TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:
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P~ ot th prapery siuat 1 Bajlnorel.
Gounty and which if described in the deseripticn and plat atached hereto and made a paryhersof, ¥ 7, o
hereby pelition (1) that the zoning status of the hersin describod property be re<lassified, yursuant 5 (v |

{ =

e _zone; for the following reasons:

A)rﬂ'rli‘\ SERELS

=X
1o the Zoning Law of Baltumare County, from an cofe to an Pl
pa

Vi

Sae Attached Dascription

and 2 for a Special Exception, under the sald Zoning Law zad Zoning Regulations of Ballimore |

County, 1o use the hercin described property, for... 4 K¥Ani Guo

propery 1 o bo posted and advertisod as preseribed by Zoning egulations,

1, or we, agree to pay expenses of above reclassiication and/or Special Exception advertising,
postng, ele., upon fling of this pelition, and further agroe 1o and are o be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant Lo the Zaning Law for Baltimore

7]@ = f

County.

rolesiant’s Aflorney

ORDERED By The Zoning Cnmmhnnner of Ballimore County)

that the subject matter of this peiition be advertised, as

cequired by the Zoning Law of Baltimore Counly, in two newspapers of general circulation through-

out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning

Commissioner of Bal CofntyJg toom 100, County Office Bulilding in Towson, Ballimore
el \Bﬁ , 10100

County, o the.2. .

this. day

of. Daceber

/ Zatclock
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__day of

" Zonthg Commissioner of Baltimore County.
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May b, 1964

Mr. John Rose
Baltimore County
Towsan, Mazj-and

Doar lir. Kose,
n you recensly
eedalon 17510k Sdnondson

1 wlsl to appeal from the d
rendered regarding my propersy located at
ivonue, Zaltimore 29, iaryland.
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PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION
AND/OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION 2

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

(Cithanns Jop
1, or weZ4s . legal owner/-6f the property situate in Bal
County and which is described In the description nd plat attached herelo and made a part Iy
hereby petition (1) that the zoning status of the herein described property be re-classified, pu:

b

s

o the Zoning Law of Baitimore County, from an
A

-10n8; for the following reasons:

s
NeTa0e Sroces

Ses Attached Descriptien

and (2) for a Special Exception, under the said Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore

County, to use the herein deseribed property, for.

Property s 10 be posted and advertlsed as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

T, or we, agree to pay cxpenses of above re-ciassification and/or Speclal Exception advertising,
posting, elc., upen filing of this pelition, and further sgre¢ to and are 1o be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore Gounty adopied pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore
Counly.

Dretin o egien
L ?H;

Legal @wner
226 Vest Shire Rosd

‘Contract purchaser

Address

Baltinore 29, Marylnd

Decsaver , 190.. o that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as
resuirad vy the Zaning Lavw of Ballmore County, n o Bewspapers of generalcrclalon through
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore County in Room 106, County Office Building In Towson, Baltimore
DELIBE3 . ey ot

oty o the <es 190, 3t 10400 clock
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RE1 PETITION POR RECLA SITATO
Zons " Zono

and Speclﬂ &upum Fer 2

- BERORE
L&mu Quarters in a Commroial

DNING COMMISSIONR

Dists, ¥{lten J. Tampfori and 3 (]

Catherdne | 1o Taplas;

Pot. Ltione 3 BAITTHORE COUNTY
1 ¥o, El-h2-RX

The petitlonsrs, in the above matter, have patiticned

for a reclussification of their propsrty at the narihwest cormr of

Bimondson Avenus and Morth Bend Road, in the First Distrd,

of Balti=
more County, from an "R-6% Zono to a "B-1" Zone and a speclal excop-
tion for 11ving quarters 1n a commreial bufliing,

Cn March 31, 1961 the Zoning Comlssionor held a hearing
censerning the reclassification from an ME=6" Zons to a "B-L' Zons
of property located at the norbhwestermost camer of Eimondson Avonue
and Crpington Road whish 1s in the same block with the subject Fropertys

This request vas denied. On Docember ki, 1961, the Baltimore County

als also dented the request.

