
































































































































Sonic drive-in/fast food use to the pre-existing fast-food use, we did not find the case
warranted our participation. There was no attorney representing the Protestants.

An unfortunate side effect was the CBA’s failure properly to analyze RTA law. The
Sonic opinion focused in isolation and out of context on the one subsection of the RTA law
which alludes to dissimilar housing types. The Sonic panel failed to consider the rest of the
statute and the legislative history.

In contrast, as our office participated in the present case, we were able to brief the
issue and present the CBA panel with the entire statutory context, language, history, and
logic. In the present case, with attorneys on both sides, the issue was briefed and argued
more thoroughly. The current panel (Belt, Murphy, Grier), thereupon came to a different
conclusion, with Andrew Belt revisiting the issue and the others presented with it for the
first time. This is the first case where it arises upon judicial review.

E. Past Practice

Again, for many years, the consistent practice reflected that RTA law applied to
churches, other permitted residential uses, and to business parking in a residential zone.
Petitioners have frequently sought to fit within the “exception” category, as in the present
case. Ware’s petition follows past practice as well as the plain language of the law.

The Sonic case was the first case where the argument was made that the RTA’s
applicability is limited to dissimilar housing types. It does not withstand scrutiny.

II.  Ware failed to satisfy the burden to produce evidence to meet the RTA
exception test, that it comply to the extent possible with use requirements and that it
be compatible with the character and general welfare of the surrounding premises.

A. The June 18, 2013 County Board of Appeals Hearing: Ware’s Case
Reverend Ware’s direct examination focused on her ministry and improvements to
what she called a vacant “crack house.” T. 9-26. This turned out to be propaganda. She had
not lived in the area and could only say she found needles and other things. There was no
- specific testimony or documentation of any problems caused by the previous owners. As

discussed below, area residents with personal knowledge refuted this speculation.
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Factual Background

On August 31, 2012, the Petitioner, Reverend Lucy Ware (the “Petitioner”) purchased a
single family home located at 4512 Old Court Road, Pikesville, MD (Pet. Ex. 1) (the “Property”)
for the purpose of operating a church called “Jesus Christ is the Answer Ministries” (the
“Church”). The Petitioner has a degree in construction engineering and was ordained as a
minister in 2005. The Church began in 1996, followed by the formation of a 501(c)(3)
corporation in 1997.

The Property is located in middle of a residential block on Old Court Road between
Scotts Level Road and Streamwood Drive (Pet. Ex. 5). The zoning is D.R. 3.5 (Pet. Ex. 4). The
single family home is a 1 story rancher style home (Pet. Exs. 6 and 7) built in 1951 which sits on
1.2 acres (Pet. Ex. 2). Prior to the Petitioner’s purchase, the Property had always  en used as a
residence. The Petitioner testified that she has made numerous improvements to the home
including the installation of a new roof, adding a new deck, planting 45 Leyland Cypress trees
around the property (Pet. Ex. 19), putting new gravel on the driveway and filling sink holes that]
existed in the yard.

The Petitioner testified extensively at the hearing about the mission of the Church. From|
her testimony, the Board learned that it is a non-denominational Christian-based Church which
has approximately 30 members. It was formed to assist several groups of people namely: young
people who are in trouble with the law; families with children who are disadvantaged; thg
homeless; and the sick.

In November of 2012, the Petitioner held church services at the property. Before that, thq
Petitioner hosted a cookout and prayer service in October, which was attended by approximately

40 guests. At both the October and November events, cars were parked on the grass. Asa resul
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Likewise, Ms. Jean-Louis supported the Church’s position. She testified about her
suicide attempt in 2004 and the loss of job clearance with the Department of Defense. The
Church took her in for 6 months. With the Church’s support, she completed her bachelor’s
degree in electrical engineering and is presently working on her Master’s degree in the same
field.

Bruce Doak, P.E., a property line surveyor and engineer, testified for the Petitioner as an
expert in land use, in the BCZR and as a surveyor. He prepared both the Petition and site plan
showing the proposed use and variances requested. Mr. Doak explained that a church is
permitted in a DR zone but that a special hearing request is needed to be filed for use of a home
as a church.

Mr. Doak first visited the property in the Fall of 2012 as a result of the County’s notice to
the Petitioner to cease operation of the Church. Mr. Doak provided the Board with photographs
of 3other churches located on Old Court Road namely 4619 (Pikesville SDA Church), 4535
(Blessed Trinity Church) and 4727 (New Life Fellowship Worship) (Pet. Ex. 21A-21F). He also
marked a zoning map with the address of those other churches in relation to the proposed church
(Pet. Ex. 20). Mr. Doak conceded on cross examination that 2 of these other churches are
located in DR 5.5 zones which is more intense than the DR 3.5 zoning for this property.

