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BOMIE VIEW CONTRY CLlB, INC. m THE
Zalth Avenue

Nount Kashington CIRCUIT COURT
Baltieore County, Verylsnd e

BALTINCAE CONTY

(AT LAN)
WILLTAM 3, BALDMIN,
¥. GILEZ PARNER, Case No. J1%2
Conatituting the County Beard klsc. Docket No. 7
of Appaele of Baltlzors County Fello 453

Dafandents

Fetitioner

CADIR FOR APFEAL

Plesse enter en Appesl to the Court of Appesls on behslf of
Boonie Yiew Country Club, Inc, froa the Declalen vendered by the Clroull Court
for Baltimore County en Moy 17, 1983, dississing the ebove Appesl snd #ffirsing
the Declslon of the County Boerd of Apperls fer Raltimers County.
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SUCCTVAN L PTITIEY

Mtornays for Petitioner

1410 Court Square Bullding

Baltizore, Marylend

Plazs 2-1122

1 HEREBY CERTIFY, That e this H’“‘m-rm. 1943, @ copy

of tha foregoing Order fer Appesl wes esiled ts R. Teyler kclesn, Esquire,
Cmxpbel] Bullding, Towson, Marylend 21204, snd be B. Scotl Koors, County Soli-

eitor,/ Crirt House, Towson, Marylend 21204,
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these focts we find that the traffic situation presents no difficulty
sufficiant to warrant the denial of the zoning chonge”--out of the

debatability. Although his opinion differed from

realm of f,
Thompson's on the practical capacity of vehicles par haur on Smith

Avenua--the witnats thought the proper Figure to be 600==, and he

movemants from the proposed development would

thought the traf
A create "on exiremaly hazaradous condition,  he fronkly odmitted that

on of the additional traffic from the davelopment

Iy "brought

would not "bring (Smith Avenue) up to capacity,” but m
it te near capacity.”

We hold that the evidence relative to traffic congestion
was insufficient to render the action of the Board arbitrary, capricious,

or illagal.

Appallant also questions o ruling of the Board, which

tion in Baltimore Clty

excluded evidence relative to traffic cong

not very far from the County lina, whare "Smith Avenue emplies into

Croi tian was coused by @ stop-light

Country Boulevard.” cang

and o school-guard directing traffic fur children attending o naarby
school, and wos excluded becouse it ralated to conditions in the City
and not in the County.

Ewell stated thot the back-up from this situation did not
reach the county line, and we do not see where he stated how close it
came 1o the county line. The zoning boards, in conducting their
hearings, are not bound by the strict rules of evidence of a trial at

on in admitting or exclud-

law, but are permitted o reosonable discre

We do not deem it necestary of deiirable to make on

g evidance.,

explicit ruling on the admissibility, vel non, of this cvidence, but

we will assume, without deciding, that it war admissible, and hold

- 10 -

that its exclusion did not constitute ravarsible error.

Finally, appeties orgues that the appellant is ot an

“"aggrieved” persan, and, therafors, has no standing to appeal under

the statute. Agaln, if we cssume, without deciding the question,
that it does have such standing, we have already held that it is not

entitied to prevail.

APPELLEE'S MOTION TO DISMISS DENIED;
ORDER AFFIRMED; APPELLANT TO PAY THE
COsTS.
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TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement of
+G. Rose, Zoning Commissioner o
Baltimre County

of the present description to the
| true meridian as es

degrees West perches
of the aforesald parcel of land,
he coordinates of aaid Last men-

ed point. rasction re-

et atn
(the cosrdinates " of aa}

BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING AND ZONING

Yay 19, 1967

Grosse E Gavarlis Date: _ May 19, 1067

e it i oarcron 2 -
£ 180,18 foet), North Joun . Rose Subject;  Approved Site Plans
b . .
BT et fmiemd v commmmonen ;’_;:J;lno,lll: L
Keazath C. Proctor, Esq. 3
Campbell Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Ger tlemen

The Office of Plonning and Zoning has opproved the above referenced site plan, os

conditioned in the Zoning Commissioner's Order !__ g 1y o

This plan hos teen

1f you are desirous of obtaining o signed plan for your file, please forward a copy of
the site plon fo this office.

Very truly yours,

MICROFILMED
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N THE COURT OF APPEALS OF MARYLAND

Septomber Term, 1965

BONNIE VIEW COUNTRY CLUB, INC.

LOUIS J. GLASS

Preseott, CoJ
Hammond
Horney
Oppenheimer
MeWillioms,

4.

Opinion by Prescott, C. J.