Thore have been no changes in the neighborhood sines

December 1, 1961 that should change the cpinions aforesaid. The Board

1n 1ta opinion said as followst

"1 1s the unantmoua opinion of the Board of Appeals
that thr. changes which warrant a
th

¥aps of Baltinore County
ed by Y Cownctl must be upheld, unlacs
i abatantisl ‘ostircoy to show an erfor in
criginal soning. Tha Boird can Hnd no auch errer
In e tastinory presented by the prtistemra in the
inatant case.”

For the above reasons the reclasaification and special

oxception are denied.

thMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENGE.

- W Jlala_G,. has_Toning Cowsissioner Date___.

BrUAKY.4,. 1964

s, Deputy Director

-6 to B-L Zoning, Spectal Txception for
ing Querters fn a oy ul.uln. Northwest
cornar of Eduondeon Avenus aud Morth Bead Road. Being
property of Milton Pampferi.

Lst Dlatxics
HEARTHG:

Friday, Pebruary 14, 1964 (10100 A)

The staff of the Offfce of Planaing and Zoning has raviemd th
mubject patition for reclassification from R~6 to B-L =
topather with & Spectal Exceptioa for 1iving uerters o

44l butlding, It has the folloving advisery coments to
i etth Tempact €0 pertinent plesaing factors:

1s In its recomeniations for comprahensive resoning of the
southern portion of the Lst Distric

.
Rl ,..u:!i:.‘ the Coanty Cometl vaw £t to vetain

Status of the propercius southwasterly
from Orplagton 3

The Plasning staff believes that it clearly was the legislative
s Latent noe o oxtend comereisl soniag poteatiale ety
& l\ﬂ. the northwesterly side of Edmond: Avenua,
aff beliave, the Council did m err by llﬂll' t. mnm
e—-n soning hars, The Plamming staff further notes that
the sabjact property Ls mot s-up-“ to L ‘—nm. Ly-zoned
£race on {cs side of Edmondson £ creation of commer—
Sial soutag derd ' et bo ot ontiemtt et o 6 coaprabaasive

3. Sisea s epeia oF tim map 20 changas bere occarred {a
% net in sccord wif
pn-xuln etabitand B by te wap. By '-h.

3
1t 43 this [f__ day of April, 15
Comaissioner of Baltinore County, GRDERED that the above ru

o ard the sare fa hereby DENIED and tha

or area be and the sims is epntinted as am to remain an "R

the apecial excoption for Living Quirtars in a Comsercd

and the same is hor

by DENIED,

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
20MING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Towson, Maryland

Uy by the Zening
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Bulding be
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Posted for: QP\PEA (&
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sa®oRE COUNTY, MVLAND
OFFICE OF FINANCE

TELEPHONE
833:3000

Ne. 21507
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= Petition for Reclassification & Special Emseption

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

MARYLAND




ORIGINAL
P ST | OFFigE OF cd-4P
COUNTIAN

THE BALTIM
]

No. | Newburg Avenue CATONSVILLE, MD.

Jmwmry27, 1904

THIS 1S TO CERTIFY, that the anne

Tohn 0. Rm e, Zoning Comi
Baltimre County
was inforted in THE BALTIMORE COUNTIAN, e group of
threa weekly nowspapers published in Baltimors County, Mary-
land, once & woek for Oma Tos Temtrsia bafors
the zth  dayof  Jmuag, 964, thatis to sey
the same was insarted in the istues of

Jmmry 23,

1964,
= THE BALTIMORE COUNTIAN

d advertisement of
fomr of

BALTIMORE COUNTY.
.23

Baltimore, Maryland 21329 .
“ Mo .
| 616 merth Bend Road IN THE GIACUIT COURT POR
Baltimore, Maryland 21339 .
BALTINORE COUNTY
Appellaats *
it va. . /3/351
COMNTY BOARD OF APPEALS .
OF BALTINGRE
I .
| and
| .

