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Pleass ester sm Appeal to the Court of Appeals of
saryland on belialf of Kr. &nd Nrs. Thomss J. Lembert and Mx.
Lans M. Sprecher, Appellasts, froa the opinion and Order of the

cutt Court of Baltimore County satersd on the Sth day of May,

1986,
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THA Building, Sth floox
303 East Faystte Street
dtimeze, Kasyland 21202
685-1763

Jomes J. Doberty

Ezrvey H. 3imserman
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® ®

tecision of the County 2oard of Appeals on Dacember 14, 1961,which
denied n sinilar application by Seabsld and Hsnf, constitutes ras
judlcatn; that in the sbeence of substantial change (Which absence
is adnitted) the decision of December 14, 1961, was binding upon
the Board and that, therefore, the Board's action In granting the
requasted reclassifications was not only arbitrary snd capricious,
but 2lzo illegal.

Many jurisdictfons h1d that tho doctrine of res judicata
doss not apply to decisicns of sdministrstive bodies. This quest-
ion has never been decided, ao far as this Court ls mware, by our
Court of Appeals. This Cr xt, however, is convinced that whem a

proper case in presented, the Court of Appesls will hold that

either ges judicata or some principle analogous to that doctrine

does apply to decisions of administrative bodis

In the opinion
of this Court, howaver, this is not such a case, An noted sbave,
the 1961 decision involved only the Gesbold and Hanf properties.
The reclassification of those properties alone would have hud the

ridicalous ramult of

tablishing as a dividing 1ine between the
B.L. land And R-6 land a property line in the middle of a bloek.

Aceordingly, if the Board had reclassified

abold and Hanf in
1961, such nction would hava been arbitrary snd capriclous. The
csse prasented to this Court at this time for consideration s

quite from that

to the Board in
1961, Accordingly, the Court holds that the decision and order of

the County Board 3f Appetls on December 14, 1961, was not I

judigaty s0 far as this case is concerned.
Yecond, Appellants contend that the evidence in theso
cases doas not justify s finding that the County Council of

Biltimome County committed o mistake or an erzor in adopting the

v *®

T HERENY CHSTIFY THAT on this 27th day of My, 1966, a
Gy of tha foregoing Order for Appeal was muiled o Bugeme G.
Ricks, Esquize, magonic Bullding, Towson 4, Marylsnd ssd George
M- White, Jr., Faguire, Buckmaster, White, Mindal & Clarka,

10 Light serest, Baltimore, Meryland 21202, attorsays for the
Appallses.

—

Jmsen J. Dobexty

® %

ive zoning map in April, 1969. The Court does not sgree.

eompren
If thare was ever a csse of clesr mistske or error, it i that
prasented hare.

The evidence disclomen that on the westerly side of

Edmondson Avenue extandin therly from Orpington Roed to the

sity line and, in faet, into tha eity, all the properties sre

zonod for commercial uses and most of them ure, in frot, devoted

to such uses. On the snaterly side of Famonduon Avenue,

inaing

vith properties locsted in Baltimore city and extending nlo
Edmondsan Avenus in o southerly directlon to a point some @lstance
south of North Bend Road, the properties are soned for commrcial

uses

9

Are devoted to such uses. Photographs, offered in evidence,
of the ensterly sida of Edmondson Avenue show that beginning at

a point northarly from Orpinston Rosd and oxtending in a southerly
direction, there ara (1} a funera! homes (2) = Shell f£i}ling
stations (3) » nursing home: (3) Kcrth Band Road; (5) Read's drug
store; (6) three smallor commercizl usest and (7) an Acme market.
Seversl of thess ars dirsstly opposits o the subject properties.
In addition to this, although they sre non-conforming uses, ona
of the two properties located across the allsy at the rear of sub-
ject properties was, for many years, used for the storage of tile
and the other, for years dcwn to to the present time, has been
used in part for the operation of a besuty shop.

Testimony on behslf of Appsllees, imeluding that of

Bernard Willemain, wes to the affect that an error had been made

in the zoning mep o far ns aubjoct properties are concerned;
that the subjoct proparties had very little value, if any, for
residential uses; that to clsasify these properties for anything

other than business uses amounted to confiscation; that they, in

® ®

THOMAS J. LAMBERT, et a1,

Appellants {
va.
< ¥
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THMAS J. LAMBERT, st al, ki

Appallmnts 8,

5/3357 - 8/6/3358
va.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPRALS
OF BALTIMORE cof

and

MILTON J, IAMPIERI. et ux,,

Appellees
Teerestianna

MEMORANDUM_OP Tzom
RN UM OF INIoN

Thess : e appeala from the County Board of

ala b

Pratestanta who are, allosedly, “aggrievea® witn the action of
the Board. The Ssabold and Hant proparties are knoun s 5400 ana
5402

