
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE ,/Yu£;~ " I 
RECOMMENDATION FORM 5-// g-/ I (5 

TO: Director, Office of Planning 
Attention: Development Review Division 
Jefferson Building 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 101 
Towson, MD 21204 
Mall Stop 3402 

FROM: Arnold Jablon, Director 
Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections 

RE: Undersized Lots 

Building Pennlt No. _e ____ ._~-------
Zoning Office Reviewer I ( 4-, 

........................................ ... ..:~ ....... . 
Residential Processing Fee Paid · 

($100.00) 

L~:pte·~,4:2,; __ I 
Pursuant to Section 304.2 (Baltlmore County Zoning Regulations) effective June 25, 1992, the Zoning Review Office of PAI Is requesting f&refil~ datlons 
and comments from the Office of Planning prfor to Zoning Review Office approval of a residential building permit. · 

MINIMUM APPLICANT SUPPLIED INFORMATION: AY 2018 
Name of Applicant(s} """'N"""A""'D""'IA""'--,CE=U"""A"""S _______________________________ _ 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
Applicant's Malling Address 6050 OLNEY LAYTONSVILLE ROAD, GAITHERSBURG, MD 20882 

Applicant's Telephone Number ( 240} ....,5=9=5'--.... 1=27 ... 7'--------Applicant's Email Address NADIA.AEUASOGMAIL.COM 

Lot Address 6403 SHERWOOD ROAD 

Lot Location: r,(§)s W/slde of __ S_H_E_R_W_O_OD_R_O_A_D_~ 
(street name} 

Land Owner(s}: NADIA ELIAS 

Election Dlstrlct_9_ Council Dlstr1ct_5 _ Lot Square Feet _~7~,2~5~0~--

200 feeVat comer o@e s W/of/slde of _~O~VE~R=B~B-=-OO~K~R'""O=A'-'O=----
(# of feet} (street name) 

10 Digit Tax Account Number __ -=-0=91~9'""4=8=0=3=31.,___ 

Owner's Malling Address: 6050 OLNEY LAYTONSVILLE ROAD, GAITHERSBURG, MD 20882 

Owner's Telephone Numbeq 240 >~5~9~5--~l-2-Z~Z ________ Owner's Email Address NADIA,AELIASOGMAILCOM 

CHECKLIST OF MATERIALS-. (to be submitted at the filing appointment for design review by the Office of Planning) 

APPLICANT MUST PROVIDE 1 through 6 

1. This Recommendation Form (3 copies) 

2. Permit Appllcatlon 

3. Sita Plan 
Property (3 copies) 

4. Bulldlng Elevation Drawings 

5. Photographs (please label all photos clearly) 
Adjoining Buildings 

Surrounding Neighborhood 

6. Currant Zoning Classlflcatlon: _D_R_-_5_.5 ___________ _ 

Planner Acceptance Check Off v5s NO 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

,/ 

TO BE FILLED IN BY THE OFFICE OF PLANNING ONL YI 

REC~/TtONS / COMMENTS: 

[g"' Approval D Disapproval D Approval conditioned on required modifications of the appllcatlon to confonn with the following recommendations: 

Signed by:_'~-=\'-------..,,...-------,--------­
For the Director, Office of Planning 

Date: 51 ,r /,( 
l 

Revised 10/04/17 



CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

Date: '£- (fc - / $ 

RE: Case Number: ].,(~ .f",,;t B ~ ft,.,.:i-

Petitioner/Developer: ,J ~ E~ 

Date of Hearing/Clo~g: ~ I 1 'J,.o I S 

This is to certify under the penalties of perjury that the necessary siwfs) required 
by law were posted conspicuously on the property located at b 4-o? &-fvu~/<ti.... 

The signs(s) were posted on __ ,c_fi:_--'-(_b_-_/_B ___________ _ 
(Month, Day, Year) 

J. LAWRENCE PILSON 
(Printed Name of Sign Poster) 

ATTACH PHOTGRAPH 
1015 Old Barn Road 

(Street Address of Sign Poster) 

Parkton MD 21120 
(City, State, Zip Code of Sign Poster) 

410-343- 1443 
(Telephone Number of Sign Poster) 

...... 



