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Petition for Zoning Re—Clqssxﬁcuuon V

To The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimare Countyi—
To!

c

tract purchaser
Alding. Company.. Vo

b/ dodr.... o he property sitaste_ /
lying and being in the Ninth Election District of Baltimore Counsf and

more particalarly described in the description attached hereto Marked
“A" and made a part hereof - m
q

N

R-A

& satus of the abave

Zoning Law of Baltimore County, from an...._R=8 - 20me to

hereby petition that the 2

Breor in ollp(nl\ classification and change in

Reasans for Ke-Classificatio

circumstances and conditions since original zoning.

Size and beight of baibling: front.. 80...._feety depth...... 80 feet; hight et
according to regulations.
Froat aad ide sct backs of buling from strees fnes: front oot 5a b,
Property (s t posted as presribed by Zoning Regulations
1, o we pay: expenses of abore reclamileation, adrertisng, posiag, ete., spon fling
£ Lk petiion, acd further agree 10 aad are 16 be bownd by the sealng regulations and restrietions
Baltimore County adapted pursusn ta the Zuning Law for Haltimore County
558 ‘m.wuu;\. uuww
25w s d.x.t,deu sy Med
anpaian
Contract Purchaser
\lirew /0 H. Anthony Mueller
Fbeil Duilding
Towson 4, Narylasd
ORDERED By The Zoning Comuiaieott-of Haliimots Couniy, ez 283 Koe
BT 1060, tat the subjeet matter of thin rtition be advertised, as required
by the “Zoning Law of Haltimere County,” in & newspaper of general circulation throughout Reltimore
County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing hereon be had in the ofice of the Z
Commissioner of Balimore Connty, in the Reckond Building, in Towsen, Baltimare Couaty,
et T ey ot . March 1950 4010800 grepaek
[ o s B o i -
oA ing Commisioner of Naltmore Couaty
(oven)
INvoIcE
VALY 59805 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

Te:

OFFICE OF FINANCE

Dl of Colati o4 Kl
COURT HOU

TOWSON 4 MARYLAND

Msarse Smith © Hericom, - Zoming Top: ® of
¥, ton B i ptemrecihy
22 Nedagion imeie, Bt sore, oy
113 County Ofiice Mdge,
Tomon by Mde

FoTAT AsouNT

i SECTION AND RETURN Wi YOUR RENTTANEE cour

Cost of cartiffed docwwnts filed in the mtter of

Toclassificesion of Eoperty on l.o.Stevenson Lane
Teusen Bullatng Cor, Fobt Vs
Yo, 1805 8400

3

IMPORTANT: MAKE CHECKS PAY/BLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND
MAIL TO DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.

“as1g M6

and it appearing that by reason of.

Pursuant to the wdvertisement, posting of property, and public hearing on the above pelition e

the above i

hereby reclasmified, from and after the date of this Order, from a.

Tt Is Ordered by the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County this.

Pursuant 1o the advertisement, pos

should be had.
~day of
-, that the above described property or area should be and the same is

-zone

Zoning Commissioner of altimore County

of property

d public hear

& un the tbove petition zck

the petitiomer having failed to show that there was

error.An_the original soning or that changes _in the character of the
_tad_taken place to varrant, the reguested ¢hange

abor

BALTIMORE

tencribed property or area be amd the xame s hereby co

(residence)

the above re.classifcation sbould NOT be had
1s Ordered by the Zoning Commissioner of Baliimore County, this..._. o &Fs.——__day of

a the

., that the above petition be s hereby denicd and that the

an."Redt

20

County ConfiiRhianers of Baltimore County

By

Towson Building Company
26 W, l’-nnlylrmh Ave, #ls

. W/5 Stevenson lane 1160' W. York Rd.