With regard to the parking needed for the Church, Mr. Doak explained that the parking
and driveway cannot be designed to meet the RTA requirements in BCZR, §1B01.1.B.1 and
thus, the request for variance relief. He agreed that if the use remained a single family home,
there would be no need to comply with the RTA. The reason it must comply with RTA is
because of the proposed use as a Church. Mr. Doak also stated that the property is unique

because it has not reached maximum density whereas most of the lots in the area have.
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There were numerous people who testified against the requested relief. The Board heard
from Rathea Mims, 4508 Old Court Rd, who has lived in her home for 19 years. Ms. Mims’
house is three homes away from the property. Ms. Mims testified that she is concerned with the
additional traffic that would be generated by the Church. She has witnessed the increase in
traffic and the high speeds at which cars travel in a neighborhood where the speed limit is 30
mph. She added that the prior owners of 4512 took care of the home. Ms. Mims observed the
Church’s gathering on October 28 and estimated that there was more than 50 people there. From
her observations, she believes that the Church has more than 30 members.

Barbara Roberson, 4520 Old Court Rd. has resided there for 20 years. Her home is also
located three homes away from the Church. She testified that the size of her lot was comparable
to the Petitioner’s lot. Her concerns centered on the decrease in her property value should a
Church be located in the middle of a residential block. She believes that the hours of operation
will continue to be extended and does not believe the present plan as outlined will be limited as
suggested by the Petitioner. Ms. Roberson observed the October 28 gathering at the Petitioner’s
home and saw people in the backyard. The event generated a lot of noise. Ms. Roberson is also
opposed to the Petitioner having a sign on her property to identify the Church.

Dale Watkins, 4513 Dresdan Rd. has lived there since 2001. Her home is adjacent and
diagonal to the Petitioner’s backyard. She is also concerned with the amount of cars coming to
the property for Church services including weeknights. She sees the Church as having the
potential for growth and the home located on the property is not sufficient to handle the growth.
Ms. Watkins also testified that the Leyland trees planted by the Petitioner are in a drainage

easement which runs along the back of the houses including her own house. She further added
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that allowing parking in the rear of the property which is not illuminated will cause noise,
commotion and traffic issues.

Ruth Ann Otto lives at 4523 Tapscott Road and is one and a half blocks from the
property. She has lived there for 44 years. She testified that she is not opposed to Churches but
does not support the location of a church at this property. Her concerns range from increased
noise and parking, the small size of the property, the increase in traffic generated and a decrease
in property values. She highlighted that other churches have parking lots and striping for spaces.

Silvia Powell, 4531 Merry Knoll Rd. is located two streets away from the property. Ms.
Powell moved to the neighborhood to enjoy a quiet, attractive neighborhood with a low volume
of traffic. She too is concerned that property values will decrease but that traffic will increase.
She added that allowing a Church in this location could set a precedent for future churches to
open in residential areas.

Reverend Lillian Nolley, 4500 Dresdan Rd., is located half of a block away from the
property. She is not able to see the Church from her home. As a minister, she works on Park
Heights Avenue in Baltimore City. She added that there is a church on every corner in the City
because it is a high crime area.

Muriel Lyles, 4511 Dresdan Rd. is located directly behind the property. Ms. Lyles
moved to the neighborhood because it was a peaceful place. A church is not an appropriate uée
for the property which will increase activity and traffic. In her opinion, a church in this location
will negatively impact the neighborhood.

Finally, the Protestants had James Patton, P.E. testify as an expert in land planning and in
the BCZR. He testified that he has previously been hired as an expert in a zoning case involving

a church. He visited the property and is familiar with the area of Pikesville. Mr. Patton opined
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that the plat which was filed to accompany the Petition for Special Hearing is not a site plan. He
believes that the Petitioner needs to prepare a development plan under BCC, Art. 32 (Prot. Ex.
10).

Mr. Patton contended that the plat was flawed because it did not show the RTA, it did not
show the adjacent lots or houses, nor did it show the tract boundary. He emphasized that the
neighborhood included medium density single family homes (Prot. Ex. 11). Mr.1 ton did not
believe that the request satisfied even the minimal RTA requirements.

With regard to the parking variance, Mr. Patton contended that uniqueness of the
property was not satisfied. He stated that having a lot which might be a little larger did not
satisfy the uniqueness element. Even if uniqueness has been satisfied, Mr. Patton highlighted
that all of the hardships here were self-imposed as the Petitioner did not seek expert advice

about her intended use prior to purchase.

1. The Residential Transition Area.

The RTA is described in BCZR, §1B01.1.B.1 in terms of both ‘area’ and ‘uses’. The
RTA is a 100 foot area buffer extending from a D.R. zoned tract boundary into the property or
the site to be developed. BCZR, §1B01.1.Bla(1). The purpose of the RTA is to assure that
similar housing types are built adjacent to one another or that adequate buffers and screening are
provided between dissimilar housing types. BCZR, §1B01.1.B1a(2). There are numerous
exceptions to the RTA as listed in BCZR, §1B01.1.Blg.