March 22, 1966

Evidencing o determination to require the appelies to
run Ihe entira length of the legal "gauntiet,” appellant, after
fighting losing bottles before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of

Baltimore County, the County Bocrd of Appeals, snd the Circuit

Court, now osks relief from this Court

The appellee moved to dismiss the appeal principslily

relying vpon Maryland Rule 828 o. and b. 11 is extremely re-

grottable that members of the legal profession should find 1
selves in discgraement ar to what they are "ogresd” upon wit

reference to the Record Extract; if there be ony change of

Mr. Jones further suggested that the property, in its

present condition and use, with its old shacks and sheds and the
conditions brought about by the dumping on the land, had had o most
adveria and deprassing affect on the neighbarhood and community,
whereas the projected development of the tract into garden type
apartments would be harmonlous to the adjacent uses and would provide

o balence in the neighborhood and would have no adverse efiect on

nearby properties. His examination of the zoning map revealed very
little apartment xoning in this area but ample zoning had been pro-

vided for detached homei. The entire arsa batw

n the subjsct prop-
arty and Reistaritown Road, I the genaral area of Pikesville, hod
no spartment zoning, yet there is o substantial need for apartments in

idn't land it

this area. In his opinlon, the tract In question 1f 1o

development as presently zonaed, and Is "in errar * * * today as In

195788

The only exception to the above was the nearby DeChiaro
property. Here, R-A zoning had been granted, subject to an appeal by

Mr. Sy

ivan, atterney for the cppellants in the case at bar.
Mr. Jones further tastified on cross-examination, also with-
out contradiction, that sven If the zoning In cusstion on DeChiara's
propecty would be changed to R-A to accommoadate approximately 300
units, it would be a drop in the bucket because in his opinion, the naed

in this arec would be several thousands, not several hundreds.

ntion that there should be @ balancs

In suppart of his con
of zoning he stated that the initant tract wes an ideal place for an
Spartment davelopment. It wos econonical to develop as such, thera

was ingical vae for it for apartments, and no market for it for any

other v The deprivation of appellse's use of this property for

pariments fs blighting the community. Moreover, the gai and electric

i

disagresment, the batter courss fo pursus is to have the agreement

we have found

reduced to writing. As supplemented by appell
the Racord Extract sufficient.

The County Board of Appeals granted a petition for ria=
classification of land zoned R-10 (ene -family residential==10,000

1) to R-A (Town House Apart-

feet) and R-20 (one-family--20,000 f
ments) on the ground of errer in the oviginal zoning, and the correct=

anted, is the

ness of its action, under the circumitances here pr
principal question we are called upon to answer.

in the

The facts herein seem to present a vaique pictu
annals of zening in Maryland. The subject property consists of
about 33 acras of land located in the 3rd District of Baltimore County
The comprehensive zaning map vpon which the tract Is zoned was

nced considerable difficulty in

adopted in 1957.  We have exper

finding in the briefs and record extract @ succinct, yel not too

suceinet, description of the surrounding and nearby zoning clessi
cations; however, we sholl do the best we can with what we have.

h

The troct is located on the northeast corner of §
Avanue and Timber Ridgs Road. It is bounded on the east by o
private school, an the west by some R-10 and R-20 property and a
portion of appellant’s country club, and on the northeast by the Jones

Folls Expressway and the property of Mrs. Baumgartner.

purchased the property In 1954 o1 on Invest-

The appel

mant. After trying to sell the same for a pariod of years,
“commenced to wonder why " Upon investigation, it was discovered

that extensive copper-mining operations had been undertoken on the

property in the larter half of the last century, which wars renswed

far a thort period during World War | These mining operatisns

e

Iine through the tract and the Janes Falls Expresiway on its border
do not deter cpartment development, but make cottage development
unfeasible.

Under present zoning, Mr. Jones declared, you would net
get even thres houses per ace, you would get none, bacause no one
nould attempt 1o deveiop the lond under the existing zoning. Mr
Jones stated that he favored aportment zoning for the subject property
not marely because of econonici--not marely becouse the land was
more suitable for apartment use rother than any other=-but becauss
it constituted an ideal ond harmenious transition between industrial,
commercial, expressway, and residentiol uses. aond the present zoning

represented an illagical, bad and impossible use.

Mr. Peter, the attorney for Mrs. Boumgartner, an owner of

some 20 adjoining acres, impraved by a dwelling to the north of the

subject property, testified that she was "anxious” to have the praperty

rezoned; thot it now " and e “health

"a dump," “an ayeiore,
hozard"; and that it would incraase the value of her property.