9th Diatrict~Towson Bldg. Co.-Petitioner
10100 A.M.
Honday, March 7, 1960
PLACE: .2 bl Couody.00Lica Buildinga. 111 4. Chasapeaka_dveous.

s Yaryland,

PEIZTVED of: . Prootor, RAPAIS s MweileCsorty, M3, — Oifics of Flssace

see above

LOCATICN CF PR
$40,00

RTY:

Z1160.3.0a4 8 @
-1160 1084 ¢ ¢

10U

Zoning Comnta:
af Baltinere County

RE: rEHHON rcn RECLASSIFICATION ¢ BEFORE

Zone to an "R-A" Zone,
N/S smm Lane, 1160 west :  COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

of York Road

9th District s OF

Towson Building Company,

Petitioner : SALTIMORE COUMTY

: No. m P P
4 3-¢
RA
case was originally heard by this Board on March 16, 1961, and re-
sulted in o denial by tha Board of the petitioner's request for reclassification to "R-A"

OPINION

(residential apartments) category .
Subsequent 1o an appoal being taken by the patitioners to the Circuit Court

for Baltimore County, that Court on March &, 1963, ordered the case remanded fo the

Baltimore County Board of Appeals “for the taking of additional and supplemental testimony

with referenca to the matters set forth in the Petition to Remand heretofore filed in this case,
. The

and for its further consideration and decision upon the basis of the said record..
matters referred 12 in the patition for remand were the petitioner's request to present to this
Board evidence dealing with the progress of construction of the Greater Baltimore Medical

Center and the changes in the neighborhood resulting therefrom, and the testimony of @
the

qalified land-planner with reference to the zoning pattem of the subject property
surrounding neighborhood, and such other and further evidence as might be materal to the

peritioner's case.

1t is evident that changes have oucurred in the vicinity of the subject pro=
perty since the November 14, 1955 adoption of the Ninth District .and use map.  Note=
worthy amang theze changes is the construction and opening of Stevenson Lane, @ major
boulevard from York Road to Charles Street Avenve. Mr. Edwin ‘McDonough of the Right=
of-Way Department of Baltimore County festifiod that theze contracts, three in number,

for the opening, widening, etc. of Stevenson Lone were awarded by Baltimore County in
the years 1956 and 1957

This Board is also impressed with the testimony of Mr. Bemerd Willemain

regarding the error which he bolieves wos committed when the Ninth « “rict lond use mep

clossified the subject property as "R=6". M. Willemain's testimony, which was exten=
sive, shows that this property was originally recommended by the Planning Board to have
been in a resideatial apariment category but that such recommendation was not achered to
by the adopting wuthorities. Mr. Willemain cited difficulties in developing the subject

o ®
T VRN ey ot
]

ik

) ,/\P |
| fl"/

N® SapanTmenr |

~—===———uchour

ODGERS FORGE COMMUNITY

ASSOCIATION, INC., ET AL _* el
x courr por €

APPELLANTS
e R
vs BALTIMORE ©OLNTY ey [
( AT 1AW
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS OF '
BALTIMORE COUNTY, ET AL
MISCELLANEOUS DOCKET
APPELLEES '
PILE 244( '
AND x k

TOWSON BUILDING CO., ET AL
INTERVENING APPELLEES '

The sbove-entitled cause having been tried in the Court of
Appeals of Maryland and the decree of the Circuit Court for
Baltimore County having been reversed, and the mandate of the
Court of Appeals having directed the entry of an Order by this
Court affirming the decision of the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County dated September 17, 1963, it is thereupon this

27th  day of August , 1964 by the Circuit Court for Baltimord

County, pursuant to
Maryland 2
ORDERED that the decree of this Court dated Deceaber 30,
1963 reversing the decision of the County Board of Appeals of

1}

|

|

1id mandate of the Court of Appeals of ’
|

|

] |

and the |

17, 1963 is

County entered
said decision of tha County Board of Appeals of Baltimore courity {

entered on said date is hereby affirmed.

Judge

site in its present category due o extensive and sharp topogrophical changes which would
prevent its proper utilization.

