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T TR Ak Court for Baltimere Gounty affirming orders of the Soard The appellants goncend that the burde FRing uoe way be extended or
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a noa-e:
26, inclusive, in Hlosk 6lof Catonsville Winor, but nok So., 295 Pa, 257

ielnal nomcosforming use.* While

WILLAID A DANIELS, ET AL

Woann or 70NN s arrs or TSN e Y f Sbandonment, in the reporcs by
e u.-.»-’w-u.»..u.. slsewhere, and that ¥illap: . Deniels had falled to wa- statement of Lhe ul f < I8apectars of the Zoning lepartmsdt that 3

e o sa-conforaing §se in Block 5 of Catonsrille Maner. of establishing & nos : the firat tnstance Physical svidences of an futomobile usk yard suyuner

he Zonlag Commd:

Sbitted o6 beief by Joha B Kewe and Herwd M. Viek tablish &

’ Rowe and Wik all of Baltimors, M. for apteilants o cases. oriainabid Nefute would % upon the claimait. We find it usnecessary to d 1947, & & time when
o apsarsatly on the complaly Pass upon thess questions| for here the dncide ows adalsaion, was in yai)
Lt T appellant @ his orders vo the Board of adversely to the claimant| at svery stags, upon voluminous the main stress, the ofinions of both
i b ot 2 testimony produced by eacl sids, lncluding & std the tra) e

Zoning autherity of the Zoaing Commissioner

ye ngs and pyss the orders 13 not questioned, 0 e taking of aditional testimeay the appellasts to show thi the

e Toguijtions sdopted pursusat to the terminative questioa 18 wmther there was subst the effective darh of

sapter 502) Acta of 1945 and Title 23, e Pt

Public Local Laws of s 7 M. el
when his f

rile provides: “Ia addition to his
camissioner shall have the

LR e ‘ '
.t et e bl " ties in interest, to conduct TRy : : i
ottt Wiliand A a1 = ) [

i i et ag shy viplation or alleged violatioa or hat "a lawfulnon forming use existiag om e Fathat s houls mas

located oa 1

ace with aay se.ng Tegulations, or the proper Ris1e teetified they usel the whole block

%o pass his order thereca, sub- . 4, howeyr, upon any change oae potnt

ht of appek the Board of féming use, or any atie
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¥os. 167 - 168
October Term, 1953

e o St elitied Woshavs, fied in the regulation, dpom his adjotning or contiguous lots
. did not own any pruperty s% that time, but &
e % " m There was substuntial evidence to support the contention
o34 built a house of his own 0o Queen Anne Street in Black 6, had permission from the owiers. HWe built a house o

St. Nary's Streat *around 1942 or 198).% St. Mary's Street that on the crucial date, January 24, 1945, and for a con- - k.

behind his father's house, on two lots he purchased at
It was shown in cross-

siderable t theteto, th actt
that time at a Lax sule. | testified that the cars jusked was not paved until 1947 of 1948. able tise prior to, there was no junking activity 1kaor Bukrs, go ok
a mechanic at Fort Holabird anywhere in the neighborjood, except in the rear of the lots '

v.

« auination that he worked
montioned. Even if the jestimony of the Daniels is accepted,

were "up iz the thousands,” but he admitted thet during the
WAT years they were "down 'o 10, 12 or 25." The principal rom October, 1943, uaril Jecember 1i, 1944 BOARD OF ZOMING APPRALS OF
business of the family during that pariod sesmed to be The witness Doub, & farmer in the neighborhood, the use Of other lots woild seem to have been only casual. BALTIMGRE COUNTY, ot al

private hauling, particuls-ly of building materials, LeKoy testified he went to t%e Danisls in the spring of 1944 In_the Shagire: case; supghy MMich Godll NESHNEA dlonsstilng
was in the army during 194); {n 1945 he purchased at tax to buy some farm equipment: He saw 2 or ) pleasure cars, of automobiles, it was held that activity of this kind on & T e

nd ra tractor, in back of Wil fow occasions, on a vacast lot wholly enadapsed for the
a truck and a fa ctor, f il

sales a number of lots, or groups of lots, in the neighbor lard E. Daaiel's

3 tractor. The duct of a business, d:d not establish an existing use

He tried to purchase the ot o onmac aprais o
R

home in Block 6.
within the meaning of the city ordinance. quent BALTIMORE COUNTY, ot al

hood, Some of these wers {ransferred to his brother, Willard
vore the only vehicles in Jlock 6, and there was no junk