Section 1B01.1.B1b clarifies that the transition ‘area’ is generated if “the property to be

developed is zoned DR and lies adjacent to land zoned D.R.1, D.R.2, DR.3.5, D.R. 5.5 or R.C.

which:
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(1) Contains a single-family detached, semi-detached or
duplex dwelling within 150 feet of the tract boundary; or

* & %k
Within the transition ‘area’, conditions on setbacks and buffers are imposed under §1B01.1.Ble.
The 50 foot buffer must “remain an upgraded, uncleared, landscaped buffer unless otherwise
directed by the hearing officer, based upon recommendations of the county.” §1B01.1.Ble(3).
A parking lot for a church must provide a 50 foot buffer and 75 foot setback from the track
boundary. §1B01.1.Ble(2).

In determining whether the ‘area’ is generated here, it is necessary to determine whether
the proposed use as a ‘church’ is a ‘residential transition use’ under §1B01.1.B1d. Given that
‘churches’ are permitted uses as of right under §1B01.1.A.3, a church is a residential transition
use under §1B01.1.B1d(1). Next, in determining whether the 100 foot transition ‘area’ has been
generated, the property to be developed must be in a DR zone and be adjacent to one of the DR
zones listed in §1B01.1.B1b. The property here is located in the DR 3.5 and is located adjacent
to a DR 5.5 zone. Thus, the transition area has been generated.

The Petitioner argues that because she is not making any exterior structural changes or
additions to the home, than the RTA does not apply. In support of her argument, the Petitioner
cites the definition of “development” in BCC, §32-4-101(p) which definition includes: “(1) the
improvement of property for any purpose involving building.” She therefore concludes that
since there is no improvement or building completed, in progress or contemplated, there is no
development.

We disagree. The Petitioner is ‘developing’ the property because she is “improving” it

by changing the landscaping, driveway and parking that is required under BCZR to change the
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use from single family home to church. The definition of “improvement” is found in BCC §32-
4-101(w):

(w) Improvements.
(1) “Improvements” means improvements as
determined necessary and appropriate by the
county.

(2) “Improvements” include:

(i) Streets;

(ii) Drains, bridges, and culverts;

(ii1) Sewers;

(iv) Water lines;

(v) Open space;

(vi) Curbs and gutters;

(vii) Sidewalks and paths;

(viii) Streetlights;

(ix) Landscaping;

(x) Stormwater management facilities;

(xi) Traffic-control devices;

(xii) Telecommunications conduits; and

(xiii) Other improvements as determined
necessary and appropriate by the county.

(Emphasis Added).

In reviewing the proposed use, the County required the Petitioner to landscape the
property. Toward that end, the Petitioner submitted a landscaping plan (Prot. Ex. 6). The
County required the Petitioner to plant (8) 6 ft.- 8ft. tall green giant arborvitae to screen the
parking lot from the adjoining property. With this required landscaping, the Church is subjected
to the RTA regulations.

Additionally, the County, through the BCZR §§409.6, 409.8A2 and 409.8A6. requires
that certain parking requirements be met for church parking lots. These are the same
requirements from which the Petitioner is seeking variance relief. Consequently, the parking
spaces, the surface of the parking area and the striping of the parking area are not only necessary

and appropriate under BCC, §32-4-101 (w)(1) and (2)(xiii) above, but are required.
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Given that the transition area is generated by this proposed use as a church, the next issue
is whether the plan qualifies for an exception from the RTA restrictions under 1B01.1B.1g(6).
The Petitioner argued in the alternative that the proposed use is not subject to RTA requirements
because it meets the exception listed in B.C.Z.R. 1B01.1B.1g(6) wherein the lan: caping plan

was approved:

a new church or other building for religious worship, the site plan

for which has been approved after a public hearing in accordance

with Section 500.7 and to the extent possible, the proposed use

shall comply with RTA use requirements and the plan can

otherwise be expected to be compatible with the character and

general welfare of the surrounding residential premises.
As the Board analyzes this, of the 16 exceptions listed in BCZR 1B01.1Bg, if any exception
applies here based on the facts, Subsection (6) is the only possible candidate.