A Mr. Gambrill, an adjolning property owner whose resi-
dence was about B50 feel from the subject tract opposed the rezoning,

faeling thot it weuld decreass the value of his propel

Y. cause traffic
congestion vn Smith Avenve, and overcrowd the local 1chools. He &
doubted, from what he hod been told, that the main partions of the
mine shafts wera located on the property.

Mr. Geldfein, President of appellant, opposed appellec's
epplication, principally on the greund of increased traffic on Smith
Avenve. This was all of protestant's testimony, except that of a

traffic expart, which will be considered below.

Upon this evidence, the Board coneluded thare was arror in

SHa-

both main

Iavelved the construction of o number of mining shaft

and lateral. The shafts procesded from the opening site diagonally

to Smith Avenus, soma ranging to 600 and 700 feet deep. Thera are

at least 7 horizonal levels, In addition to the main shafr, which

tand fo negate the feasibility of construction of any kind abave them.

hacks (of

show that several of the old miners®

Photographic exhibi
which there were originally about 60), outhouier, and other structures
are still extant, but all are In poor, rotted, and dilapidated condi-
tians; ond that the land has become prey to the dumplng of trash and
refuse of vorious kinds, with certain areas being concentrated upon
for that purpose.

Dr. Glass testified he had had the property on the market

, aftar iny

for about 10 years, but invariably praspective purchas
tigating the condition of the property and learning "the extreme cost®
Involved in R-10 or R=20 devalopment, felt that it was imposiible-~
"the cost woulc be too exhoebitent.”

Lester M 1z, o wall=-known and experienced enginaer, testi-
fied that he had discovered the existence of the mine thafts in 1952,

1 acquisition of the property, while running o 1urvey

prior to appell.
for another party, and that he hod been consulted by ot leait a doxen
soltors and developers with regard to the exliting zoning, prior to baing

He falt obliged to warn them o ttay

called for a study by appelle
away beceuss of the shofts and horizontal mines. Mr. Matz stated that

20 of the 33 acres contain grades up to 40% or more, and that 3 pumping

itations and 3 force mains would be nesded in order 1o sewer this fract.

The daep swale coming north off of Smith Avenue would make it impos

sible to hove front lots on Smith Avenve. This crestes a contiderable

eats indicoted
paving problem and expents. Moreover, 12 out of 19 tes dicot

the presence of rock & to 10 faet deap under tha land. He cencluded

thet 1t would not be sconsmicelly fearibla to use this prope or

the map no one brought ta the attention of the authorities the phys-
ical (mine thafts) and topographical factars involved, nor the uier
of the surrounding properties.” This conclutlon was based, of course,

principally upon the t - Matz and Jon.

timony of M

On sppeal,
as previously stated, the Circuit Court affirmed.

A long line of decisions of this Court has recognized that
comprahensive zoning or rezoning carries a strong presumption of

correctness, ond those who attack the same bear @ heavy burden

overcoming fthat presumption. 11 is olso true that plecemeal rezoning

granted by the zoning authoritios hos o presumption af carrectn

although nat 1o potent a1 the presumptions of comprehaniive zoning or

rezoning. We hove sta

d on 10 many oceasions thot It is not the

duty or the function of the courts fo zone or rezone, the ttatament

has become trite. t s only where thers is no room for reasonhle

debate or where the record is develd of substantial,

pporting facts
that the courts are justificd in reveriing a decision of the Board or
declaring its actions arbitrary or capricious.”  Jsbar v. Radgars
Forge, 236 Md. 106, 120.

Baaring in mind the obove principles, we feel impellad to
Find that the concluslon reached by the Board relative to original

was folrly debatoble.  We shall nat repeat all of the details
testified to by applicant's experts as to why the original zoning wes
in error.  The extraordinary situation existing in 1957 (the time of
comprahensive zoning or rexoning) caused by the gensrally unknown
mine thafts and subsurface rock formations, when coupled with the

topography making the property unusually unfit for single-family resi-

dential deveispment, render that conclusion such th reasoning minds
could resionably have reached the result the agancy reached upon a

fair consideration of the fact picture painted by the entire racord.

cottage type development.