MILTON J. TAPIERI, ST AL
.

| eesessassctsssscssacsenee
1 ORDER_FOR hPPEA,

Plesss enter am Appsal €0 the Couxt of Appeals of
| pasyLesd on Debalf of mr. wnt Mrs. Themss 3. Lesbuct wnd Mr
| 1ane Ho Sprecher, Appelismts, rom the apiaten and Order of the
| ctreuts count of Baltimore Cousty entersd on the Sx day of May,

1966,

Jemes J. Dobety

mavey N. Zimmermes

INVOICE

TEcErnoNE LALTIORE COUNTY, MARYAND Ne. 23343
OFFICE OF F[NANCE VR
Dicbsion of Colliction and Recel g
COURT HOUSE
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
To:
éncnbeen 4, Somtne Spartuet of
= Advertising and posting of prepeviy b0 —
febi2-21
Bl famid
S-264 zkbz v 20343s 1IP— 200
a2

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.

e ° ®
I NERESY CZXTIFY TEAT om this 37th day of may, 1968, a
copy of the foregoing Ordex for Appesl was mailed to Dugens G.
Ricks, Tsvaire, Misonic Building, Yowsen 4, Maryland and George
W. Wnite, Jr.. Esguire, Buckmaater, White, indel & Clarke,
10 Light Street, Baltimere, Maryland 31202, attorseys for the
Appelless.,

4
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IMPORTANT| MAKE CH
MAIL TG DIVISION OF
PLEASE RETURN

YABLE T BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

ECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE,

MILTON J, IAMPIER], ET AL NO. 64-42-RX
NW comer Edmondson Ave. 8 North Bend Rood, Ist District
R=6 ta B-L, SE for Living Quorters in .o Commereial Building

Dec. 18,1963  Petition filed

Apr. 9, 1964  Rec. & SE DENIED by Zoning Commissioner
May 5 Order of Appeal 1o County Board of Appeals
Sept. 9, 1965  Boord GRANTED reclossification, DENIED SE
Oet. 7 Order for Appeal filed in Circuit Court
May 5, 1986 Board AFFIRMED - Judge Proctor

G Order for Appeal to Court of Appeals filed

" 4,197 Board REVERSED by the Court of Appeals

Bes-42-RE
\TE OF POSTIN .
TUAORE COUNTY Vi
ZONMIO DEPARTMENT OF BAL
Towean, Maryland

Date of Posting...- 74P, 22s 1984
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Peitioner: - WALEOR Tawpieri- c -
arth Bemd R.oe

..o Rinoodesn Ave..& ol
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& lewn-of- 8404 Kamondnan Ar8 {-2-asame)
P

Date ot return. . Jamo 30,1984

e ®1MORE COUNTY, MARYLAND  Ne. 23260
OFFICE OF FINANCE e SRk

Diviston of Collection and Receipts
COURT HOUSE
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND

. Mltm J. Tepteriy
T gy
Balt tusre 26, M.

miggp Cffi-s of Plmning &
119 Coumty mar ll-l

Appeal Coste = Nilion J. Tspleri 0,00
Yo Gnl2-RX 1am — 6% S50

MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
AL To DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.
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e7452, Whieh took placo in 1960 vhen the County Counci1
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The propert

The propertis
-6 whleh vaa centrary to the Planaing Boardts
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ArSp0r88es n quossica.

©a iiczeh 13, 961, the Daltirors Coun
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<FEOR 192ar2ed 80 63 tho Commtzss

) denlod an spplication
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Appealg
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION : BEFORE
Zone to a B-L Zone,
and SPECIAL EXCEPTION for \COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
Living Quarters in o
Commercial Bullding,
comer Edmondson Avenue and
North Bend Road,
13t District
Milton J. lempleri, ot al,
Petitioners

OF
BALTIMORE COUNTY'