SCHEDULED DATES, CERTIFICATE OF FILING AND POSTING FOR A 
BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 304.2 

A FILING REVIEW APPOINTMENT IS REQUIRED 

Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections (PAI) 
County Office Building 

111 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

410-887-3391 

The review~icati?n f~ur pr9posed Building Permit has been reviewed and is accepted for filing 

by , (/av,J VW/q fl on M~v; J 1.Dt ff . 
(Name of planner) / Date (A) 

A sign indicating the proposed building/development must be posted on the property for fifteen (15) days 
before a decision can be rendered. The cost of filing is $100.00. The applicant is responsible for the 
posting and costs . An approved sign poster must be used. The fee is subject to change. Confirm all 
current fees prior to filing the application. 

The Planning Office decision can be expected within approximately four weeks. However, if a valid 
hearing demand is received by the closing date, then the decision shall only be rendered after the 
required public special hearing . 

*SUGGESTED POSTING DATE -~M~o._vl--,...f-1----- D (15 Days Before C) 

DATE POSTED I ----------

NO __ -DATE_------,:,----------·-HEARING REQUESTED? YES __ 

CLOSING DAY (LAST DAY FOR HEARING DEMAND) __ J_u~tA.e.,~-+-1 ___ C (B-3 Work Days) 

TENTATIVE DECISION DATE 3:t0c Lf B (A+ 30 Days) 

*Usually within 15 days of filing 

CERT/FICA TE OF POSTING 

District: --------

Location of Property: ---------------------------

Posted by: _____________ _ 
Signature 

Date of Posting: ________ _ 

Number of Signs: ____ _ 

Revised 7 /07 /11 



NOTICE 
2 2 I 

For An Undersized Lot 
~40:, S Htf\vJooo ROA.!:> - Sec 3'o4- 2 VN Ott<.,s, UJ) 
L..>1 ,\'r'(!S.l}~Al- -To E.,un .. D A S1~J~1.i:: t=At-1,L'( VW£LL.11'\.l6 

r M A Lor r1F 72 ':lo Sl+JuA Re ft ET 

PUBLIC HEARING ? 
PURSUANT TO SECTION 304.2, BALTIMORE COUNTY CODl 

AN ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL OR GROUP MAY REQUEST 
A PUBLIC HEARING CONCERNING THE PROPOSED 

VARIANCE, PROVIDED THE REQUEST IS RECEIVED IN 
THE ZONING REVIEW BUREAU BEFORE 4:30 p.m. ON 

Ju1vi: J lo, B 
REQUEST FOR HEARING MUST REFERENCE THE ADDRESS 
ON THIS SIGN. AD01T10NAL IIIFORMATION IS AVAILABLE 
AT THE DEPARTMEIIT OF P~ITS AIID DEVELOPMENT 

MANAGEMENT, cou. OFFICE BUILDING 
111 

W. CHESAPEAKE AVE 10

""°"· ~n. 
21211

• . , TEL. 41 D-887 • 3391 no NOl Rt111ovE lij1s S1GN AijQ POST 

U-TIL AFl£-AeovE OAT(. UNDER PENALTY OF LAW ---HANoicAppED ACCESsuu c ··-....__ 



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE 
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT 

Rev 
Source/ 

Sub 
Rev/ 

No. 

Date: _ 

Fund Unit Sub Unit Obj Sub Obj Dept Obj BS Acct Amount 

Rec 
From: 

For: 

DISTRIBUTION 

WHITE - CASHIER 

0 G,,, / ')-0 ...... 

Total : 

,#It R A5s 
p V',t z_p 

PINK - AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER GOLD - ACCOUNTING 

PLEASE PRESS HARD!!!! 

-- -- - .c.,---

ICINfc:<, 

i/2018 5/G..'/?11 
!2 WAtJaN !IT 

~~ l~n: n:,r " ,..~_ ...... 4r, ~;o,, . _. _ .t tt u .. •c ... , ..., w. 8t.-'J. .. 