@ question as to whether it was physically po
land ai R=10, R-20; that any land could be 1o developed, but fhat it
was a question of economics, because no one would buy lond in which
he could not make a profit. The reclossification of the zoning to

R-A (apartment development),

Portion of the ground and we do not have to touch the poor 1opography. *
He added that "if this p
zoning, | wouldn't take it." Although pumping stations are "ot
unusual® in R-10 ond R-20 develcoments, “if everything works out
pretty good, " he noted the diff
between an apartment s
3-4 feet in the ground, the lotter s 50 fool right of way and sewers 6

feet doep.

sultent, teitified that he was consulted by appellee regarding this tract.
He had b
tract could not be developed for cottag
makes the development for R=10 and R=20 impractical; the rock and
previous
for housing; the proximity of Jones Falls Exprossway makes it loss
desiroble for houses than for apariments; and the high cost of develop-
ment make it unfeasible for housing development. Reasons why R-A
would be the desirable and correct use are that it is economically
feasible for o builder, and the property i1 a goed transition location
from the industrial area east of the beltway and the expresiway and

over into the hou

qualified Ragi

On cross-axamination, Mr. Matx charac

ized a1 "iilly®

ble to develop th

% * ° 1130 much more suitoble becauss it can uie a good

oxin

¢+ of ground were given to me und,

ence in pumping requirements as

and R=10 si

i the former required connections

J. Walter Jones, ¢ well-known real eitate expert and con-

n familior with the property for years; in his opinion the

, becau

the topography

ng operations under the praperty moke it very underirable

B,
oard v. Oak Hill Formy, 232 Md. 274. When this oceurt, our on
course Is to affirm,  Cf. A. W. DIl

2tal v. The Jobar Corporatio

No. 183, September Term, 1965, jurt docia

Iy

The principal sbjectian ro

d by the appellont wos the
increa i

te In traffic which would be generated by the development of the
Property. It complaing of

ficulty in entering and lsaving it

Br2Rerty from Smith Avenue by autemobile, ond Inconven

nee to ity
members in walking and riding in 90lf-carts acron soid highway of

other places=-its progerty Iies on both sides thereof.

The que

on door not give vt serious difficulty, Applicant

produced a Mr. Kiinedinit of the Baltimore City Traffic Engineer's

office. H

€oUnting mochines showed that some 2900 vehicies passed
both ways, over smith Avenue 1n o dey's time o o Point nem he Cit

Y
Vine, which is not far distant from the fubject sract. Then Josaph

B Thompton, o highly axparience Ragistered Profe

ionel Engineer,
testified for the applicant. Thers

@ sight-distonce ar oppallonts’

entrance of 398 faet 10 the east and 242 faet 1o the w both of

which were safe and adaguate In the witners® opinion. Actual counts

on several differant doys disclosed that some 2900 vehicle Poised svar
Smith Avenve in p

fods of 24 10,25 houss, with peak-hour-loads of

about 290 vehicler, A possible increars of about 300 cors could be

*xPected from the propased development, which would not coms Tany-

where near ¢ ¢ ¢ the practical capacity of 900 to 1000 cars par hour, "

The witness believed that the proposed development would not anly

te no “undue congestion” on Smith Avenus, but thay *ir wauld not

affect (troffic thereon) adversaly.

The protettants produced Walter W. Ewall, o highly

o Professionol Engineer, but his frank and condid

Imeny did not come close 1o taking the <onclusion of the Saard--v0y
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| RE: PETITION FOR RECIASSIFICATION £ BEFORE |

from "R-10° and "R~20* Zones
an R-A" Zone, : COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

| NE comer Smith Avenve and
Timber Ridge Road, : oF
d Distrlct

| Louls J. Gla, etal, ¢ BALTIMORE COUNTY.

| Petitioners

| : No. 64-41%

PR e
1‘ OPINION |

This b & patition by the owners of a tract of land, close ko forly aeres in sizs,
| located north of Smth Avenue and west of the Jones Folls Expressway in the Third District |
| of Baltimore County, and requests a change in zoning from "R=10" and "R-20" to "R=A", |

The petitioner Is proposing fo comsfrust garden fype apartments. Tho presant

clasification was odopted with the zoning map of the Third District on Janvary 16, 1957, ‘
| and s Lnd b nver b e o aryhin aher thn form lnd and ining porpses. |
Thera are a number of old abandoned mine shafts on the property and a few run-down build-
ings. 1 is bounded on the north by the property of ane owner who produced evidence that |
| she has no obijoction to ihis new zoning and, In foct, believes that the change would im-
prove the general welfare of the area and enhance property values in the nefghborhood.

On the west of the subject property i the Bonnie View Golf Club, a com= |
mercial enterprise, which owns 165 acres on both sides of Smith Avenua and which is oppos-
ing this petition, occording to testimony of the President of the corporation, because they
are feorful of on increase in traffic on Smith Avenue and its effect on the automobiles
entering and loaving the galf club, and fo its golfars and their equipment who are forced fo
cross Smith Avenue o got from ane port of the golf course to the othar.  One other resident
testified that ha felt the construction of apartments would devalue his property.