=ondson Avenue. i

Ixupierd property fs known an ¢

Edmondson &

. Te three properties cover the entire bloek
located an the weal de of
®d on the weaterly sifle of Edmondson Avenue betwsen Orpington

*nd Morth Bend Rosd. They have nr

‘Jredate frontage of 223

faat,

wore or loms, wi

b #n even dupth of 150 feat to » 15 foor
sltey

The property owners (

@llees) have £1led motlons to

nian the appe,

%+ contending that nome of the Appellants has

P an Interest in the cace as would, under the Baltinc

Zoning Regulations, constitute bim ar "A33rleved persen® an

effoct, constituted

Testimany of Mr. Lambart showed that the real astate
Hsen on Bdrondson Avsnue across from the mubject properties, has
been thzre betwaen 15 and 20 yeara; hat the rear pirt of the
Iamplerd property fronting on North Send Road had been ured for

commercial purposes (nonec

forming uses) for about 30

ars,
Testirany of wr.

i11liam G, Spohn, Jr., waa to ths

offect that in
1959 he had purchased hiy

fronting on North Bend Road, juse
AeFoss the alley frou the rear of the Iampieri propertys that
vhen he moved in the garage located on tha

 proporty was rented

Out for the storuge of tile (daliversd to

"nd removed from the

anenge by truck) and ehat such use continued during his ovnershis

until Hoverber or Dece:

er 1963, Mr. G.0.P. MeCartney testified
that he owned the property on Orpington Rowd diractly across the
alley from the rear of 540

3 Edmondson Avenua; that he purchased

the propsrty in 1934; th

t a besuty parlor is located in the

Basemant of his hose and had been operated there for 34 years:

that the Shell £111ing staticn hed been

oparatsd in ite present

lecation between 10 and 15 years. Mr. Besmard I. Barnes, Pastor
Of the West Baltimare Mathodist Chureh was snother protestent.

croas exanination, howsver,

on
he sdmitted thet in the 1961 hearing he

had indicated by his testivony that "it was loglesl and reasanable”

‘that the propertiss involved fn that case (Beabola-Hant) should
be commercial.

Mr. Geerge E. Gavrelis, Director of the office of

Flanning and Zoning, was called on benalf uf the protestanta.

From his testizony (as well as enat s Hr. Willewsin and the

ninutes of the Baltimore County Planning Board of s meeting held

on Thursday, November 19, 1959) it was daveloped, that after a

of B.L.roning.

: L *

entitle him to protest the desirelreclassification, At th

argue
ment, however, counyel for the Seabold and Hanf interests admite—
od that. the tastimony of Mr. Thomas J. Lambert, one of the

Appellants, indlented that he did haw such an interest, Although

the testimony of Mr. Lonbert in the Tamplerd case d

‘sred from
that in the other case, it is cluar that ha lived a vary short
dlatance from the rear line of the lampierd property and that

the yranting of the recuestsd reclassificstiona might very wall

have an adveres sffect on him and hi

proparty. In the opy

the Court, this Cane clessly differs from those prasented by
vecent declsions of the Court of Appenis In which Lt wxs held ehae
the protastants there involved did not have such mn ineareat ss

would entitle them to object to a reels

ification. Dubav ve.

Ceape, 2

M1, 1807 City of Greenbelt vs, Jaeser, 237
Marcus ve, Montaomerv County, 2

Court overrules the motions to dismis

Although there w

reclassification and although testimon

Board on different dates (Iampleri on

and Hanf om Miy 28, 19G5), the ent

case w

N the Sezbold-lanf case ond the two cares wers

decided simultsnesusly on faptant

ffect, considered them na one c

The Court will do likewise.

ALl port.

to these appenls

agree that there has been

no significant change in the area mince 7pril, 1960, when the

comprehersive roning map was ndopted Ly the County Council of

Bnltimore County. Aecordingly,

elasaification con be just

only,if at all, on the ground of arror ot alstrke in the

Appallants make twa contantlons. Plrst, that the

field inspection trip, the Bnltimove County

1card recom—

pended that the rubject propartios, as well ss saversl other jrop-

ertles, routherly from North Bord Road on the westerly aide of

Edmondaon Avenue, should be clacsified B.L.; that the comprehensive

soning

=ap sutmitted to the County Council far conniderstion

nlod that such properties be d B.L. In the Iamplericass,

Hr. Gavralis testified as follows (5.186=7)1 "I think the thing

that is different, the factor that La differsnt, between the Plans-

4ng Bonrd recomendation s a comprenensive

the cana at

issue today, s t

wo are not dealing today with an extension of

commercial zoaing across the entirsty of the block; we are deal

with a case which jumps over existing residential roning by estan-
1ishing commercial zoning on the fa- edge of what the Planning
Board had thought would be logical for comercisl use:.® On cross