However, in applying the evidence to exception (6), the proposed Church does not even
minimally comply with the RTA requirements. The proposal is for no buffer and no setbacks.
The evidence did not show that the plan submitted by the Petitioner would be compatible with
the character or general welfare of the surrounding homes which homes are occupied by the
Protestants who testified. The Board finds credible the concerns voiced by the Protestants
concerning increased traffic generated by this use in the middle of a residential bloc

While the Petitioner testified that there were 30 members, the parking calculations on the
site plan revealed that this was a 64 seat church. .ue Petitioner agreed that members could bring
guests and family members as well as children. We see this Church as being in the early stage of
growth and we expect and anticipate that it will continue to grow, particularly given the

charitable work that it does. The modest size of this single family home, on 1.2 acres, is not

sufficient to house the planned functions and services.
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In reviewing the photographs of the other churches in the area, we notice that with the
exception of one church, all of those churches are located in DR 5.5 or DR 16 zones, or they are
located on a corner. In addition, all of those churches have adequate land for a parking lot.
Those parking lots are paved and striped. Because of this, there is adequate ingress and egress
and sufficient control of church traffic. As a result, the impact on the surrounding properties is
less. In the case of 4619 and 4535 Old Court Road, those buildings are large and there is still
room for paved parking. In this case, however, it is not, in our view, compatible with the
neighborhood, for cars to park on the grass for church activities that will occur during the week
and on weekends.

As one of the Protestants mentioned, there is no dispute that the work of this Church is
admirable and is providing a great service to individuals who truly need the Church’s help and
guidance. However, the issue for this Board is whether this use, at this particular location, is
compatible with the character and general welfare of the surrounding residences. We note that
neither the Petitioner, Mr. Sterling nor Ms. Jean-Louis live in the neighborhood and thus the
perspective of the Protestants is understandably different. We find, based on the evidence, that
this use is not compatible in this location and therefore fails to meet exception (6).

2. Parking Variances.

As to the Petitioner’s request for Variances from the BCZR parking requirements, based
on the Board’s decision to deny the request for Special Hearing relief, the variance requests are
moot. If the Petitioner is not entitled to a waiver of the RTA standards and the property does not
qualify under one of the RTA exceptions, the parking variances are not needed.

While we need not address the parking variances, if the Petitioner was entitled to the

special hearing relief, this Board would have also denied the parking variances. For the















































































































































































































































































































































































PEJLL{TIONER' S

EXHIBIT NO.

Registration
Account identifier: District - 02 Account Number - 1800003161
[ Owner Information
Owner Name: WARE REVEREND LUCY Use: RESIDENTIAL
Principal Residence: NO
Muailing Address: 7111 LIBERTY RD Deed Reference: 1) /325817 00132
BALTIMORE MD 21n7- i)
[ Location & Structure Information
Premises Addressg Legal Deser”
4512 QLD COURT RD 1.206 AC
p-0000 NWS OLD COURT RD
DIANE ACRES
- ASS NS Mp )1,
Map Grid Parcel i—)_-::;h Suhdivisien Section Block Lot “&ﬁfﬂm ;——“il
‘ Plai 0042/
007 2 N0 2
077 001 1031 0000 i Ref: 0055
Tawn NONE,
Special Tax Areay Ad Valorem
e Class
Primary Structure Built Enclased Area Propertv Lan ™~ ea Co ise
193] 2,93& SF 1.2000 AC 2]
Stories Basement Type Exterior
NO STANDARD UNIT BRICK
iv Yalue " " adon
Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments
As Of As Of As Of
010172010 07:0172012 07/0172013
Land 112,200 112,200
Improvements: 168,800 168,800
Total: 281,000 281,000 281,000
Preferential Land: 0
! Transfer Informntion
Seller: ROBINSON HAYWOOQOD A 3RD Date: 09/25/2012 Price; $130,000
Tvpe: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deedl; 732581/ 00132 Decd2;
Scller: ROSENBERG SAMUEL ISADOR E Date: 0671371990 Price: $149.000
Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deedl; /085077 00787 Decd2:
Seller: Dace Price
Tvge: Deedl Deed2;
f Exempton lnformation
Partial Exempt Assessments Class 07/01:2012 07/01/2013
County 100 0.00
State 000 0.00
Municipal #10] 0.00

Tax Exempt:
Exempt Class:

Special Tax Recapture:
NONE

r

Homestead Applice=-- InTormation
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BRUCE E. DoAK DATE
REGISTERED PROFPERTY LINE SURVETOR
MARTLAND REGISTRATION No. 53]
DATE OF FIELD INSFPECTION 26 NOVEMBER 2212
LICENSE EXFPIRATION: FEBRUARY 12, 2213

Bruce E. Dock Consulting. LLC
Land Use Expert and Surveyor
3801 Baker Scho>lhouse Road
Freeland, MD 2i{53