A. Dadlels. Leloy claimed|that he had permission from the
timony was corroborated by

=7 5 11, This ¢ Lo the passage of the county ordimunce weuld only be laeful
in Block § At all. T

Mra. Prultt, for example, wa. Af 4t were A continuance of an existing use.

former ownersto use these lots before he purchased them,
but could not recall the mfme of any of these owners. He ad- other witnesses. Lvdgig
there vas no junking (n either block w

has lived on Carroll Street since 1928. She testified that

1 1947. She Moreover, there {8 grave doudt whother the use

mitted that he had no writfen records, and that they never that
testified to by the Daniels, prior to the: tsition of
kept books in the busia. stified to by s, prior to their acqu

after 1946.

although he filed tax returns
‘ fols was in {he hauling business, the soas the lots at tax sales in 1945 and therwafter, could be con-
Willard 5. Daniels w ul ;

There e u-!gq from a nusber of witnesas
Tes1ding 1n the meighborhodl that there was no junking in
the whole area betwesn mq‘ and 1947, except for a few cars
1n the back of ¥illard . fkaiel's home; that the business
414 not atart on ive presert scale until 1951.

¥illard A. Danieds testified that he bad been in
the junking busisass since |942, and had been using the area
of Block 5 for cars "most d it since 1940." At that time

Be was 17 or 12 yeavs old, living with his father. He

were truck drivers. Ocsaslceally tney would dismantle a

pansica of the business was in 1951.
trial court

car. The big ex

We fully agree wth the finding of the
hat “the Board has not ben clearly shown to be wrong!,
+ a non-confbraing use was Aot established,
of January 24, 1945, e¥ept in the rear of lots 2) to 28,
It may be noted that the order

in finding tha

inclusive, of Block 6.
allows LeRoy Dantels to whend the use, to the extemt spaci-

stdered lawful in any semse. If they were mere squatters,
it seema clear thit the ae was u=*awful. Their testimony
as to permission given by owners whom they could not name or
1dentify 13 tos vague nnd indefinite to be entitled to much
credence. We camnot find that the Board was clearly wreng
i rejecting it, or that its finding was arbitrary or ua-

supported by substantisl evideace.

Pttt Bl S sy
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Opinica by Headersom, J.

June 23, 1954,




The Answer of tae County Comsisetoners of Baltimre Couny o 10
Petition of Laley Dustals for release from the County Jeil respectfully sicwsi

Tour Ruspondent adaits (2% sald Loy Dantels has purged binceit
of ccutespt of this Bonorable Court ty the remval of all autamchiles, trecis,
parta, m.,u‘uu-—e\\nnuuamun-fmu\e-tuhmw?
ot ¢lmantling besiness fron hls preperty dn/Sleck 6 of Catonsville Naver,
ith he exception of the 12,000 square oot shaded srea shown on the Rephel
PLat 10 with sald Perttion, - sl ha o i D kBt
T8 T T po0, e

TR ey B

(g) And for such othor and furthar reasons that may be ohown at
the heartng hercof. ’

70 THE D THEREFOREI~

That a Writ of Cortiorari bu grastsd by this Honarable Court direoted
ageingt sald defendants, constitating the Beard of Zoning Appeals of Baltimore
County, to review the dectsten and order of said Board of Ootber 17, 1952

4n this progeeding end proseribing therein the time fn vhioh a roturn tharete
#ball bo mado and perved upon the A%torney for tho defenisuta,

That sald Soard of Zontng Appeals of Balttmore County may bo required to
Teturn to this Honorable Court the origiml papera acted wpon by 4t or certie
fiod coples thoreof, togsthor vith & capy of sld reccrds 4n eald prosceding
end & trenseript of all testindny taken bofere said Board in comsotion vith
=214 procesdings, aa el & a copy of tho Onder antered by sadd Board and &
capy of vy and all rules end rogulations purmunt to vhich pald Order vas
enterod and cald Soard purported &0 ast,

That Wila Ronorable Court may persit zour Petitiamer tn taks sush other

ead further teatinony as my bo necessary for the proper dispoaitien of tids
mattar,

That thia HoroshbleTCourt may roverse, aet asids, anzl ad deolare void
4 of no offeat the deatslon and order of tho Board of Zoning Appeals for
Baltincre Gounty of Ootoder 17, 1952, ¢