examination, Mr. Gavrells tastified that (p.190-1): "ses {f th

strotch of frontage in its entirety would coms in ns one petition,
then I would bo then constrained to ssy it was in agreement with
the map as recommended by the Planning Board, but the difference is,
this is not the way it is being done. I have to agree with the
property in its entirety, but not on a plecemasl basis.” Pinally
(P.191), in response to the question "If it wers extunsion of the
existing commercial roning, would you fesl differant mbout it then
¥ou 4o nos2", Mr. Gavrelis stated "Then I fsal I would have to be
constrained by the recomsendation of the Plenning Board.” The omly

inference which can reasonsbly be drawn from th

quotations from
the tastimony of Mr. Gavrells ls that the failure of the County
Council to zone the subject proparties D.L. constituted a mistake or 3

3n error. The Court holds that sueh was the case and accordingly

affirma the orders of the County Board ol Appesls for Saltisore

County dated September , 1965,

FProcreok

Judge
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MR, & NRG, THOMAS J. LAMBERT T

605 North Bend Ro .

Baltimore, m:ynn: 21229 CIRCUIT COURT

RTHEY FOR

600 Urpingtcn Road .

Baltimora, Maryland 21229 SALTIMORE COUNTY
.

LANE M. SPRECHER AT LAW
.

616 North Bend Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21229

+  Appeal from County Board of
REV, ALBERT W, GIBLON, JR,

5700 Edmondaon Avenue *  Appeals of Baltimore County

Baltimore, Maryland 21228
.
PRNIKL: CoROURR RE; PETITION FOR RECLASSIFI-
607 Aldershot Road . CATION from an R=6 Zone
Baltimore, Maryland 21229 to a B-L Zone, and
. SPECIAL EXCEPTION for a
Plaintiffs Gasoline service station,
. MW corner Edmondron and
va. Orpingten Avenu
. 1st District

william M. Seabold, et al,
Patitioners

WILLIAM 8. BALDWIN, W. GILES
PARKER and R, BRUCE ALDERMAN,  *
CONSTITUTING THE COUNTY BOARD
OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
NO. 65-104=RX
De fendants .

ORDER FOR APPEAL

MR. CLERK:
Please note an Appeal to tha Circuit Court for Paltimore
couaty in the above Patition for Reclassification from the action
of the County Board of Appesls of Baltimore County in the matter

of the petition of willlam M. Seabold, et al, Petitioners, for
reclassification from an R-6 Zons to & D-L Zone, and Special
Exception for a Gasoline Service Station, and the County Board of
Appeals Ordar, Opinion and Reascas therefor, granting the e-
clansification, decided by the County Board of Appeals oh

Septembar 9, 1985, in Case No. 65=104=RX.

SEABOLD - hio. 65-104-8X

but all those fronting on Edmondion Asnue from
Graington Hoad southwesterly to o point "one praperty™
short of Plymouth Rd. ba zoned for BL. This action
brings B-L zoning on the northwast side of Edmondson
Ave. sautherly to a point directly across from the
southorly B-L zoning linc an the southeasterly opporite
side of Edmondson.

i was after serious study and an inspection frip by the Planning Board, and wes in line
with the recammendations of the Plonning staff.

hose qualifications are well knawn, testificd in

Mr. Bemard Willemain,

Iy 1he same effect as was his testinuny in the lompieri cose, ani added

case to substan
the additional testimony thot he had attended the Planning Board mecting in November, 1957

and tht ke was present when the Boord met and approved the map os their recommendation to

fhe County Council of Novembe: 19, 1959 shawing the entire 5400 black o3 8-L zoning.

At the public hearing bafars the Caunty Council at a later date the witness wos present ang

nathing - a5 said & ta this specific property, no objection was made to the B-L zoning, ond
Ata

the minutes of ihe mecting make no reference ta the subject property whatsoever..

later closed meating the Council adopted the zaning map |aving the subject property as R-6

apparently without the benefit of any further recommendations o evidence, o cny diseussion
of the subjec?,  Because of the bove, odded to his own studies of the area fram 1959 on s
testimony and alia in the lempieri case, he expressed the opinion that

oxprossed Fully in
the ariginal zoning was net proper, was in enor, and the pioperty should be rozoned os B-L.
He further expressed the opinion that the present zoning was against the public inferest, was
d natory against the use of the subject tract by its ovners, and testifi:d from his own

tnowledge that the subject property had been wsed for commercial or professional uses prior
property).  Mr. ¥

map (as hod also been the lom

ta the adoption
Further expressed the opinion that there had been numerous changes in the immediate arca
between the original County zoning mep of 1945 and the present which opporently ware not
inal map.  These changes

considered by the Council at the fime of the adoption of the ori
exceptions, and physical changes, the greatest

included numerau: reclassifications, spes
of which arobably was a fire which destroyed almast the whole block on the south side of

Edmondson Avanue and whick wos replaced by new stores now occupied by Read's Drug Store

and others.

liam &.