The only other evidence produced by the protestants was the testimony of
Dr. W. W. Ewall, @ roffic expert, who had studied conditions In the arca on behal of his
clieats and who testifled that the highest Hraffic counts that he had obtafned was approxi-
mately 340 cars per hour, peak load, as opposed fo a practical capacity of 600 cars per
hour assuming that Smith Avenue remains in its present condition without improvements.

On the conlrary, the pefitioner produced Mr. Joseph D. Thompson, also an
axport traffic engincer, who festifind Hhat In his area there had only been three auto=
mobile accidents since Jonuary, 1962 and that his traffic count indicated a density of 300
«ars at the peok hours, and that the proposed apartments would not couse any peck increase
greater than approximately 240 cors per hour which would still be well within the practical
capacity of the read. On thess facts we find that the traffic sitvation presents no diffi-
culty sufficlent fo warrant the denial of the zoning change IF proper for other reasons.

Froma deseription of the proparty; from the exhibits; and fram inspection by ‘
| the Board, this property suffers from o very rough fopagraphy which would present great

‘l difficultios for any developer attempting to construct single family homes. M. Lester Mwlz‘
“ a qualified engineer who has prepared the layout for tis property, stated, without contra= ]
‘i diction by any other wilnesses, that It would be almost impossible fo'so develop this property;
| that such davelopment would require the construetion and operation of thras pumping stations
|| and sewers; that the cost of the system would ba prohibitive in view of the County’s require-|
ments as 10 the depth o conneeticns with individval homes; that It wauld be economically

| unfecxible to develop this property as "R-10" or "R-20" and that, in his opinon, no do-

|| veloper would buy this fand for a resideatial housing development other than oparlments.

Al of this was confirmed by the testimony of Mr. J. W. Jones, expert mlmr,i
whoss testimany was 1ls0 uncontradicted, that there would be no markst for the property at |
all under *R=10" or "R-20" classification and that, In his opinion, Gpactment zoning would
|| be highly proper s a transitionary area from the industrial zaning east of the Expressway fo |
I the golf club use fo the west of tha subject property. \

|

|

| in the original zoning probobly bacouss at the time of the adoption of the mop nocne |
brought to the attention of the authorities the physical and topographical factors Tvolved,

| nor the uses of the surrounding property.  The application will, therefors, ba granted for

reclassification to "R-A". |

Under this factual situation, the Board is of the opinion that there wos emor |

ORDER

For tha reasons sat forth in the cfarsgoing Opinion, itis this__& day
of December, 1964 by the County Board of Appeals, ORDERED that the reclassification
petitioned for, be and the same is hereby granted.

Any appeal from this decision must be in accordance with Chaater 1100,
sublitie B of Merylond Rules of Procedure, 1961 edition.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

LV
WX Giles Parker y

Note: Mr. Austin did not sit at this hearing.

MCA 1O

MATX, GHILDS & ASsOGIATES. INGC.
ONSULTING
ENGINEERS

1020 Erommet

e Fid, Battimore, Ma. 21204, Tel. 301/823-0900

March 21, 1968

He. Jack Wisbly
Office of Planning/ iZo

Baltisore County Df.ﬂ.cc n\.uam
Towson, Maryland

Re: Bonnle Ridge Apartments = Our Job Order No. 64120

Dear Jack:
Relative to your recent request, please find enclosed four (4) eopies of the

fiual site plan {ndieating proposed apartaent units in Section Tvo.

Vary truly yours,

MATE, CHILDS & ASSOCIATES, INC.

RLS:mpl
Enclosure

Water Supply B Sewerags @ Orainage b Mighways B Structures & Developrments B Manning

3 BONNIE VIEW COUNTRY CLUB, INC., t N THR
2 Fetitioner CIHOUIT GOURT
3 8. t POR
4 WILLIAM 8. BALDWIN and + BALTIMORE COUNTY
W, GILES PARKER, corstituting
2 ‘the County Board of Appeals 3 AT LAW.
of Baltimore County,
& Defendentsa 1 Pile Mo 3152
Doaket Mise, T
u I0UTS J. OLASS, t  TFelle
& (Tutervenor) i
May 17, 1965

3
3% Bafore: HONORABLE JOHN GRASON TUANBULL, Judgs.
1 e &+
12 THE COURT: In Shis case both the Deputy
13 Zoning Commiesionsr and the Board of Appeals passed orders
14 reclsssifying this proparty; and, of eourss, it 33 Hornbook
13 that this Court can Feverss only if the satien of the Board
16 wag arbitrary, caprieious or illegel.
17 This property obvicusly has some almost
18 unique. features, inaluding Sha old sopper mine sharts. I
19 mwnmﬁnmym-m-qpnmrtunmn
20 T had read Ahe resord in this ease, I was very mach

interested 1n 1t because T used tc sbey with my unele, whe

2

L 1ived in Mount Nbar, T wa Sj(ayounge Dussibe 3 120 & presumption at this level that the motion of the
z that as it may, there is evidence of change in the Jomes (] 2 Board was proper and mist nob Be disturbed unless, ss I
2 FallaiExprasauay, “Tuere 15, in/my opinton, ifrou it 2 said, 1t ia {llegal, arbitrary or oapriclous. While T