And for muoh othor axd further rolief as the nature of thair case may

™ ™
CIROUIT COURT ¥CR BALTTNORE CONNTY
a8 Lav

70 THE HONORAKLE, THE JUDGES OF SATD COTRR

The Petitica of LoRay Dantels and Margaret Daniels, Ws vife,
Ty Jobm B, Rove and Hareld N, Vick, their ettorneys, rempsetfully represents
unto your Honorsi

1. That your Petiticesrs are property cvners and taxpayers of Baltimore
County, and are engaged in the basiness of buying and selling used cars, dis-
mantling used cars, sod sslling parts, acoessoriss and tin and steel serap

Tecoversd therefrem,

2. That in the prosecrtion of thls bustness in vhish they Mve been
engaged since 1938 and prior thereto they have contimouslly used the property
Vhioh 13 the subjeat of thess procsedings, sll of which is located in Mook 6,
Catonaville Yanor, plat of viich is on fila {n the Offfce of the Clerk of the
Cireutt Court for Baltimore County, and in particular lots 13 to 3, inclusive

and lots 49 to 64 fnclusive of Mook b aforesaid,

3. That on or about February 20, 1952, LeRay Daniels, one of your
Potitioners, pursuant to & sumons lssusd by the Zoning Commissioner of Balti~
more County, appearsd before satd officer and \ms exaained on the question of
whother or not he ves violating the soming lave of Baltimore Cousty by using
his property in & nanner not coaforsing to said roming lawe and in violatien

of satd lave,

4 That your Petitioner s called upon and required by the Zoning

Comissioner at the hearing on February 20, 1952 to eatablish the fact that

STATE 07 MARTLAND: 40 \dt
CITL GF BALTIMORE:
1 KERESY CERTTFY, That on this ay of Novesber, 1952,

batore 54 the cubsoriber, & Notary PubMo of the Gtate of Maryland, in asd

for Baltizore Clty, porsorally azpeared LERGL DANIELS, cne of the Potitioners
£n tho wbovo cast, and Eado cath in dus fom of lav that the matters and

faota contatned in the foregolng Fetttics aro trua ta the bast of his

faformation, Inovlodge and bellefe

bu had the right to ase the subject property in a mammer not confurming to
satd soning Laws,

5. That folloviag said hearing an Order was passed by the Zoning
Comissioner of Baltinore County dated Jums 11, 1952, finding that a lavAdl
nan-o wforeiag use of the mbjes property eristed as bo lote Keu, 23, 2, 25,
26, 27 and 28 of ook 6 of Catonsville Musor, bet that ne/non-oonforming
use axisted as to any other lota in Hlnck 6, and ordered all lots exsept the
aforessid Nos, 23 - 28, {nclusive, %o bo clesred vithin sixty days of said
order,

6. That your Petitioners fealing aggrisved at the passage of sald onder
by the Joalng Commissioner of Baltimare Cuunty entersd an appesl to tho Deard
of Goning Appedls from sald onder, exoepiing therefora that part of said order
applying %o Lots Wos, 23 ~ 23, inclusive, of Floek 6, Cutonsville Manor,

7. That a hearing before the Board of Zoning Appeals was held on Septesber
25, 1952, and thereafter by Onder, dated October 17, 1952, the ssld Soard of
Zoning Appeals affirmed the Grder of the Zoning Comaissioner of Baltimore
Gounty, in gemeral, ‘st reduced the area of tha lavful non-conforsing use as
found by the Zoning Comsissioner of Baltimere County to exist, to the rear

50 £t, portions of Lots Nos, 2) to 28, inclucive, of Block 6.

