acquisition. Thess comments have been made a part of thix
Sumary, and a CoPY was also given to the developet and developer’s srgineer.

Staff coments-to be addressed:

" DETITIONER'S
LXHIBIT 7

A POLICY
on
GEOMETRIC DESIGN
of

HIGHWAYS
and
STREETS

cwm« American Assoctation of Suste
resaponaion. Offcls. Al righs
mh-n.-pmw-.y-:




%ﬂ’u#d"s & 46

THE VALLEYS PO,y ™
PLANNING COUNCIL, IN Towsam, Maryiand 212885402
301/337-4877
301-296-5489 (FAX)

Al M. Wornh A1

3 1
PROGRESSION OF LINE-OF-SIGHT ON APPROACH

February 1, 1991

rowse, Wondli & Lbasce,
i Cowmnce, 142249

wnis0 x
Mk i To Whom It May Concern:
ook, Sigbcoma s

Dosken: s e
e, assians Bou o
w77 e

Tha Vateys Flaning Cound
_— Bt D, B

Gatvrsy o Vingan

i ]
et
s

s
= »
Richard B. Buck
Prealdent

Lo gl

Kathlecn Pontone
Secretary

ROADWAY PROFILE

.
Prn bactondt's & 1o
CHURCHES WITHIN THE F.R.C.A. MEMBERSHIP AREA

The following list .c:m.ﬂm il of the churches located within the Resource
zoned target area of the Falls
¢ atios Road Community

1. The Ascaselic
‘Aversia and Rdge Raad.

fww s & #q 4. Matar's Baptiet Chusch (Fais Rosd at Swtar's Lane)

i PETITION
Pebidend's. G- 6 8 To The Board of Appeals of Baitimore County, Maryland

.
‘W, the undersigned, ate concerned about the approval by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of
Baltimore County of a Special Exceptioa for the proposed construstion of THE BUNT VALLEY
RES CHURCE on the property known as BISHOPS POND in the 13000 black of
Besverdam Road Cockepvil, Maryand 21030, The popased strsiore of sppecdasely
26,000 square feet, with a 92 foot high sceple would be located

of
STATE OF MARYLAND environmentaly scositve land curseaty zoned ROA for Watershed Protecton fended to CRIATION g
accomodate 2 single residence. Veople (Hax.) Squaze Fe. (Approx.)

BALTIMORE COUNTY, $S 3
W P8 i e . bod 1,400 -
TO WIT: e feel that the scale of the proposed structure is incompatible with the checacter of our et ] e
residential community and would create traffic congestion and safery problems on our streets and - (ff ﬂwl!fd a <X 1|
1 bereby swear upon penalty of perjury that 1 am currently a duly elected meaiber roadways. A smaller scale church and structuze, designed t0 serve our own suburban community 2,600
ity Association, Inc.

of the Board of Directors of the Falls Road Communit would be more acceptable (o the residents of arca. 1,000
2,000

CONPARISON OF 811E8:

Thercfore we do hereby petition the Board of Appeals to reverse the decision of the Deputy . e ik The attached lists show all of the homes, and resds
& o 143 In the general vieinity of the

Zoning Commissioner.
; 13,000
PHONE : proposed

Dougias McComas, Executive Director NAME ADDRESS felia 4 f
T’}L 53 A A fofore dobilbaris 709 4k il fod Cockeitl, /’u,j jr ;:207 HUNT VALLEY PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
oy } AND HOUSE

N 2B PHONE
%ﬁg&_ tau.ﬂ%gg e /M 2030
Sode. Lol R _
m[ﬁg ,&ﬂv’ Tl Cao smzs:uaza s8f-255 -

ATTEST:  The Falls Road Community Association, Inc.

recowed from
o)

1506 Toy Wil R4 3 g & vacane
mmw St @) T 3525339 . L T T T )
M (7274 £ < .
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Attention: Board of Appeals
Re: Special Exception - Hunt Valley Presbyterian Church

I feel that the proposed church for Lot #1, Bishop's Pond is uniquely adverse to my
property on the folloving points:

1. Traffic - As proposed there will be a deceleration lane that will go
across the roadfront of my property. I cannot help but feel that during
its functioning hours that I am going to be trapped in my own driveway
due to incoming traffic. The potential for queing of vehicles in this
lane back onto Beaverdam Road is very possible in my opinion. I per-
scnally, last year, experienced a property damage accident right where
the proposed church entry will be, vith the potential of queing traffic,
I feel that there is a greater chance of some type of accident to occur

in this location.

. Property Devaluation - The factors of traffic and proximity to such a
and busy facility in my opinion cannot help but devalue my property.
Being in the development industry myself I camnot help but feel that my
buyer market will have shrunk significantly because of my location.
. Size and Scope - As a hameowner and a participant vith local coemunity
, 1 feol that I have boen totally disregarded by Hunt Valley
Presbyterian Church in their pursuit of their project. If I would have
By opinion vould have been to reduce the size of the overall
structure by at least 50%. As the proposed church is presently designed,
T feel it is totally out of character with the local community.

Thank you for your consideration in lieu of my absence.
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Sincerely,
Gary 3+ géo

Aori 22, 1992

THE VALLEYS
PLANNING COUNCIL, INC.

Testimony: Special Exception He

Auguse 13, 192

Re: SPH 9M66-X Xem #438
Hunt Valley Presbyterian Chy

Ashe WBEHOy e tae ¥ ek ATmnel
My nane is Neupemmmmne. { ar Ao acasinsdimetys.

s goaas €954 Tre valleys Planving Councll, G"addems is P.0. Box 5402,
Towson, Maryland 21285-5402,

On behalf of the bonrd of directorn and members of The
Valleys Plarming Counll, T woud ke 0 begin by saying that
we are not oppomed to churches i RC zanes in general, but we
are oppomed to any dnstitucional use of rescurce corservation
1a0d which Wil have & negative impact on this Jand because cf
itm size, popalation and cale.

e would mppcet & church of & size and scale compatible
with others in the neighberhosd which cperate withoue public
water and sewer.

The Baltmere Coumty Goning Regulatiors, section 502,
specify that to be granted a special exteption must be Jocatad
with discrimation in relation to their BExoUNHNGS...Under
certain conditions, they could be detrimental to the health,
safety, o generml welfare of the putlic.®

We have grave concems abat the scaie ard the size of the
ropoeed gpecial exception,  Why is Hurt Valley Presbyterian
Chuzch requesting & special exception far 600 seats and a.
ymnagiun-sized 005%62") fellowship hall when, ke many
of the local churches, they have crly 250-300 members?

The regulations list several sinsatios, the vidlation of
which would cause the special exception to be denied.

PETITION
To The Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, Maryland

‘We, the undersigned, are concernedlabout the approval by the Deputy Zoning Commistianer of
Baltimore County of a Special Excepon for the proposed construction of THE HUNT VALLEY
PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH on the roperty knawn a3 BISHOPS POND in the 13000 block of
Beaverdam Road, Cockeymille, Maryland 21030. The proposed structure of approximately
26,000 square feci, with a 92 foot high stecple waukd be Jocated on 23.15 aces of
environmentally sensitive land currenfly zoned RC-4 for Watcrshed Protection intended to
‘accomodate a single residence.

W_e feel that the scale of the proposed iructur s incomparible with the characir of our
residential community and would ceeate traffic congestion and safety pioblems on our strects and
roadways. A smaller scale church and structure, designed to setve our own suburban comniunity
‘wauld be more acceptable 10 the residents of area.

Theretore we do hereby petition the Board of Appeals to reverse the decision of the Deputy
Zoning Commissiorer.
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