+ testimony of Mr, Matz and Mr, Jones, svidence upon which o personally might very well have found other than the way
£ the Board could find that maintaining the present soning 2 the Board found, 1t 1 not my funation to act as & scniug
& would amount to eonfiseation bacause of the esonomic o body but simply to determine whether or not there wis

7 unfeanibility of developing it under pressnt zoning, Thers 7 ‘eridanos-upon Vhtor tha Board ‘sould have Seciho e

(] 15 conrliet on that, but there is affiruative evidence which, s coas1aaton 18  rashedylinds 1a'my sathton e ta ie

o if believed, in my opinion, the Board sould Bave moted on. ) evidense n thia record upon whlch the Board suld ressonc
10 On the questfon of traffic, which ia the 10 AB1{Rave-reached Aiat onelnstons snd bialorasn orl i
" biggest Luesue in this case, T think, there is evidence 1 Board will be affirmed,

12 whioh, if believed, from which the Board sould ome to & 12

1 aonclusien that no traffic problem would be created, 1 15 o . =

1" think the Board erred in mot permitting the proffered 1

15 idencs as to the problem just over the line in Baltimors 15

1 City, but they heard the proffer, they knew what it vas) 15
T2 and despite that granted the reolassiffcation, finding that { ) 17
18 o traffic problem would arise, 18
19 Of oourss, tha Petitioner carries the yery 19
£ hsavy buréen of showing either change or original error or 20
2 senfiseation, which would be original error, but thers is a1
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD.,_____slanuary 2L, 196k

‘THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was
published In THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed
and published in Towson, Baltimore County, M., epoerinxeaolx

Cost of Advertisement,

frpuved Plan foviowed
by 7%.,“/@,\




PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATIO
AND/OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION :
e

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: / (nﬁl'
1 drafigal ownerE. of the property situate in Ballimore 15
(ached herelo and made a part Bereol,
roperty be re<lassified, e
200 Lo 88

1, or we,-Jouda il Glass i Hgh
County and which Is described in the description and plal Cs
horeby petition (1) that the zoning status of the herein described b
to the Zonlng Law of Baltimore County, from an.

_zone; for the following reasons!

See attached

See Attachod Descriptions

altimore
1 a Specal Excepion, under (be said Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of B

and (2) for %
7, for. AT RIIOTLLAN
County, to use the herein deseribed property, for. <=+

Property Is g and advert preserited by Zoning Regulations.
to be posted and advertised as preseri ;
e e e o oo i Sl Bl st
u: s u:un fing of this pelitlon, snd further agree 10 and are to be bound !:y b
L for
gul:liun: nd vestrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant 10 the Zoning Law
e

County.

g
Ao LATETEE

SeoksE.

57y M 2L
ing Commissloner of Baltimore County, (his._

Ahat the subject matter of this petition be advertised, 35

i { general circulstion through-

1w of Baltimore County, [n two newspapers of
O e O L o be posted, n hat the public hearing be hd before he Zoning
Ladpialey Bullding In Towson, Baltimore

190,18, at 1300 s'cloek

ORDERED By The Zon
of.......Degezber. 108.
required
oul Baltimore County, iha e il
Commissloner of Baltimore County in Room 100, County Ofice

. LEO W. RADER ‘Bse No, 3 of 3
REGISTERED SURVEYOR . . st
ENGiNEERING

TirLe sunvevs
LAND PLANNING

HYDROGRAPHY
TOPOGRAPISY

92 Bollast Road - Timonium, Margland

€L 2.20%0 on
GLASS - ¥T. WASHINGTON APTS. 8/26/6) (cont'd,)

GONTAIL G 33.55 acres of land more or less.

BELHG o part of the parcel of lend desoribed in a deed dated June 30, 1955,
and recorded arong the Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber GAL.B. No

o
2735 Follo 207, which was conveyed by W. Herbert Cypull snd wife to Louis
J. Glass and wife.