No. 64~42-RX

OPINION

This case involves on application for rezoning from R-& Residential) zona to
B-L (Business-Lacal) zons of a plece of property on tha northwest sids of Ednondsion Avenve
| at the corner of North Bend Road in the First District of Baltimore County. It s, in reality,
| o companion casa with the case of William M. Secbold, File No. 65-104-RX, which con- |
| cerns property on 1he northwest comer of Edmondson and Orpington Avenuss, the fwo prop= |
s betwasn them constituting the entire northwestem side of Edmondson Avenue in the
400 block; the lempler! property being 5404 and the Secbold opplication conceming 5400
and 5402, thers baing only threo properties in the block..
The Board feals very she gly, for reatons 1o be stoted heroater and in the
Seabold opinion, that thess twa cases should be determined simultansously and thet either
the zoning requested shauld be granted in both cases or refused Tn both cases.  In the
Seabold cose there was o further opplication for ¢ special exception for a gasaline filling
station a the property on the comer of Edmondion and Orplngton.  For the reasons stated
in this opinion and in the Seabald opinion to be filed simultaneously, the Beard hes deter=
mined fo grant the opplication for change from k=6 o B-L zoning on both properties, and to
dany the spocial exception for a gas station in the Seabold case.
The lampler property {and tha two Seabald properties) extend from Edmond-
400 Avanue to an alley In the rear.  Tha 5400 block of Edmondson Avenua Is within a long
block of the Baltimora ity Line and from Orpington Road eastarly both sides of Edmondson
Avenue, for som distance into the City, have baen accupied and used for commercial pur=
poses for many years bafore April 5, 1960 which was the dato of the adoption of the zoning
ap in question.
Me. Milton J. lamperi, the applicant in this case, has lived in the noigh~
borhood for wall var twenty years, and from 1954 fo 1960 conducted his business, that of a
| clothing store and habsrdathery, ot tha subject property = 5404 Edmondson Avenus. In
1960 he moved fo 5316 Edmorchon Avanus which is approximataly a block away on the sams
Sido of tho streat where he has conducted his business up fo fhe present.  He is well thought
of in the community s a public spirited citizen, an honoroble business men end, as o fact,
mast of the protestants in his case testified that they hod dealt with him for a long time and
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The Board finds thot the

|of the complete failure of the Council to consider exis

| zoning on the 1960 map was in error becouse
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;m. of them, the Rev. Bemard J. Bames, Pastor of the West Baltimore Mathodist Church,
||restitred that at the time of the hearing he wes wearing a suit he had purchased from Mr.
lampleei.  Mr. lamplerl's present quorters have grown too small for his business and he
desires to move back to his own property which he occupiad for the same purpose prior fo
the adoption of the zoning map, but wishes to construct a moder or attra /e and more

useful building for the operation of his business.

The property at 5404 has been for years, and stll is, used for commercial
purposes, apparently as @ noncenforming use since the odoption of the mop in 1960 The
pictures among the exhibits, a3 wall as a personal Tnspection of the property by the Board,
shows that thera is at present a T.V. repair shop,  barber, and a tailor occupying the
premises.  Previously, up until last yeor, there wos a Building and Loan Association in
the basement having occupled the some location for more than twenty years but who have
maved out since they bacame engaged in @ controversy with Mr. lampieri in this particular

lzoning application. In fact, ane of the Directors of the Association appeared as one of

the winesses for tho profestants and opposed the rezoning although ha canfirmed from his
awn persanal knowledga tha commercial use of the property, past and present.

The properties across the straet from the subfect property, for the entire 5400
block and for the southeast side of the 5500 block, were zoned B-L by the map and alio
were, and are, the subject of long continued commercial use as may clearly be seen from
the pictures filed as exhibits and also from the Board's inspection.  There are a number of
commercial or quosi-commercial uses on the other side of the alley in the rear of the subject
property, and on the side sirests in the immediate vicinity which are operating either os
nonconforming uses or a3 uninhibited zoning viclations at the present fi For example,
at 600 Orpington Read there is a beauty shop in the basement of a residence, at 601 there
s @ garage which s apparently baing ured for the storage of filo.  The pictures filed as
axhibits indicate the use of the property in the two blocks on the other side of Edmondson