The Bourd s of the opinion that the reclassification o residential apartment
use should be granted to #

tract of land for reasons above cited ogether with the fact
thot pefitioner's plan of development would not materially increase population density nor

offect adversely any of the conditicas of Ira fic, health, safety, morals, or welfare.

ORDER
55
For the reasons set forth in the aforegoing vitisthis_ 11 day

of September, 1963 by the County Board of Appeals, CRDERED that the reclas
petitioned for, be and the same is hereby granted.

Any appeal from this decision must be in accordance with Chapter 1100,
subtitle B of Marylond Rules of Procedure, 1961 edition.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

\WWsew W aod )

CRARNAN 1
\ )
NOTE: Mr. Steinbock did not sit at this hearing.
’
RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION ~ : BEFORE

"R~6" Zone o an "R-A"
Zone - N, s Stevenson Lane
9h DI
Towson amm...g Co, Petitioner : of

CCOUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

BALTIMORE COUNTY

3 No. 4889

OPINION

tion seeks o of a tract of land of

i 6.15
acres on the north side of Stevenson Lane, 1160 feet west of York Rood, The land fronts
on Stevenson Lane for 764 feet ond is bordered on the west side by an alley, on the north
by the property of Sheppart-Pra tt Hospital and on the east by a County storm drain reser~

vation. On the south side of Stevenson Lane oppasite the subject property are six ind

wal brick homes on *R~6" land. The petitioner proposes to build 5 apartment buildings of
18 unifs in each in each building.
1t was stipulated by the pe

itioner that there hava been no zoning changes i
this area since the land use mop was adopted in November of 1955, George E. Gavrelis,
Deputy Director, of Flonning for Baltimore County, testified that in his opinion "R-6"
zoning wos correct at the time the land use mop wos adopted. He clso stoted that  the
subject property could be developed as “R-6" from o physical point of view.

Upon hearing the testimony in this case, the Board can only conclude that the

ner has failed to meet the test for reclassification of this property from "R=6" to

's namely, to show an error in the original zoning or a change in the neighborhood.
ORDER

For the reasons set forth in the foregoing Opinion, it is this__15th __day of
June, 1961 by the County Board of Appealz, ORDERED that the reclos:
for, be and the some is k..ceby denied.

otion petitioned

Any appea) from this decision must be in accordance with Rule No. 1101 of
the Rules of Proctice and Procedure of the Court of Appeals of Maryland.
COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUN TY
Nathan H. Kaufman, Jr.

Charles Steinbock, Jr.

G. Mitchell Austin




BEFORE

Zom .
th District - Towson Bulliing

CONTY BOIWRD OF AFFEALS
Cos, Potitiomr KR B

classification of a tract of land of

on oeoks a

north side of Stovenson Lano, 1160 foot

toly 6,15 acres on th

The 1and fronta on Stevangon Lane for 76l foot

and
wogt of York Roade

on the west

% Hospital and on

he south side of Stevenson Lane opposite the subjact

; ara six individual brick homea on "R-6" land.
i buildings
/o£ 18 unita in each bullding.

tharo have bean

aap was adopted in

ing for

he

4 of viewe

wab" from a ph

in this caso, the Bo

March 11, 1960

H. Anhony Musller, Esq.
1 Building
Towson 4, Marylamd

Dear Nr. Musller:

Dollars
Thank you for your check in the amount of Pifteen

00) to emr additional advertising on the §/S Stevenson Lane
uw' ¥, York .

Yours wry trely,

uu.u H, Adans

BCr
o e ML= 1500

3 ;
G o TIL— 1500

ogoing Cpinion, it is this

For the reasons set forth in the afl
15 day of Jum, 1961 by tha County Board of Apmals, CRDERED that

dentode

the reclassification potitioned for, bo and the same is haro
Any appeal from this decision must ba in accord.nco w.th Rule

and Procedure of the Court of Appoals

No, 1101 of the Rules of Prac

nde

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORY COUNTY
Towson, Maryland

: Date of Posting
Dis

Posted for

7
Vastel by <o Ao

1g (2) .

| 35760

| IN THE MATTER OF THE
PETITION FOR ZONING

RECLASSIFICATION from :  zol MMISSION]
an "R-6" Zone to an "R-A' th.co o
Zone - N.S. Stevenson Lane $ OF

1160' W. York Road,
Ninth District

BALTIMORE
Towson Building Co., Petitioner. IMORE COUNTY

NOTICE OF APPEAL
NOTICE OF APPEAL

MR. COMMISSIONER:
Pleaso note an Appeal from your Order dated March 8, 1960,

in the above entitled mattor, to the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore

County.