S S2B lONii'lG. lJFRIF i• !',TIAN 
16803., 

Req:.~ Tot 
$100.00 CK 

co. ')l) 

:hl ti.uorr .,~'l.f.ty. ri:ar1 

CASHIER'S 
VALIDATION 

It 
r 

CA 
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Lot# 61 
0918474130 

0920661740 

Lot# 62 

0906201670 

Lot# 63 

0908000900 

Lot# 64 

Lot# 386A 
0919480090 
! R-1956-3706-xl 

Publication Date: 5/3/2018 

Publication Agency : Permits, Approvals & Inspections 
Projection/Datum: Maryland State Plane, 
FIPS 1900, NAO 1983/91 HARN, US Foot 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE 
MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT 

Rev 
Source/ 

Sub 
Rev/ 

No. ') 

Date: -~ /z3ofr· 

Fund Dept Unit Sub Unit Obj Sub Obj Dept Obj BS Acct Amount 

Rec 
From: 

For: 

1~,(', 
...; 

c-~ ... 

..,. 

DISTRIBUTION 

WHITE - CASHIER 

' 

A I ..J.-

'-' ..fl() 

PINK • AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER GOLD - ACCOUNTING 

PLEASE PRESS HARD!!!! 

CASHIER'S 
VALIDATION 



Permit #~JlJ~-----­
Control #-.t,HJ .... IL~---
XRef # __ r _r--____ _ 

Receipt# _,/t~--- --
~~~~ti O +so== 
Paid By -~"i,_,_,[,.,,.._,.r~u)~ 
Inspector __ i:'Al_l!/_T __ _ 

LICATION FOR PERMIT 
!MORE COUNTY, MARYLAND ?.vf 

DE~Jl F PERMITS, APPROVALS & INSPECTIONS z,rz; ./ I 
.Jf3--; TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

Prf!e!;/Jd~ess ~~07 ~h .e_e woe&~ & 
Suite/Space/Floor _________ _ 

Subdivision / 
Tax Account# Q9 l 9 4&, 0 33' _L/ 
Will this building have sprinklers? ID es D No 
Is this property located in a floodplain? D Yes D No 

Date 5-d- Ji 
OEAJ<c: 

Historic Distri9113uilding 

O Yes u?No 

Dinrq1 I Pntir 

OWNER'S INFORMATION ("') 1 " 
First&LastName(Individual) N<'.\..cx..~Ct t::, L, CtS '30 1 ~ qzf-0&&% 

~:=~o,N~o ~~N~~ [0\,/~~~ ~ ~& 
City, State, Zi~ =; 1 :t: [l. ~ \Ah ~j, cf' 'v 
Seller ·, 

I HA VE CAREFULL y READ nns 
APPLICATION AND KNOW THE SAME IS 
CORRECT AND TRUE, AND THAT IN 
DOING T S WORK ALL PROVISIONS OF 
THE B ORE COUNTY CODE AND 
APPROP ATESTATEREGULATIONS 
WILL BE COMPLIBD WITH WHETHER 
HEREIN PECIFIBD OR NOT, AND WILL 
REQUEST ALL REQUIRED INSPECTIONS. 

APPLICANT _INFORMA TIO~ 
Name ' Ir 
Company (if applicable) -4...+-"--:-JLCi:.,_.::f=.-::...r::::i.....z,_,;u.L.~L!e::'.l...o~'-..L'--"..~"1.....;~-------­
Address l05S :::::CC\.'-/ J cr,r /91,1._R 

City, State, Zip JO wSo,); W\ b 7 I 28 c; 
Applicant Signature IJ),fb.k:u..e ~ E-Mail _________ _ 
Business/Tenant Name I 

Contractor M I bxCJ.... l: A--/..£. "-r R. • s {' ~ t.Oegfmc # ~ MHBR # 7 I 9 {)~ 

ew Bldg Construction 
Addition 
Alteration 

4. __ Repair 
5. __ Wrecking 
6. __ Moving 
7. _ _ Other _____ _ 

01. ne Family 
02. _ Two Family 
03 . _ Three and Four Family 
04. _ Five _or More Family 

(enter no. units) __ 
05. _ Swimming Pool 
06. _Garage 
07. Other _____ _ 

2. 
3. 

Block 
Concrete 

Basement 

1. ~Full 
2. _ ·tial 
3._None 

4. Reinforced Concrete 

2. __ Private System 

Engineer · --A-4- .....q_ -A ± 
PLANS: CONS(L'LoL PLOTI PLATll__ DATA_Q__ EL1 PL DRC # ____ _ 

DESCRIBE PROPOSED WORK= 'TD :t>E SfR../AJ K.iercED 
C-ond- sFo ;;..- s1a' vu; uw I 

1 
1-car s/ L 

~ 1 LJ- Wrn.s, ~ r:-(p (_o/s pr1j 
N~t~eud !f )( /()) U2VV~ trflY'+-~( 

08. _ Amusement, Recreation, Place of AssemblyQ,Q;v Vol s I "d..X Poveh 
09. _ Church, Other Religious Building 

10. -----Deleted----- \ Cr- s l DC / I r7r?T+- D l6t-tr\ 
11. _ Industrial, Storage Building • I L L L:(...., f'.... } 
12. _ Parking Garage (\ "' 1..--,J • I/') 1 J\P 
13. _ Service Station, Repair Garage l_.,t:Lf m C...,V vr 1 