0 443-900-5355 11 410-419-4906
bdoak@®brucedoakccnsuliing.com

EHK.Jr. #42/55

s

ZONING POINT
OF BEGINNING

PETITIONER’S

EXHIBIT No. 7/

-

VICINITY MAFP
"= 2000

GENERAL NOTES

) OUNER: REVEREND LUCT WARE
2. TAX ACCOUNT No: 1eoo2236]
3. TITLE DEED: LIBER SM. No. 3258], FOLIO 132
4.) TAX MAP: 77 PARCEL 121l
5) ZONING: DR 35
&.) 200 SCALE ZONING MAP: NU@TI1C2
1) CENSUS TRACT: 422624 AD.C. MAP: 25 - B-12
WATERSHED: GWYNNS FALLS
SUBSEUWER SHED: GWYNNS FALLS
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: Winand E£S
MIDDLE SCHOOL DISTRICT: Old Court MS
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT: Milford Mill Academy
REGIONAL PLANNING DISTRICT: 22la
8.) THE SUBJECT FPROPERTY 1S NOT IN THE
CHESAFEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA.
S.) THE SUBJECT PROFERTY 1S SERVED BY
FUBLIC WATER AND SEWER
12.) TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EXISTING BUILDING: 2845 Sq. Ft.
L) EXISTING FAR: 22¢e.
12.) THE BUILDINGS DOES NOT EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 35"

PARKING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED PARKING SPACES FOR &4 SEATS: le
(1 PER 4 SEATS IN THE PRINCIFLE PLACE OF WORSHIF
SECTION 4236 BCZIR)

PARKING SPACES PROYIDED: l&

CHANGE OF OCCURPANCTY

A PERMIT FOR A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY HAS BEEN
APPLIED FOR FROM BALTIMORE COUNTY.

VARIANCE REQUESTED

10 TO ALLOW 4 PARKING SPACES THAT DO NOT HAVE
DIRECT ACCESS TO AN AISLE PER SECTION 4234 (BCZR).
2)TO ALLOW GRAVEL SURFACE OF THE PARKING AREA IN LIEU
OF A DURABLE AND DUSTLESS SURFACE
FPER SECTION 429842 (BCZR)
30 TO ALLOW NO STRIPING OF THE PARKING AREA PER
SECTION 423846 (BCZR)

SFPECIAL HEARING REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW A NEW CHURCH FOR RELIGIOUS WORSHIP ON THE
SUBJECT PROFERTY FPER SECTION IBOlIBIg (&) (BCZIR)

2.)TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) BUFFER OF
2' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 52' PER SECTION 1B@lle (5) (BCZR)

3)TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) SETBACK
OF @' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED T15' FROM A TRACT BOUNDARY
TO A PARKING LOT OR STRUCTURE FPER SECTION 1BOlle (5) (BCZIR)

FLAN TO ACCOMPANY A PETITION FOR 4

SFPECIAL HEARING AND VARIANCES

4512 Old Court Reoad 1206 Acres
Lot 2 "Diane Acres" EHK Jr 42/55

2nd. ELECTION DISTRICT - 2nd. COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTIMORE, MD. 21228
T DECEMBER 2012  SCALE: " = 22' MAI JOB No. 12-106

203~ 97~ SPHA




THEREBY CERIIFY
THAT THE LANDSCAPE INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS,
AS SET FORTH IN THE APPROVED FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
AND

AS SPECIFIED BY THE BALTIMORE COUNTY LANDSCAPE MANUAL
(ADOPTED AUGUST 7, 2000 AND AS AMENDED)

HAVE BEEN FULFILLED:

Name of Project: \A/Ake ~paoPE'RT‘/ B

Print ~

Location: 4512 O’-D Cover Roas |

PAlor Building Permit# _ Z oxsng Case # 2003~ 0/97 - SPHA

Developer Name: /é EVEREXND LUCY h/dee

Print
Mailing Address: __ 45/2 (Dvo Cover Aoao

/ D/I(ESM/LLE’ /’70 2/Zz0R

Date of Plant Material Installation:

Signature and Seal of Landscape Architect or Applicant Date

Printed Name:

BRUCE E. DOAK DATE
REGISTERED FPROPERTY LINE SURVETYOR
MARYLAND REGISTRATION No. 531
DATE OF FIELD INSFECTION 26 NOVEMBER 2212
LICENSE EXPIRATION: FEBRUARY 12, 22I13

Bruce E. Doak Consulting. LLC

Land Use Expert and Surveyor
3801 Baker Schoolhouse Road

Freeland, MD 21053
0 443-900-5355 m 410-419-4506
bdoak@brucedoakconsulting.com

EHK Jr. ¥42/55

FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
OWNER CERTIFICATION FORM

I certify that | have reviewed this Final Landscape Plan; that | am aware of the regula-
tions presented in the Baltimore County Landscape Manuai; and | agree to comply
with these regulations and all applicable policy, guidelines and ordinances. | agree to
certify the implementation of this approved Final Landscape Plan upon completion of
the landscape installation prior to PWA closeout if applicable or not later than one (1)
year from the date of approval of this plan to the Departmeént of Permits, Approvals
and Inspections, Development Plans Review, Room 119, County Office Building, 111
W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, MD 21204.