H. uelle
Attorney il Palllloner

IHEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the fore joing Notice of
Appeal was mailed by me this 15th day of March, 1960, to Charles C. w.
Atwater, Esq., 1213 Fidelity Bullding, Baltimore 1, Maryland, and to

Paul J. Feeley, Es

-+ 103 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 4, Maryland,

Attorneys 1or the Protestants.

H.
Attorney for Petitioner

Mutteen

OFFICE OF PLANNING

Inter-Offica Correspondence

Guorge £, Gavrelis
o H. Aduns, Zening Commissloner

Subject 74899 R=6 1o R.A. NS of Stevenson Lane
bqlmhullbolul\hel York Md. 6.14 ocres
Towson Bullding Compr. 5

Merch 7, 1960

Sth Diswict  3/7/60 VR0 A1,

The Office of Plenning has reviewed the sbject petition for #oclamification from
R=6 1o R.A, zoning and has the following edvisory comment to make:

1. This office Is of the opinion that apratment zening for the sbject property would
be an appropliate and reasoacble lend us and, therefors, we veice no objection
+ the proposed reclemification.

2. C. concurence with the proposed apartment reclosificotion is based on the
following polnts

8. An Increcaing knowledge of the need for making provi

rentel housing zaing in Beltimore County.
b. Our general experience *hat partment zones are uniqus in thet they
are capable, with good site plarning, of blending harmonlously with
any of the resldentio] or 1on-residential zoning categorles.

v generol experience thet apartment dwellers tend to have fewer

school-age children per family and have demands on water and sewer
focilities 1o the extent of only half of those of typical owner-sccupied

houing.
d. The relationship of the subject tract to 5fevenson Lane = o 70 foot

collector street extending from York Rooll to Charles Sirost. The reason=

ably close proximity of the tract 1o the transit facllities on York Rood
<. The reletionship of the iract to the proposed hospital expansion on the

Sheppord Fratt property and proposed St. Joseph's Hompitel via @ pro=

posed road extending from S tevenson Lane, through the subject property,
Burke Avenue extensions. More intense
wmediately 10 the north will create  new
damand for aportment housing that logically can be met In port by appropriate
reclossification of the whiect troct.




In_TUE_COURT,

No. 433

T bealer

TUE JOLAR CORPORAFIUN, st al.

Sytert,

Ouinion by Pre:cott,
tienderson, llasmond
. _Marbury, JJ

#iled:  July 24th, 15Gh.

woard was "1, ascordan e Wit. law." Tirougiout tis rirat leartng,
applicants' unne;:/ attocpted to disouss tiie proposed use (and

its erfect) of the some 60 acres of tae Sueppard Pratt tract ob-

talnod by tie Greater Haltimore Medical Center (Center), walch: :ne
tppellants proffercd to prove was a $10,000,000 project with arc il-
1@etat plana aad conatruction drawings and preltaluary engineeriig
completed, tie sponsors ware completely ready for finaneing (wit
tn exception of $750,000, which was expectod to be obtalned wit ifu

two montoa), and tiy

breaking of ground was imainent. Appellant:
1170 offercd svidence of tic "very well lald plaus for tie develop-
Bl oF [te nome 23 acres purciased by] * * * tic St. Josepn's
‘ospital ® & «." In addition, appellants offered to prove biat tie

©ouity offfeials had demanded before begluning construction on a y

spartuenta (and thoy {ad ageeed to suct

demand) a 70 foot right f

WAy ovor tie subject propeity from Stevonson Lane on the south &

L.+ proposca lospital developments on tae nort..

d refused to consider ovidence relailve to Liue avove
projects because "we .ave notilng before us to siow the bullding ls

under construetion,” "tlie oard cannot consider wuat s golng to

appen on [tic) Sueppard Pratt property,” "maybe Suoppard Pratt | 1a

i plana latd out too, but we are rot allowed to listen to thei.”