8. That your Petitiooers are aggriewd by the isclsion of the Board of
Zoning ippeals of Baltisare County and aver that such dectsion is illegsl and
ahould be reversed, set aside and anmilled by this Honorable Court for the

folloving reasonsi=

(a) That said Onder of the Board of oning Appeals of Baltimore
County constitutes an arbitrary snd capricious act and a gress abuse of adain-
fetrative discretion,

(b) That heth the Zoning Commissioner and the Board of Loning Appeals

required your Petitioner, LeRy Tantels, to establish by a preponiersnce of

-2-

ovidence = (1) that be vas tha oumer of all of the lots the betsg weed by
bin for hs business, and (2) that he had besn using ll of these Yobs Zor
his business purposes prier 10 and on Jumary 2, 1945, (Ws effective date
of the Zoning Lave of Baltisore County), hich was without legal authority
wad contrary to the censtitutiooal rights of your Petitioners,

(o) That ymr Petitiener, Laflay Dantals, as VALl ippear frem the
Teconda of the Zoming Bourd, hereirafter pryyed to be filed in this case, s
not’ sherged with & viglablen of the Zoutng Lavs, bt appesred in response o
o omons dssusd by the Zoning Comussionery tiat he d1d appesr end althosgh
he v not charged Vith & vialation of the Zening lavs wan ordared to establish
the uxistence of & lavful non-conforming use of the subject preperty, Vhieh
astion, both by the Zening Comeissioner and the Board of Zening Appeals, wa
arbitrary, llegal and woonstitutioml,

() That your Petitioner m’m therefor avers that the barden
of proof buyond & ressonable doubt of ary vislation of the Zoalng lave was
upan the Comissioner and/or the Board of Zoning ‘ppeals, and the testineny
and records, hereinafter prayed to be filed in this case, clearly establish
that your Petitioner, LeRay Dantals, vas required to prowe dy & preponierance
of positive testincy, through hisself and dlsinterested vitassses, that be ws
not vialating the Zoning Lavs, and as aganst this poaitive evidencs the caly

SO

Tpon the foregolng Petiticn oxd APfidavit, 1t 1a thie L4ZR day of
Novesber, 1052, by ths Cireult Court for ‘altinore County,

QUOTRED that a Vrit of Cartiorard bs lsxund to W Ouy Campbell, Daniel
R, Hubors and Carl ¥, Vobden, conatituting the Board of Zoning Appoals of
Baltiuore Courty, to reviov the dacisien and ondor of said Roard of Zoning
Appoale, dsted Ostobor 17, 1952, and require the wald Board to vetum to thia

,-Court oL pepors, rocords and procscdings in cald sattor and o transcript of

1'teatincny prossatod bofors the Board in comncetfcn ¥ith sald proosdings

.+ &0 o copy of any und a1l rules and rogulations jursuant to vhich satd onder

s entorod ond ssid Drerd acted, to ensble thls Court to roview sald order
and ;mhlnn of tho Board apd that a roturn to this Petition ohall be made
and served upon tha Deftndants! Attorney in ten dayo from tho dato of this
onder, and

I IS FURTIER OREATD that the cad Board of Zoniag Appeals of Baltimore
Gounty ehall roturn to this Cowrt o1l the original papors, or sartified or
orn coplen thureof and the veturn shall conofsely set forth such other fasts
b Bay bo portinent o chow the grounds of the deofsion and ordor appealed
from, togetbar vith o travaoript of a1l teatinary takea at the hearing and
coplas of axhibts filod thweith,

s Copy Test

other testinony offered van the negative testimony of sertain naidente that

50 use vas made Yy your Patitioner of the subject property, exception Lots Nos,

23 = 28, tnelusive, prior to Jammry 2, 1045,

(8) That there was no wubstantial evidence before the Zoatng
Comissioner or the Soard of Toning Appeals of Baltimore founty in these pro-
cesdings to Justify and support the Ordars of June 11, 1952 asd Ootober 17,

1952, respeeityalr.

{f) That the Order of the Zoning Comaisaioner of Mltimare County
2ated Tune 13, 1952 and the Onder of the Board of Zoning Appesls of Baltimere
County dated Ostober 17, 1952, constitute an attempted unlavil and uscon-
stitutional exsroise of authority,

iy

RE: HEARING TO DET i NON-CORFORMING USE

The appeal in tho above eatitled metter coming en
for hoering bofore the Board of Zoning ippoals of Baltirero
vounty on Septomtar 25, 1952, doterming a non-conforming use
of the property doseribed in 381d Grder; and it arpom ing from
the facts and avidonco ndduced at the appeal thet thero is a
lewful non-conforming use 65 to Lots Nos. 23 to 28, ynclualve,
of Block 6 of Catansville Manor.