@W z/z0/i3 R evexeno Luey Whee

Applicant Signature. Date . Print Name

gs12 Oio Couar/zonp

Address (Print) Street
Pleesviie Mo 21208
City State . Zip

Zouing CAse 7 20/3 - O147- SPHA
PAL# Permit #

7/
;\ Ve
/)
- »W&"Q&» e et e = — R r———
O
&0
<0 7
% B
N &
S o
e //
ZONNG PONT |/~ APROVED
nal Landseg p
OF BEGINNING et of g, Z2MOTe Couy *° P

its, Approvays & Inspections

M. Siem-Tansey' R A,

Date

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLANTING

/// PLANT (8) 6 FT. TO 8 FT. TALL GREEN GIANT ARBORVITAE
- - (THUJA STANDISHII X PLICATA) FOR THE SCREENING
e OF THE PARKING LOT FROM THE ADJOINING PROPERTY

L ESTIMATED COST: (8) X $180 EACH = $1440

Final Landscape Plan
Landscape Architect Certification Form

It is certified that this landscape plan is in compliance with all plans previously
approved by Baltimore County and the Baltimore County comments attendant

thel;eto. : .
B "/:_..A /(/&M % }. :

FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
. WARE PROPERTY
4512 OLD COURT ROAD

VICINITY MAR
"= 2000

GENERAL NOTES

) OUNER: REVEREND LUCY WARE

-~ 2. TAX ACCOUNT No: leooo@3le]

, 3. TITLE DEED: LIBER &M. No. 325&|, FOLIO 132

4.) TAX MARP: 71 PARCEL 121

8.) ZONING: DR 35 :

©6.) 202 SCALE ZONING MAP: NU2TIC

1) CENSUS TRACT: 422624 AD.C. MAFP: 25 - B-12
WATERSHED: GUWYNNS FALLS
SUBSEWER SHED: GWYNNS FALLS
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: Winand ES
MIDDLE eCHOOL DISTRICT: Old Court M$S
HigH SCHOOL DISTRICT: Milford Mill Academy
REGIONAL PLANNING DISTRICT: 2@2la

8.) THE SUBJECT PROFPERTY S NOT IN THE
CHESAFPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA.

9.) THE SUBJECT FPROFERTY IS SERVED BY
PUBLIC WATER AND SEUER

1©.) TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EXIETING BUILDING: 2845 £q. Ft.
1.0 EXISTING FAR: 2.06.
12.) THE BUILDINGS DOES NOT EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 35

el

 PARKING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED PARKING SPACES FOR &4 SEATS: 16
(| PER 4 SEATS IN THE FRINCIFLE FLACE OF WORSHIF .
SECTION 4225 BCZR)

FPARKING SFPACES PROYIDED: l6

CHANGE OF OCCUPANCTY

A PERMIT FOR A CHANGE OF OCCURANCY HAS BEEN
APFLIED FOR FROM BALTIMORE COUNTT.

VARIANCE REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW 4 PARKING SPACES THAT 120 NOT HAVE
DIRECT ACCESS TO AN AISLE PER SECTION 4234 (BCZR).
2) TO ALLOW GRAYEL SURFACE OF THE PARKING AREA IN LIEU
OF A DURABLE AND DUSTLESS SURSACE :
PER SECTION 403842 (BCZR) |
3.) TO ALLOW NO STRIPING OF THE PARKING AREA PER
SECTION 423846 (BCZR)

SFPECIAL HEARING REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW A NEW CHURCH FOR RELIGIOLIS WORSHIP ON THE
SUBJECT PROFPERTY FER SECTION 1BOLIBIg (&) (BCIR)

2.) TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) BUFFER OF
2' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 52' PER SIECTION 1B2lle (B) (BCZR)

3) TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION .AREA (RTA) SETBACK
- OF @' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 15' FRCM A TRACT BOUNDARY
TO A PARKING LOT OR STRUCTURE FPER SECTION IB@lle (5) (BCIR)

FPLAN TO ACCOMPANTY A FPETITION FOR A

4512 Old Court Road 1206 Acres

Lot 2 "Diane Acres" EFHK Jr 42/55
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BRUCE E. DOAK DATE
REGISTERED FPROFPERTY LINE SURVETOR
MARTLAND REGISTRATION No. 53]
DATE OF FIELD INSFPECTION 26 NOVEMBER 2212
LICENSE EXFPIRATION: FEBRUARTY 12, 2213

Bruce E. Dock Consulting. LLC
Land Use Expert and Surveyor
3801 Baker Schoolhouse Road
Freeland, MD 21{:53

0 443—-900-5355 : 410-419-4906
bdoak@®brucedoakconsulling.com

VICINITY MAP

"= 2022’