W oard 4

d furthier that "aiy teatimony w.iu regarda to projacts

In the future would have the sawe objectlon froa counsel, aud wou ld

Mis is a zoning

‘keval. e Towson bullding Sompany

lusattication of a 6.14 acre tract of land on

i1ed for & rec

eCishgon Lane ng

A York Foad in the Towson aren or Balbinous
BRI, Coon

6 (tnitetiual or semi-detached homes on JoLs not

fuuare fent), s 1t had been 7000 1n the com-

(Resicintial Apartment).

Teaou

an L, 000

“ uning of 1455, to R-a e

“ formoratlon, as contract pirchaser, decanc an auditional
teant,

15, 1961,

* Gounty Boand of Appeals (Zonw)
Lenict the azuliention, and tae applicaats appealed to the

Wt m dotober

» 1967, that count (urnbuy, o

<) omiiivg
Lie cage remandod to tho

o suditional Sestimon:.
antants filed a motion to strike the remond; aftes full i
R, Midge Turnbull Jented

the motion

¥arch €, 1963,
he Senid unritant to the onde; 2 remand, tool

k abiition 1
1963, and granted the apiicy
‘Me protestants appeal.

sursuant

Lo ttnony on

JULy 5 and August 6,

-ton
on September 17, 1963,

edi and the 1reus
vourt (Raine, J.), 0 an oral opinton deliverad ecest
» 1993, reversed the Loarits decizion and denlad the

applicats s,
tatin Uo7 ean swe what the rourt of ne
with ants Eave avpeales.

'6678% there are Coui quention nted in

be sustalned by tho loard on the same objection, that suc: thi

taat are n tie future cannot have a bearing on the propurty at tue

prasent time." In urds, tie doard felt that 1t was 1imlted

L coraidueation of evidonce of tic 3jtuation cxistent at tin tim
0 4 co'siderition of evidonce

, and no potential, even though imainent, futu

of tue wvard

changes in that situation or future needs of the publie could L
conatdered.,

sueh a coicluaton.

Our pravious duclslons do mot sustu!

I course, tic Compri.ansive zening of 1955 was entitled Lo

rectness, und tne burdsn was upon tne applics: i

mption of cu

for reclansification to 8Low an error in the map or a ciian

b they wure %o | sue w
conditions in the neighboriocd, or both, if Siey Wure

ful. But In order to 300w a clange in conditions, as wus slate oy

£ Jud me 4 234 ¥d. 259, Wi quotl.y
1o Judie lrune in

etc. v. suliimore Couaty, 221 Md, 5

rom (rusteen of

tie foard was entitled to consider (and therefore the applicant: for
veclagsification were entitled to prasent) projects that were

o 2ot And
“troanonably probable of fruition in the foresecuble futur v

the same rule applies, we tnink, when an upplicant attempts to prove

ai error in original zoning, Tie Board,at its first hearing, wai

too restriclive in not permitting the applicants Lu prouuce eviaunae
of tiie hospital projects which were rcasonably probabls of frultion

in the foreaeecable future; hence the Board's decislon was not "in

R tevataed Ly

Sl L

d ol Appails tor

00inY a3 Justified by o

It tie oo cter of b g

NOURL W3 4t louse falrly

w111 e
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Lie gecond nearing bofors
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GO4 of tie Ciurter of sl

Lok (1947), Articls 668,

Md. 410

Zaltimore

Bie appuil, but 1o tie vi

fvadi and {2) Sould tie conclust

¥e proceed to u determlnition

Itatlig tue fucts, for if 1t ve de

11tizore County 13 1 o

Hoard ars tierefors confinllud iy

fekulutions, and Code (1957),
are almost ldentical in terss

* tuke of tie case, 1t miy i» de-
8L LOTMLIE Overinl (1) Wi Bl i 1
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il evidencn opre

Of tae Zoird tiut tis pu-

Or In tia eriginul zoning und by i ges

1:18a00r100d, fuve Lewn austalacd Ly b,

delintiole?

