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In this case the County sssks to enjoln the Respocdent from ——
gt i malntainiog & kemel in an area scoed R-6. The Cvunty coatends that
%00 & kennol cannot be aintained in an E-6 area unless thero has bosn &
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OPINION

This is an Appeal by the Protestants from a decision of the Zoning |
Conmissioner holding that Charles Doll and Ethel Doll, his wife, have a valid
non—conforsing use for the oparation of a dog kennel at 1800 Beimont Avenus in

Woodlawn.
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For the reasons set forth in the aforegoing Opinion, it is this 15th

day of March, 1956, by the Board of Zoning Appeals of Baltimore County,
ORDERED, that the decision of the Deputy Zoning Cormissioner dated

January 20, 1956, %o the effect that Charles Doll and Ethel Doll, his wife, hav

a non-conforning use for a dog k

el at 1800 Belront Avenue, be and the same i
hereby reversed and it is hereby determined that no such non-conforming use is

in existence.
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