GENERAL NOTES

) OUNER: REVEREND LUCT WARE
2. TAX ACCOUNT No: 18oo@231e]
3. TITLE DEED: LIBER M. No. 3258l, FOLIO 132
4. TAX MAP: 77 PARCEL 12l
5) ZONING: DR 35
6.) 200 SCALE ZONING MAP: NW@2T1C2
1) CENSUS TRACT: 402624 ADC. MAP: 25 - B-12
WATERSHED: GWTNNS FALLS
SUBSEWER SHED: GWTNNS FALLS
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: Winand ES
MIDDLE SCHOOL DISTRICT: Old Court MS
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT: Milford Mill Academy
REGIONAL PLANNING DISTRICT: 32ia
8.) THE SUBJECT FPROPERTY 1S NOT IN THE
CHESAFPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA.
3.) THE SUBJECT PROFPERTY IS SERVED BY
PUBLIC WATER AND SEWER
12.) TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EXISTING BUILDING: 2,845 &q. Ft.
L) EXISTING FAR: 226.
12.) THE BUILDINGS DOES NOT EXCEED A HEIGHT CF 35

PARKING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED PARKING SPACES FOR 64 SEATS: 16

(1 PER 4 SEATS IN THE PRINCIFLE PLACE OF WORSHIP
SECTION 4236-BCZR)

PARKING SPACES PROVIDED: I6

CHANGE OF OCCUPANCY

A PERMIT FOR A CHANGE OF OCCUPANCYT HAS BEEN
APPLIED FOR FROM BALTIMORE COUNTY.

YARIANCE REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW 4 PARKING SFPACES THAT DO NOT HAVE
DIRECT ACCESS TO AN AISLE PER SECTION 4934 (BCZR).
2) TO ALLOW GRAVEL SURFACE OF THE PARKING AREA IN LIEU
OF A DURABLE AND DUSTLESS SURFACE
FPER SECTION 4223842 (BCZR)
30 TO ALLOUW NO STRIPING OF THE PARKING AREA FPER
SECTION 493846 (BCZIR)

SFPECIAL HEARING REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW A NEW CHURCH FOR RELIGIOUS WORSHIFP ON THE
SUBJECT PROFPERTY FPER SECTION 1IB2LIBIg (&) (BCZIR)

2) TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) BUFFER OF
@' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 50" PER SECTION 1B@lle (5) (BCZR)

3) TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) SETBACK
OF @' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 15' FROM A TRACT BOUNDARY
TO A PARKING LOT OR STRUCTURE PER SECTION IBOlle (5) (BCZIR)
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SPECIAL HEARING AND VARIANCES
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2nd. ELECTION DISTRICT - 2nd. COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT
BALTIMORE, MD. 21228
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THEREBY CERTIFY
THAT THE LANDSCAPE INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS,
AS SET FORTH IN THE APPROVED FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
AND

AS SPECIFIED BY THE BALTIMé)RE COUNTY LANDSCAPE MANUAL
(ADOPTED AUGUST 7, 2000 AND AS AMENDED)

HAVE BEEN FULFILLED:

Name of Project: \/\/Ake /DAQOPE'RTV N

Prim ~

Location: 4s5)]2 O o Cover Roas

PAL or Building Permit# _ Zonsmg Case #2043~ 0797 - SPYA

Developer Name: /é everero Lucy L«/Aze

Print
Mailing Address: <5/2 Ow Qyzy— 4340

/Dicesyries Mo 2/z08

Date of Plant Material Installation:

Signature and Seal of Landscape Architect or Applicant - Date

Printed Name:

EMKJr. *42/55

FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN
OWNER CERTIFICATION FORM

I certify that | have reviewed this Final Landscape Plan; that | ain aware of the regula-
tions presented in the Baltimore County Landscape Manual; ani | agree to comply
with these regulations and all applicable policy, guidelines and ordinances. | agree to
certify the implementation of this approved Final Landscape Plen upon completion of
the landscape installation prior to PWA closeout if applicable or not later than one )
year from the date of approval of this plan to the Departmeént of Permits, Approvals
and Inspections, Development Plans Review, Room 119, County Office Building, 111
W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, MD 21204.