1

Of the first questlon befiro
clded againat tie appellunts, Lt

Aats, or conalder, tic testlmony taiken .t

tie Loard.

terud county. Appeals to ti:

20tor
timore County, Sectlo. 501.4 cr Lts Zoning
Article 258, Section 5 (U) (wiich

relative to app2ula), and not
Sectlon 7 (n).

%
Yontyousry Cownty v. 5 tte

County v. Missouri Heulty Tne., 219 Md

pertluent part, provide ti

DOWeE 0 Affirn the docdal

weeorauie - Wit daw, " a

not to be undorstood as
"2 required to revinw

4331014l of al)

tnstant eage 1s unugual

pended, )

10 e, 190, 13 controll

g siie

il power in two wayn:

Lz an error of 1

, and

Judge d1d not substitute

of luw.

We now state

Stevenaon La:

fronts 700 feot on Steven:

Provisions of law mentioned above,

taking of additional testlmony.

constder, tie eructal mat:

and tie Instant one are difforent.

for (ie Court, specifically stated tiat Judge

= Faoty Lor that of the foard,"

facts, und he was correct, as we stated above,

v Ieavily wooded tilangular parcel,

+ approximately 1000 feot wezt of

155; dobertson v. County Board, 210 Md. 190. Tiese seo tons, in

at upon appeal tie court a

a1l "lave tus
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nd the Judge was warranted, wider tie

1in remanding thie case for the

(In making tuis ruling, wo are

olding that tie courts, upon appealu,

47 detall and puss upon the tecinical au-

evldence offeved pefora the toard. The

1 that tne Zoard refused to admit, or
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de-
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case for furtaer testimony. Tiat easc
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In the instant case, the triul
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/00 acre tract known as t

Sheppard Pratt prope:
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part a privats drive. It was ot connected £o York Road on: thé

cast or Bellona Avenuc on'the wost, and in'fact, exlated only 1

1 of Grwe TOW Ioud.ug Westerly [rom the, subject propenty. .’ 1t

#at nol bullt n €ront of the aubject propecty: untll 1357-53; and
1n 1955, wiicn the Toning map wan adopted, 1t iiad not been gettlcd

Wiretuer Stevenaon’ Lane would ever be extended to conncet iith Yori

ftoae and Sellona Avenu

AU progent, aever, Stevenson Lane 45 a fully pav

i¥e to furly=Tour fout Dituminous concrete road with a sey

#lg by Teok ripnt-of-way. It allows fourteen foit ror i

des, 1o now extunda

dircetion while cara are varked on boti

rrom York Roud, wlth fta public teanalt facilitica, on
Tollone Avanne und Coavles Street on Lie west, A3 a rgult of 7he

vxbenston, waleh occurred in 1961 and 1662, Stevenson

L6 sow i majur traffic astery known ag a “"soanzctor” or

“"colloctor” or “main Feeder" road between Yori Road and Ciarlea

Stroct and Pellona Avenue. Stevonson Lane funnela traflic betws

tiese bwo mijor norti-aouti artesiecs awuy from the inteefur st

reatdentlal developaents, and 1s xxxx "a major connentlon betiecn

tie center of Towscn and Charles Street anterisl traffic.”
Opposite the west end of the gubject property on the gou’i
41de or Stevenson lane are some row houses and two scloul sltes,

onc elementary and one Junior ilgh. To the west about 1200 fevt

12,

@ portlon of the Sicppurd Pratt tract; and the Reg zonfng for the

subjoct property was vecommended on tie basts that i

Sheppard
POMtE moulng adequately mot tic need for apartmenta. fiowever, the

oty Somntsaloners, ulrtout any studles as to the need for apuit-

MG L0 Lie wted and wighiout any privr public amouncoment of

intentlon, romoved tne R-A clasalfication of tie land to .