It 1s thia /7 day of October, 1952, ORDERED
that sald lots shall be recognized as bearing a non-conforming
use, but that none of the other of satd lote mentioned or
deseribod in those proceodings shall bear o non-conforming use
for an eutomobile junkyard or dfamantling of mutcmobiles or
any other such similer » rolated busimss; and furthor, that
611 lota excopting the rear SO ft. of Lots Nes. 23 to 28.
inclusive, of Blook & bo clesred within aixty (60) days from
the dnte of this Order, with exception of an ares of land oqual
to that of the 50 ft. dopth of Lots ¥os. 23 to 28, inclusive;
and provided further, that satd sxtension shall be adfoining

and contiguous to Lots Koa. 23 to 28, inclusive-

Chaltman

ard of Zoning Appaals of
Baltimoro Gounty




OPINION OF THE B)Azm OP ZONING APPEALS
BALTIMORE COUNTY

This 1s an appeal by LeRoy Daniels from an Order
of the Zoning Comalssionsr of Baltimore County dated Jue 11,
5 1952, that a use is applicable for
| the operating of an sutomobile junk yard on Lots Nos. 23, EN

25, 26, 27, and 28 of Block 6 of Catonsville Wanor, under the
use,

Zoning and for &
to be extended or enlarged to an extent not more than onoo
of land ysed in Lots Nos. 23 to 28, inolusive,

exists for the use of any ot

again the ar

and that no non-conforming u
lots in Blook 6.

The case ame on for hearing before the Board,
testimony was taken, and ccunsel heard.

The property which 1s the subject of consideration
consists of Lots Nos. 9 to 3, inclusive, Blook 6 of Catonsville
Manor, and Lots Nos. 49 to 6}, inclusive, Elock 6, Catonsville
are the lots which are now being used by LeRoy
In addition

Manor. Th

Deniels for the operation of an automobile junk yard.

to these lots LeRoy Daniels owns Lots Nos. 39, 40, and L1, Block

6; Lots Nos. 21, 24, 29, 30, 37, bk, 54, 55, 57, and 72 of
39, L0,

never used Lots N

Block 9. He testified that he h
and 1 in Blook 6, nor any of the lots in Block 9.

The Board finds from the testimony in this case th
23, 2,

LeRoy Daniels was using the rear portions of Lots Noa.
25, 26, 27, and 28 of Elook 6 of Catonsville Manor; but that
the front portions of these lots along Carroll Street, having
a depth of 75 feet from the edge of sald street wers nover used
for yinking or automobile dismantling beosuse of the house, drtva-

way, and side lmn prior to Januery 1, 1945.

And, therefors, the Board will pass its Order in

accordsnce with this opinien. 3y

Tman

Lat L Ytdlo

ard of Zonlng
Baltimore Cougty

ppeals of

HLED JUN 20 1952

AUGUSTINE J. MULLER, ZONING COMMISSIONER

LE ROY LANIELS
ville Manor, 1st District of

June 19, 1952

r, Augustine J. Muller
303 Washington Avenue
Towson 4, Maryl:

Dear Sir:

Leroy Daniels feeling aggrieved by the decisicn of
the Zoning Commissicner, represented by a final order dated
June 11, 1952, in the above entitled case, hereby enters an
appeal to the Board of Zoning Appeals from said final order,
except for that part of said final order applying to Lots Nos.
23 to 28, inclusive, of Block 6, of Catonsville Manor.

Please send all papers to the Board of Zoning Appeals.
1.
1/ 2 %

\/Ltorneys for LeRoy Daniels

Ris EURDIG 70 TETERMINE NOUOONTORADIN USE
OF PROPERTY. 07 DANTELS -
Catonsville Nmor, 1at Distriet of

Dltinore Comnty

The property which iz the subject of comsideration for the
ectatlishment of a noncont use by Lefiay Denisls conaists of lots
Tosa 9 to i incluatve, Hock 6 of Catonsville Naner, snd lots Nose

16 to 6k, inclusive, Hoek 6, Cateasville Han

Leficy Dantels testified that he Bas never used lots Noas 39,

L0 and b1, in Flock 6, ner any of the iots recited in Hleck 9 for the

operaticn of a junk yard and, thervfore, s ot be
dered in this

roncenforming use o

Lots Yoss 23, 2k, 25, 26, 27 and 28, Zlock 6, were acquined
by Willaxd Taniels, the father of Lelyy Dentels in 1938, leRy Dmiels
tostified that Yabout 1938 or maybe before® he started the junk businsss
on his father's property. Ne aleo testified that in 1040 he started
oporation on the lots fronting on Queen Anne Aver:
father's proparty. lis teat
operaticns cther than on lots

tastinony of

ke,
was to the offect that lots ¥os, 23 to 28,inclusive, woro used for the
Jurking of cars sinoe 1940, fis further tostified that m kg
operations were being carried on, on sny property in Mock 6 4