Avenve.  There was testimony in at least one of the two cases that the entire commercially
| zoned area, both in Baltinore City and Baltimore County, s and has been since before 1960
Fully oceupied with commercial uses, and there is a great demand for further such uses as the
result of the increase of population in the area and the eomplete lack of any odditional com~
mercial facilities ussable for the public sarvics, necessity, and convenience with the single
exception that almast all of the neighbors feel there are too many gasoline service stations
in the vicinity. The properties involved in the Seabold case separate the lampleri property
from the present commerclally zaned property northeast of Orpington Road; namely, the
5300 block of Edmondson Avenue between Aldershot Road and Orpinglon Read, and these
two properties have alzo for same years past been the subject of various, possibly noncen=

forming, commarciol uses.

5.
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uses at that time, and its complete

| failure to follow the logical recommendation of the Planning Board which did nat only recog=

nize existing uses of the subject property, but wos completely in accord with reasonable uses
in the immediate vicinity which the map, s adopted, was certainly not.  This conclusion

||oF the Boord is reached with full realization of the recent Court of Appeals relteration of the

||principla that there 11 a strong resumation of the corractness of the ariginal zoning.  How-

| ever, wo foel that this presumption should not be so sirong o s0 bi

wpon this Soard as

|10 fly in the face of common sense and to perpetuate a situation which is actually detrimental
| 1o @ neighborhood, and which in the original adoption completely ignored the logical and

| cogent recommendations of the Baltimore County Plonning Board.

For the foregoing

| reasons, the opplication for rezoning from R-6 to B-L will be granted in this case.

1t s nated that the opplication for rezoning also included a request for

cial exception for living quarters on the second floor of the proposed new commerciol

bullding.  There wos no testimony in oppasition fo Ihis proposed uie as such but only 1o the

| general rezoning, hawsver, the petitionsr presanted no testimeny to support the burden

|imposed on him by Section 502 of the Zoning Regulations and did not indicate any particu-

| lar interest in this phase of the application at this time, nor were any specific plans pre-

sented to the Board showing the construction or layout of the proposed living quarters,  The

special axception will, therefore, be deais

As stated ot the culset of this opinton, the Board feels that this case must be

considered in connection with its case No. 65-104-RX involving the Secbold properties in

the same block, and it is the intention of the Board to Fila an apinion in that case simul-

tancously with the above.

ORDER

For the reasons set forth in the aforegoing Opinion, it is this__ 9 day

of September, 1965 by the County Board of Appeals, ORDERED  that the reclasification

patitioned for, be and the same is hereby granted; and the special excepticn petitioned

for, be and the same s hereby denied.
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The testimony indicates, and it is obvious from inspection, that the present
structure on the lompieri proporty would nok be suitable for any decent residentlal use or
devslopment.  For example, Me. Albert K. Wood,  qualified real estate broker and
appeaiter, testified that the property would have an extremely small value a: residential
property and in its present condition would have nane whatever for that purpose.  Mr.

Bemard Willemain testified, among other things, that he felt that R=6 zoning of this property
was inequitable, confiscatory, and not in accordance with any reasonable use In the
immediate vicinity.

From the testimony of Mr. George E. Gavrelis we fake it that the Planning
3taff would have been in favor of commercial zoning for the lempieri property iF the prop-
erties the subject of the Seabald case wers also zoned B-L, but they would be opposed fo
the gronting of the lampieri petition in the absence of a favarable declsion fo the petitioner
i in the Seabold case becauss they feel that it would be jumplng over a residentlal zane o

|| grant @ business-local zone which would not ba in accordance with the comprehensive plan.