@W z/z0/3 R eaéz%aao Lvey \AA2€

Applicant Signature Date . Print Name

9siz Oio Coper /ZOA.D

Address (Prinf) - Street
P//(FSV/LL( MD 21208
City State . Zip
Zowing CAse #2043 - 6147- SPHA
PAI # Permit #
< //
)
(\9/@
N
&0 — . . -
'\0/;@0
A% b
AV .
£57 -
4 Ve
///
A
S
b

ZONING POINT yd
OF BEGINNING

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE PLANTING

~~" PLANT (8) 6 FT. TO 8 FT. TALL GREEN GIANT ARBORVITAE
- - (THUJA STANDISHII X PLICATA) FOR THE SCREENING
e OF THE PARKING LOT FROM THE ADJOINING PROPERTY

~ ESTIMATED COST: (8) X $180 EACH = $1440

Final Landscape Plan
Landscape Architect Certification Form

It is certified that this landscape plan is in compliance with all plans previously
approved by Baltimore County and the Baltimore County comments attendant
thereto. < ‘

Signature ' ' Print Name

Date ‘ B Affix Seal -

BRUCE E. DOAK DATE
REGISTERED FPROPERTY LINE SURVETOR
MARYLAND REGISTRATION No. 531
DATE OF FIELD INSPECTION 26 NOVEMBER 2212
LICENSE EXPIRATION: FEBRUARTY 12, 2213

Bruce E. Doak Consulting. LLC

Land Use Expert and Surveyor
3801 Baker Schoolhouse Road
Freeland, MD 21053

0 443-900-5355 m 410-419-4906| |
. doakdbmcedoakconsulﬂng.com

FINAL LANDSCAPE PLAN

WARE PROPERTY
4512 OLD COURT ROAD

Y

i

VICINITY MAR

"= 220022

GENERAL NOTES

1) OUNER: REVEREND LUCY WARE
2. TAX ACCOUNT No: 1e@p223ie]
3. TITLE DEED: LIBER M. No. 325€1, FOLIO 132
4.0 TAX MAP: 717 PARCEL 21l
8.) ZONING: DR 35
&.) 202 SCALE ZONING MAP: NW2T1C2
1) CENSUS TRACT: 422624 ADC. MAP: 25 - B-12

- WATERSHED: GWYNNS FALLS

SUBSEWER SHED: GWYNNS FALLS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT: Whand ES

MIDDLE CHOOL DISTRICT: Old Court MS

HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT: Milford Mill Academy

REGIONAL PLANNING DISTRICT: 3@la
&) THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT IN THE

CHESAFPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA.
9.) THE SUBJECT PROFPERTY IS SERVED BY

FPUBLIC WATER AND SEWER
12.) TOTAL GROSS FLOOR AREA OF EXISTING BUILDING: 2,845 £qg. Ft.
1) EXISTING FAR: 926. :
12.) THE BUILDINGS DOES NOT EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 35

PARKING CALCULATIONS

REQUIRED PARKING SPACES FOR 64 SEATS: 16
(1 PER 4 SEATS IN THE PRINCIFLE FLACE OF WORSHIP
SECTION 4236 BCZR)

FPARKING SPACES PROYIDED: l6

CHANGE OF OCCUPANCYT

A PERMIT FOR A CHANGE OF OCCUSANCY HAS BEEN
APFLIED FOR FROM BALTIMORE COUNTY.

VARIANCE REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW 4 PARKING SPACES THAT 120 NOT HAVE
DIRECT ACCESS TO AN AISLE PER SECTION 4934 (BCZR).
2) TO ALLOW GRAVEL SURFACE OF THE PARKING AREA IN LIEU
OF A DURABLE AND DUSTLESS SURFACE
PER SECTION 403842 (BCZR)
3.) TO ALLOW NO STRIPING OF THE PARKING AREA PER
SECTION 423846 (BCZR)

SPECIAL HEARING REQUESTED

1) TO ALLOW A NEW CHURCH FOR RELIGIOLS WORSHIP ON THE
SUBJECT PROPERTY FPER SECTION IBRlIBlg (&) (BCZR)

20 TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) BUFFER OF

@' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 52' PER SIECTION IBDlle (5) (BCZIR)

3.) TO ALLOW A RESIDENTIAL TRANSITION AREA (RTA) SETBACK
OF @' IN LIEU OF THE REQUIRED 15' FRCM A TRACT BOUNDARY
TO A PARKING LOT OR STRUCTURE FPER SECTION 1BDlle (5) (BCZR)

/CL A TO J e OMPArY JHOToLRAPHS

FPLAN TO ACCOMPANTY 4 PETITION FOR A4

SFPECIAL HEARING AND VARIANCES
4512 Old Court Road 1206 Acres
Lot 2 "Diane Acres" EHK Jr 42/55 ,
2ndl. ELECTION DISTRICT - 2nd. COUNCILMANIC DISTRIrT

BALTIMORE, M TONER’ S
1 DECEMBER 2012 SCALE: 1 : PETLT

EXHIBIT NO. 7.7-~
/D(AUTD 'ACCO/"’//A‘// Sichenll
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Prepared by Geographic Information Services
Baltimore County Office of Information Technology
Business Applications

Date: May 31, 2013

2011 State Imagery

The Property information on this Plot was complied from existing
. _ “ deed information. This information is not to be onsidered |
1 INC h = 50 feet authoritative. The Survey information was not field checked and /

i
|
i
“ certified by a licensed land surveyor.
|
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