He aleo testiffed that the businiss started to expsnd to lots o
than Nos, 23 to 28, inclusive, fn “about 1947 or 19L8%

950 Quoen Ame Avensa,

mrnhard, 5947 Prince George Avemse, testified that
in 1947 and that he could ses no cars on the
to lots

W4

21, 31,

21, 3,
k fo, &
51, Lote

s 50, 51 an
a1l of which
0 ek

s Yom. 21 and 22, sp0ck 3
t Miare s pantets b g

Xancr, wore purchase

1 Accarding to the recc
om lota Nos. 12, 13, 1) he reccrds yo
a, & i, oo w5 16 22, 3, 53, 5
os- 21, 2L, 29, 30, 37, 5L, 5
Mancr, Willare 5. oanirts 2 S50

) Loy Dantels, also
55, 56, 57, %

9, o,

u

57 and 72 of Block

s according Lo the recoras, soneJocs <"
ok vills Vanor and 541 iara

7 and 28, Blo
Nanor
s 60, 61, 62,763
ently

d €, Hlo 27,28, 33, i, 5

and &, Hack Ko, 5, Catane 1e oot s 35, 36, 55

850 5ok recorded and therefere, anrr ALL Of which appur
50 o 4 of purchuse,

A1 of the lots menticnad atove which wers
i
Purchased after Jamary 2, 1905 <re appa, Tently being used either by




s - = DATES DANIZLS JUNK YARD INSPECTRL
Willard A, Daniel
L e Raetriction Dec 9/50 - Complatat on Quewn Ams 24
e the use of these nsville Vanor,Daniels Junk
's.-d Was moving & ..l
: ng around bullding:,
o date o
=
1915,

SRR e M G T e

alked to Roy Daniels wio
d mo ho would cogtime
t chaxr & clean Junk Yand
as tnatracted.
June /51 - wniels Junk Yard to
h Mr Kahle, Atty for
harles e Hald, Jr., Sequire, To Mahles office,
¥eoting with Danials
and Mahle also Mr Barrhardt
Hockerd Dutling, of Rolling R ent Asar.
19! b o 1et Mr Bar
hy zs, 1951 w/Irv s1t in on meeting
,l ) I"‘i‘H nger

#

ctures of Junk
aviile Moitce.

vimw of U sbove the caly asmmpiion that this
Departent 13 that this cpersticn camamced after January
2, 1515 snd, therefore, m.qunauummmtu
" Laful nonsconforeing use,

I8 is rooumended that you produwe &

bearing any recorde or data whish migit be of halp in :cuu_m.u
. your ¥ights in the cporetion of this Junk yards

Yo are mturﬂn( this nattor to you for whatever ) e

action you my doun mecess:

Very truly yours,

Zontng Camdssioner
Zoning Sngineer

93 7/51 = T

ug 22/51- Chocked with Mr 1 Junk Yardz p
X Sop /51 = Checked with Zoning De Dantela Junk Yard.
oot 11/52 ol to f\gnk
ot awasr undar oath

st vas a1 at hearing,

v of ey o & iy Ao 2 M Lo

Danisls, the sum of Sixtesn ($16,00) toing st of corbitind :;m &

-ln'-hm‘-ﬂ“"""’"“““”“'"“'“wm FECEIVD of Harold ¥. Vick, Attorney for LeRey Damtsls,

S Tin mcry 150 3550 the om of Tunty No (£22.00) Dellars, being cost of arpeal
10 the “oard of Zoning Appeals of B tinore County f-om the
Geoisin of the Zoning Camissioner remdered in the matter of

WOSIVED of Harold M. ¥ick, the swm of Five (&.00)

Tollarw, being coot of cartified copies of peperw filad

1n the matter of nen-eonforming use of properly of
& nenconforming &se of property in Catonsville Mamer, st Distriet

TaRy Demals, Cotensville Nanor, Firet DMstricts
of Balttnore Gounty.

T erlng Camlee T

JUN 2 5852
COUNTY COiaMISSIONERS|
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
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