14. _ Hospital, Institutional, Nursing Homey ':2.. 'I I -- ::UJ l {Q C. C 
15. _ Office, Bank, Professional Q (p I X ~ 1 ?( J O'-- ,:...T f l- ~ 
16. _ Public Utility 
17. _ School, College, Other Educational 
18. -----Deleted-----
19. _ Store _Mercantile _ Restaurant (specify type), ________ _ 
20. _ Swimming Pool (specify type), ______________ _ 
21. _ Tanlc, Tower 
22. _ Transient Hotel, Motel (no. units _______ ) 
23. Other _ ./ 

Type~ Fuel Central Air: 1. ~ 2. 
1. ~ ~ 3. __ Elect.Iicity 
2. Oil 4. Coal 

Ty~er Supply 
1. ublic System 
2. __ Private System 

__ Exists ~posed 
_ _ Exists __ Proposed 

__ Septic __ Exists __ Proposed 
__ P1ivy __ Exists __ Proposed Estimated Cost of Materials and Labor$ 

Proposed Use ~ 
/ Existing Use __ \\-lHf-H-l-1'1+\H~-:;tl\----------------------

Ownership: 1. ~Privately O~ed 2. _ _ Publicly own'i~r ~le 4. _ _ Rental 





IN RE: PE'l'I'rIONS li'OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE 
AND VARIANCE - E/S Sherwood Road, 
150' N of Overbrook Road * ZONING COMMISSIONER 
(6401 Sherwood Road) 
9th Election District * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
4th Councilmanic District 

Thomas E. Sausser 
Petitioner 

* * 

* Case No. 95 - 390-XA 

* 

* * * * * 

F'INDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

Thi s matter comes before the Zoni ng Commissioner as Petitions for 

Special Exception and Variance for that property known as 6401 Sherwood 

Road, located in the vicinity of Walker Avenue in I dlewilde. The Petitions 

were filed by the owner of the property, Thomas E. Sausser, through his 

attorney, David K. Gildea, Esquire. The Petitioner seeks a special excep-

tion to utjlize the subject property as a Class B Group Day Care Center 

for approximately 40 children of various ages, and a finding that the 

subject property is exempt from the RTA requirements set forth in Section 

lBOl.1.B.l.g,lO(a) of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B . C.Z.R.). 

In addition to the special exception request, the Petitioner seeks varl-

ance relief from the B.C.Z.R, as follows: From Section 424.7.A to permit 

a minimum lot area of 0.34 acres in lieu of the minimum requirea l.O acre; 

from Section 424.7.B to permit a side yard setback of 8.5 feet and a rear 

yard setback of 45 feet with a vegetative buffer of b feet for both in lieu 

of the required 50 - foot setback and 20- foot vegetative buffer; from Section 

424.7.E to permlt an impervious surface area of 40% in lieu of the maximum 

permitted 25%; and from Section 424.1.B to pennit the required fence to be 

located on the property line in lieu of the required 20-foot distance. 

The subject property and relief sought are more particularly described on 

'·the site plan submitted into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit). 



a larger lot than what is presently shown on the site plan. •restimony 

revealed that after he purchased the property in 1992, Mr. Sausser conveyed 

a parcel of land from the rear portion of the site, 100 feet in width by 

45 feet in depth, to the adjoining property owners, Mr. & Mrs. Marc D. 

Lane, thus reducing the size of the lot to the present 0.34 acres. 

~lso testifying on behalf of the Petitioner was Jeffrey B. Morgan, 

Registered Architect, who testified as to the proposed renovations to Lhe 

interior of the dwelling to convert same for use as a child day care cen-

ter. He testified that there would be no external renovations to the site, 