! 9f the subjoct property aud zoned the Shappard Pratt conpl :x

2, wittout maklag any adjustmont in tise R-6 zoning of tha aub‘ect

perly. e R-20 foulng ror khie extensive land to ie nostl w .4

L5 N e HeG

ing ol tie subject proparty, baacd on such

i

1k of Ui wdfolning lands o tne north was wrongs o

Wne 43 part of tie compre

naive plan for greater Towaon thet
408 weras, virtually

would remain unlmp: b or Wiy

@ dntanalve uoe thun existad in 1955 was "no plun At 411,

© ¥allure to provide Yor any apurimont use in the wroa boy.nd

3 3¢ Rodgers Forge wius eleurly crronsour,
(3) In viow of the topogrphy of the wubject property,
the -6 Soning dended a rsacanable economic uae, eapecially In v.am

OF Gae group fomes at the swie clovatlon, the backs of wileh et

tie subdect property tnmodiately across the 16 foot alley to the

Hest, W

© liie dividiag the more intemwe R-G vae from tim HaG & Sy

¥UPSrLY Waa bused merely on the exluting Keelty

06 Liw subjeot

)

P 1ines (whlch 13, of course, permissibvle depenaing upon

circumatan
trcumstancea), and not upon proper oning consideratlons, A usc

9

from the bubJuct preperty ure the liodgers Forge apartments, bullt

before. comprebensive. woniig of 1955.

Acroas Stovengon Lane and opposite tho sast side of tie
lowsr than the platesu
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enson Jaia abuttlog the subject property are flve single=ranily

on the itlde of

Si

nomes, built bofore any of the group nomes in thu nelg: borlood.
‘mose homes, a part of the Rodgers Forge development o L1L beto «

29 part of un ap: 2u-

Lano wag wore

ment sntered Into by Jimes Reelty, tle developer of ioigera Fori =,

afion of vie witidrawal of ubjections Ly persons in the

xteieion of a commereial wse of property at Old Trall
Road In which Keelty was interested, Tiis fringe of indlvidual
nomea 13 one house decp, and ueveral rows of geoup homed are bullt
imacdiately benind (south of) tiwae cottages, 30 Laat the single
AL of coftares atelpa out® tic group home development on the

iv 81dé of Stevenson Lane, waleh 1s part of tie overall group

nome and upartment development of Rodgers Forge. Heyond tim engtm

~ud o the subject property on tie gouth side of Stevenson Lane .o

two nuditional cottuges £11ling out iv sivip of slugle fumily

tne subject property on the nort

2 cagt o1

2 13 a

ts 4 "loger® of Shcppurd fratt Luis Gl
5 : stream which 13 chunneled Into o 48 inen storm

th tie cust und weat sldes of the atmeum wre .eavily

water

1low trees, and the stream lles in a decp valley b=

wooded With W
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1t least as intenaive as R-G should have been permitted to the
newrst natural line, namely the strean barrier located in the
valley between the subject property and the lands to the east.
M. Willomain also thought that the Maryland and Penneylvania
Rallroad tracks and trestle served in 1955 (thoy have since been
removed) as "a natural Loundary in some regards.”

(4) 'Tae subject proparty 13, and was, the only vacant
land on the north side of Stevenson Lane between York Koad and
Charles Street, which could provide any rord connection betwaen
Stavennon Lane and tie large tracts to the north. It was inevit-
Able that the Oreater Towson development, including the more in-
tenslve Sieppard Pract development would have to have a connostion
~ltu Stevenson Lane betwoen York Road and Bellona Avenue. Toe
only possible auch connection W . tirough the subject property, In
fact, as a cendition of the approval of any plan for she subject
propevty, the Baltimore County Planning Department required the
amplicants, over their objection, to provide a 70 foot right-of-wiy
At the east end of the subject property for acccss from Stevenson
Lane to the Sheppard Pratt property, in order to comnect with thc
hospital boing constructed direotly to the rear of the gubject
property.