PETTTICH FOR RECLASSIFTCATIC
from B-10 and R-20 to R-k Zume
NE corner Smith Avenue and
Tinber Ridge Road- 3rd District
Louls Glaos-Petitioner @
BALTIMORE COUNTY
Foo 6b-i1-2

DEFUTY ZGHIHG COMUISSIQER

tririraed

The subject property, consisting of some 33 acres, is
siteated cn northeast corner of Swith Aven:
Tho northeast side of the petition.r's land borders the Jones Falla
Exprosmvays The petitiomer has requosted K-k soning to permit ths
construction of JOl garden iype apartrents with 331 offatreet paricing
areas, and the apartments would rent frem .175.00 and up a monthe

Manszoua witnooses teatified on behalf of the petitfonsr.
It was pointed out that sewerags, Water, gs and electric ere availe
abla, Ths land ws described as being full of

The frant portien of the proj

offect an abandoned copper mine. Part of ths land has bsen and is still
being used as a dumpe If the requasted Rek zoning is granted, the

dump will, bs covered overa Thars i a great deal of rock comtemt in
the land, thus meking prading operatiens oxtremely expensives

Xz, Valter Jones, Real Bstate Export, testified that the
subject tract has been 1isted EFor Sala numsrous timss within the
lagt five years but 1o not mrkstable for either K-6-10-20 or L0 Zons
purposes due to the rough toporraphy of the lards It vas his opinion
the rost feasibls use of the propsrty would be for apartment construce
tione M, Jones fesls there was an srrer in the original sening of
the subject tract of land.

¥ro Joscph Thompaon, Consulting Bgineer, testifisd that
sevaral traffic sarveys have been conducted in this area and if the
requested 2oning vers grantsd, no traffic hasard would be croateda
Swith Avonue i3 a twertystwo foot wids paved road and can handle
han rs an howre Future plans call for the widening of Seith
Avenae to thirty-six foste

Hr. Bernard Faters, an atterney reprasenting the adjacent
Prop:rty gunar on the north side, tastifisd in faver of H-d Zoninge

It 4o the oplnion of the Deputy Zoning Commission thet
the subjact tract of land is unfit for R-10 or &-20 one purposes
nd that soning vas indsed in orror with respact to the petitdanar's
o =Y

Tt is felt the most Topical uss of Lic land would bo B

ERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of Haltimore
s 2o _day of [y frcary , 196L, that the harein
4 projirty oF aren o Lrﬁ—'ba arfl B sams La hereby reclassitied
{ron an =10 and =20 Zone %o an R~A Zens, subject to approval of the
sita plan by the Bureau of Pblic Services snd the Office of Flanning
dage

Zoning Comnicsioner of
Baltinore County

INvoICE
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND  No, 23219
OFFICE OF FINANCE ey
Dirision of ollection asd Recelpts
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
T g&:‘v Orfice l;lu
Towen by Mo

oLz

Aopoals Cost = Leats J. el Mildred (lass
No. Ghe=hleR

INPORTANTI MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
MAIL TO DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SEGTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.

[ invoicE
BALTHORE COUNTY, MAJsAND Ne. 24743

OFFICE OF FINANCE

Dicisian of Collection and Receipti
IOUSE

oare 11/4/64
TOWSON 4, MARVIAND

Allen J. Malestor, Esq.

1410-20 Cowrt Square Bldg.

Suitimare 2, Meryled

oerowr 10 sccomer wo. 01712

3 Cont of oipise of popem from Zaning File No, $4-41-1
Lowls J. Glem

L Orficsof cmnd

Lilobe ssss e ZUTND 1P

3

IMPORTANTI MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
MAIL 70 DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND.

@ o, 1 oy
susBision
HYCAOGRAPHY ENGINEERING
TOPOGRAPHY TTLE SURVEYS
S LAND PLANNING

LEO W. RADER

RECISTERED SURVEYOR

38 Belicst Roed - Timenium, Maryland

P
sl
Ausust 26, 1963
DR. LOUIS GLASS
LAND TO BE BIZONED FOR NT. WASH) NGTON APARTMENTS

411 that plece or parcel of land situate lying, and being in the Third
Elsgtion Disirict of Baltimore County, State of Marylacd, and described
8s follows, to wit:

0 8t & concrete momument with @ bras c on the top
fourth or North 73} de-
deseribed 1n a dead dated