but for additional landscaping which will include a row of evergreens 

along the northern property line to buffer the use from adjoining residen-

tial properties, and a new paved parking area. Mr. Morgan noted that the 

new parking area will provide five parking spaces and one hand.icapped 

space as shown on the plan. Jn addition, the entrance to the dwelling 

will be reoriented to provide primary access through the E:ide entrance 

.immediately adjacent to the parking area. Mr. Morgan stated that the exist-

lng structure is large enough from a square footage standpoint to meet all 

State requirements relating to day care centel'.'s, and al.so meets the neces-

sary plumbing and electrical codes, etc. 

Testjmony wns next offered by Ann Horney, who will operate the 

proposed child care center. Ms. Horney has a B.S. degree in early child-

hood development and elementary education. Ms. Horney testified that the 

proposed center will provide day care services for up to 38 children, aged 

2 to 5 years. She testified the hours of operation will be Monday through 

Friday, from 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM and that there will be no weekend hours. 

Further testimony indicated that child care classrooms wjll be divided 

lnto three age groups: 2 to early 3 year olds, late 3 year olds to early 
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impact above and beyond that inherently associated with such a special 

exception use, irrespective of its location within the zone. Schultz v. 

Pritts, 432 A.2d 1319 (1981). In the opinion of this Zoning Commissloner, 

the property ls simply too small to accommodate the proposed use. More-

over, the location of thls property and the unique character of surround-

ing uses are compelling factors wh1ch warrant a denial of the special 

exception. It is of particular note that Mr. Sausser, to a certain extent, 

aggravated these conditions when he sold the rear portion of his lot and 

made the property even smaller. The property in its present configuration 

simply cannot support the use proposed. Parking on the property is a 

particular concern. It can be envisioned that each child wi1 l be brought 

to the site by a paren1-. on his or her way to work. Thus, JB trips to the 

site can be anticipated during peak morning rush hours. 'fhis coupled with 

the narrowness of the streets in this community as well as existing traf-

fie would overwhelm the residential character of this neighborhooa. Fur-

thermore, the traffic and parking issue when combined with the small area 

of this lot are compelling reasons upon which I must conclude that the 

requirements of Section 502.1 of the B.C.Z.R. cannot be satisfied. 

Having denied the special exception request, consideration of the 

var:\.ance relief is moot. Howevar, even if the special exception relief 

were granted, the variances would be denied. Again, the compelling factor 

in this respect is that the lot is only 0.34 acres in size nestled among 

residential properties. The inherent impacts of a day care center, e.g., 

noise, traffic, etc., are made worse on the surrounding properties due to 

the small size of this lot. The lot is s i mply too small to handle such an 

intense use, given its location i.n a residential community. The small 

Hetbacks proposed are sunply not large enough to buffer the property aue 
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