{5) The aubject property was particularly sultcd to satis-
£ying the nocd for apartments which should have been regarded by
the zoners in 1955; the property i3 large enough o be built up as

10.
‘ean She alope downward from bie subjunt property and 3 BE11 on

o east slde going back up o .iigh ground.
; the Shoppard Prakt lund,

On this growd to

thie sast of the pubject proporby re:
She. bwo heavily wooduir 1313, W drivoway to aifarninoudasor tic
dratnage coursy,” | &

sgzoum aud sev:
indlvidual resldeuce

and after toese barriers an olasr/ezzzexa develap:

Sheppard Pratt property,
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Yorktowne. Tae land asparating the oubject property from Yorktowie
han ‘a minimum Width of 107 feu!
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4 by betliion 11950,
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atavion, unic. Wa

Appall:
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o lund use plsi
-or and

boCoro tae Boird of Nppeals us to the iasues of original 2

e £, Gavrelds, Deputy Director of Flin-

cinatige of gond1tions.
wiho tegtificd at the first hearting hetere

wing 1o daltimore Cou by
the Yourd; said in divect exawluatlon Taat in bio oplalon R=A

biect artyie sroRa-
honing waus proper zoning for kne subject property o er

on he testified thut R-6 voning wag not as errod 11935,

exaninati i
agh 1t was "suspoct” and maybe® eprongous sven tucu, eapeelaliy
1o a
§ a 3 ol
: 13t of nindstFht. fernard Willematn tustifiad for avp

S

5 4.
& separate tract, ideally shiclded from the swrrounding area, and
Stee' plane vell for apartmento--1.e., apariments cover a smaller
. ares, “‘1t '.%1 into the site, do not require extensive regrading,

and preserve the troes,

Tae evidence before the Soard relative to cianga in the
neighborhood included the following, oth Mr. Oavrelis and
Villematn agreed in' their testimony that there wcre surs.
changea(in condi€100s in the area since 195:
They stated thesa changes to be:

lolent

o warrant the rezoning.

(1) e neod for apartments in the ares, egpecially gardan
apartments, waich.was not forescen and provided for 13 1955 by the
oning authurities has in fact inoreased sharply and zust ve Zat,

12) e change 1n the character of Stevenson lan.

) v
under the oireumstances in tals case “perhaps moca than any ::::r
land usa conaideration” could affect the character of tie immediate
neighborhood of tie subjeoct property has made Stavenson Lane into a
logical ssparator between t:

subjedt property und tae feinge of
cottagem stripping out the row house development on the south side
of Stay Tane.

3) 'u_a‘o intanaifioation of the land uses to the north,
partioularly the”reater Baltinoro Medical Ceater. Ar. Gavrelis
thought this was *tho big factor that influences the Judgnant of
WUReLL M the Planning Staff Lo recomvending the grantiag of
applicants’ request.”

the Staff iow "that witi good site

‘lovembar 14, 195

"Lt Ls ny constdoved optnton
%, zoning the subjoot
An rogard' to that elassificution, i
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velopment In:the Towrsn apea,
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SCPL e sunject property ang’ tho Sheppard

County Comulsotonors crrad tn failing o ta

Tort additionul apartmuits 1n tiis area and

. BUCh Uge the suituble *

Propurty. and ine 8.

(2) e Sltinore County Zoning authorities fai;

broper consideration

Mhleh 1t vuo zoned in 1955,
Uhat tha aubfoct prop .

Pratt property ti

Tie County Planning Comutusion 1n 1955 took into uccount
bolh the need for apurtments 1n the
atve developme:
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racts,
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