{However, the Planning staff apparently was in 1960, and still is, in agreement with the

recommendations that the Planning Boord mada o that time conceming which we will have
somathing to say later in this opinion.  Mr. Gavrelis wes very definite in his testimony

“lhm he and his staff were in agreement with the original Planning Board's recommendation
|[oscuming that the entire block (this includes both lampieri and Seobold properties) were to
be reclosified for business use.  He dafinitely expressed tha opinion that the best planning
and zoning recommendations in this case were not followed at the time of the adoption of
| the map.,
The minutes of the Baltimore County Planning Board's meeting of Thursday,
November 19, 1959 (petitioners' ex| 12) have the following to say (at page 2):

"B. Properties on the Northwest Side of Edmondsen between

oﬂ‘_nﬂ_‘iﬂ—mvngm ‘ond North Bend Roads - from R.A. 1o BT,

Both the Seabold and Hanf proparties at 5400 and 5402

Edmondion Ave. are sandwiched between properties used

commercially ond across the street from existing business

In o:der to permit the additional commercial ex-

pansion of his "center" the committee recommended

that rot only the 2 properties in question but all those

franting on Edmondson Avenue from Orpington Road

southwesterly 1o @ point “one property™ short of Plymouth

Rd. be zoned for B-L. This action brings B=L zoning on

the northwest side of Edmondson Ave. southerly fo o point

directly across from the southerly B-L zoning line on the

southeasterly opposite side of Edmondson. ™

This was after serious study ond an inspection trip by the Planning Board, and was in line

with the recommendations of the Planning staff.

Any appeal from this decision must be in accordance with Chapter 1100,

subtitle B of Maryland Rules of Procedure, 1961 edi
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Mr. Bernard Willemain, whose qualifications are well known, festiffed that

he agreed with the recommendation of the Planning Board for B-L zoning because it afforded

recoonition of the existing use of the property prior to 1960 and exiting uses of ather prop-

erty in the crea ok that time.  In his opinion, the County Council made an error in zoning

this property for residentiol purposes not only becouse it completely ignored exiting buti-
ness uses of the property at that time which have continued up unfil the present, but ignored
‘bv!illlﬂ uses ocross the street and on the same side extending across the City line. He

it was inequitable, if not confiscatory, and
d in the immediate vicinity. During the
course of his testimony the minutes of the Planning Board and the Planning Boards mop were
introduced into evidence as exhibits /2 and £3.

[further Felt that the zoning was in error becaus

|t in accordance with any reasonabla use of lan

His opinion was bused on o personal stucy.

in connaction with both this case and the Seabold case, a study of the complete records of

the Planning Boord, end attendanca ot public hearings ot th time of the adoption of the mop

1t seems cloar to the Boord thot there is a substantial public demond for con=

tinued commercial uses of this property and if thers has been no change in the specific prop-
erty other thon physical deterforation since 19601 it s only becauss such has been prevented
b7 the improper zoning which occurred af the time of the adoption of the map.  There have
baen, of course, substantial changes in population ond in the business activity

"shopping center.

in this

The protestants who testified did not present any evidence sufficient to rebut
the petitioner's case but based their objections in general lerms as opposing any further com=
mercialization and especially the establishment of any more gasoline stations. One
gentleman in opposition testified that there hod boen a beauty shop operating in
for thirty=four yeors whicl

is bosement
located across the allley from the subject property in what is

shricily o residentiol zone.  Another witness wos the gentleman whose gorage hes been used

for the cammercial storage of merchandisc also across the alley from the subject property.
Both of these witnesses, o3 well as another homeowner, confirmed the fact that there hod
been commerciol uses on the lmpieri property for at leas fifteen years continued to the
present, ane of these being a Diroctor of the Building and Loan Assaciation who hod used the
Property for business purposes themselves for many yeors. It seems to the Board thot the
zoning of this property for commercial use would not amount fo an encroachment on  resi-
dential area but simply would confirm the present and long confinued use of the property .
Furthermore, such zoning af the present fime would enable the awner of the property fo
improve it with @ modem, attractive and useful building which could hardly fail to be on
improvement fo. the neighborhood when compared with the run-down condition of the present
eommercially used property which because it is a nonconforming use, is effectually pro=
hibited from being modemized or improved for the same uses to which it has been put for

many years.
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