2nd reco: mong the Land Records of Baltimore County in

+ 2735 Follo 207, which waa conveyed by W. Herbent Cypill and

to Louls J. Class and wife, said concrote Zonument beirg distant, as

Bow surveyed, (and referred with all othar bearings of the prescat descrip=
tion to the trus moridlan @s established in this Srea from the control sur-
vey mat of the Ealtimore County Metropolitan District) North 9 dezr:
nyl:m‘.q: 36 seconds East 944,42 feet from Ealtimore C Boundary Honument No.
9400, located on or near the ea: ternmost gide of Smith Avenue at its inter=
Section with the Baltimore City Boundary Lina,
425 on a part of said fourth line,
utes 38 seconds West pa:
the top marked G:
nates of said lest mentioned
Hetropolitan Distr
12,513,5k) for a total disience of 288.90 feet to imterdogt the
=03t side of Smith Avenue 60 feet wide, the coordinates of sald
intemsestion referred to sald

tes 23 seconds West 233.66 e
285.45 feet, by @ line curving to ths left withea radius of
a distance of 179.8L feet (the chord of said arc bearing
s 09 ninutes 3
5 seconds West 1
With a radiis 5
said arc bear! utes 00 seconds Wost 115,58 feet)
0" degrees East 110 perches line of ¢
oint dlstent, as now survayed, North 4
08486 feet from a stone 3.8 feet more
o5 at the beginning of
ald polnt of intersection referred t
and West 13,649.12, thence leaving the
2085 sids of Smith Avenue and running with and binding oa a part of

INVOICE

T BALT.I.)RE COUNTY, M.
OFF£CE OF FINANCE

rision of Collection and Receipts

No. 24745
oa 1148
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND

L Counly Board of Appenis.
51 Caning)

DrrosT o sceounrna. 01712

sy EFAGH Urven SESTIGN ARS RETUNN WITH YOUR REWTTANGE

IMPORTANT: MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE 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.

INVOICE

BAL’I"IMORE COUNTY, MA&LAN'D Ne. 23227
OFFICE OF FINANCE e

Dirision of Collection and Recelpts
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND

TCETACH UPPER SECTION AND RETURN WITH YEUR REMITTANCE

Gest of pesting ropry far apmal hearing = Louls Glass properiy
Ne. Gkl ¥

vk ot Hosea

%)
$

"MPORTANTIMAKE CHZCKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
ILTO DIVISION Gf COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND.
\SE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE!

@ LEO W. RADER @=s0 30, 2707 3
RECISTERED SURVEYOR ~ SUBDIVISION
wroncansmay e
T sunver

LAND FLANNING

38 Belfast Read - Timonium, Maryland ? e
GLASS - NI, WASHINGTON APTS. 8/26/63 (oontid.)
sald fifth North 4 degrees 04 minutes 22 seeonds
monuseat with o b:

no, as mow
4 degress Ok minutes 22 seconds Eaot 548,71 feet to a stone
oTe 5ot at the end of sald fifth line, the coordinatos of said stono
4 to said survey net being Nortn 30,118.79 and West
pumning with and binding s
< the

) ordina £ said la
y net being North 29,215.60 and Wes 5 3 n
nding on a part of the eightn or North 75- & st 39: perches line
gaid parcel of land, ms mow surveyed, North €9 degress 37 mimutes 45 soo-
nis East 425.10 fest to intersect the southwesternmost BAght of Way 1ias of
he Jones Pzlls Expressway, the coondinates of said point of int.
roferred to said survey met being North 29,363.58 and West 12
binding on said southwesternmost Bight of Way line of the Jones
y by a line curving to the left with a redius of 24L1,85 f
ro bearing South 40 degrecs 52
s point, the coordina

1 and West 12,197.78,
Tunning with and b [
ne, as mow surveyed, North 88 degrees 19 minut
14,58 feet to a stone heretof the eoordinntes of
9,64 ana 12
e running with and binding e o
1ine of said parcel of land, os now surveyed, South degrees OB mine
seconds West 939.48 fest to the place of beginning, .he coordinates
s2id point of begimhing referred to said survey met being North 28,057.29
a3d Wess 12,327.96.

INvoICE

BAL@MORE COUNTY, MASNLAND
OFFICE OF FINANCE

Dicision of Coliection amd Receipts
E
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND

IS
T ““4? Zening Departesnt of

Ne. 21587
oare2/5/6h

20 Patapeve Ave.
% M. Baltisore Comty

e g

Mw«n--v-“--fmm—buum- W0.00 -
[

IMPORTANT! MAKE CHEEKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
iaaie RIMISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIFTS, COURT MOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLANG
FLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE..

TEgEmtone BALTIVRE COUNTY, MARY}§ND
OFFICE OF FINANCE

Dicisien of Collection snd Receipts
COURT HOUS!

No. 21506
oare AU

TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
L eming Depariuant of

Totitden for Beelaseifieation for Louis Glass

PAlg==

Ll 1936

8

)

IMPORTANT! MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE To BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

MAIL TO DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAI
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.