There wos further testimony on behalf of the petitioner by Mr. V

Nichols, @ well known real estote oppraiser and realtor, who stated that, in his o
the Seabold property was practically useless and almost valuelass in any permitied use in

ation, and the highest and best use weuld be under & B-L classification.

an R=4 clas:

He confirmed the numerous nanconforming commercial uses in the neighborhood and stated

that, in his opinion, any pssible use of this entiru black for valid residential purpsies was

"lang gone”.  He olso stated that the proposed use would in no way be detrimental to the

PRIEDMAC & GOQDMAN

O B et
tht:l;r -/'j?ﬂulld‘nq
303 'E. Fayetta Street
Baltimors, Maryland 21202
MU 51763

Attorney for Mr. & Hra, Thomaw J.
Lambert, leo McCartney, Lana M.
SPr-dwr, Rev, Albert W. Gibson,
and Pranklin C. Cobourn

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 74 day of Gctober, 1365, a

copy of the aforegoing Order for Appeal was mailed to The County
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, County Office Building,

Towson, Maryland 21204.

W
J.!mn17 !)u)\«)f
( /

residential property in the contiguous orea and supported this opinion by geing infa a lorge

the gencral area,

number of recent sales of progerty

1t seems clear 1o the Boord that there fs  substantial public demend for can-
tfinued conmercial uses of the property on this black, and if there has bean no chonge in the
swecific use of this property other than that caused by physical deterioration since 1960, it is
only because such changes have been nrevented by the improper zoning which occurred at

the time of the odo

ion of the mop.  There have been, of course, substantiol inerease in

population and business activity in this "shopping center”.

The protestants who testified, in the Board's opinian, did not present evidence

sufficiently weighty fo rebut the potitionss! cose.  Almast ll of them based their objectians

in general terms o3 sppoting any Further and especally the

of any more gasoline station

All of thom were in agreement that all of the B-L zones o5
Edmandson Avenue had boen completely built up and were operoting as commercial entes-
prises at the imo of the adoption of the map.  There has been no naw commercial con-
struction sinco that time obviously because there wos no place to gt it regardless of the
public demand or need for such facilities. 1t s further obvious that there cerioinly would
have been some new cammercial canstruetion If the land had been availoble os recommended
by the Plonning Baord in 195%. Al of the profestants were unanimous in opposing th
special excaption for a gas station and presented a large amount of lestiinany that the opara-
tion of @ gasoline service st*ion would tend fo create traffic hozards, would intarfers with
ions "in our crea” which

it “C

a school bus stop, and ane wit ess hod counted forty=Five gos 1t

he defined o5 a two mile radius of the subject property.  Protestants! ex s alist

of these gas stations.  Almost all of the protestants expressed the oninion that the erection

1 the gos station would degreciate the value of their property but very little, if any, way

£9id o3 to other commerciol uses which seoms 1o be o reasonable attitude b ecause the resi-

dential communily hes gotten along very well for many yoors with the existing B-L zaning

withaut showing aiy evidence of domage fo residential property values in the arca.  The
only witness presented by tha protestants who could possibly be described os an expert
witnoss wos Mrs. Mildred Skiver Van Patten, who was also a protestant as @ resident of the

neighborhood.  She hos bucn in the real estate business for sixteen years, mostly in the

Catonsville area, and her testimory was 1o the effect that  filling station would depreciate

property values in the neighborhood.  On cross -exomination she stated that from her

porsonai knawledge oll of the B-L zones hod been “full up" since and bieforc 1960, and

that there wns certuinly o definite demand for more public service facilities in the neigh-
borhood.
It seems ta the Baord tht the zening of this propeity for commercial use wauld
not amount fa en encreachment on a residential area but simple would confinn the present and

forig continued use of this block, and the Saard finds that the originel zening on the 1960

map was in error becauic of the complete failure of the Council to consider exisiing land

PE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION
from on R~6 Zone 10 @ =L Zone,
ond SPECIAL EXCEPTION for 5
Gesoline Service Staticn,
NW comer Edmondson and
?lpéﬂglnn Avenues,

st District

William M. Sec! sld, et al, : BRECOwY

BEFORE
COUNTY BOARD OF APFEALS

oF

£ No. 65-104-RX

orINiON

case involves an application for ra;
es an appl ic for r2zoning frem R6 (Residential) ta B-L

(Busi cal) of a f
ness-Local) of a piece of praperty on the norhwest side of Edn ondson Avenue ot 1h

comer of Orpington Road.  The petitioners heve also asked for special o

uie of the property oz o gesoline service station.

tien for the

This is a componion eass

cation of Millan J. fampieri, File No. 64 BlEpeli

-RX, which con:

northwest comer of Edmondson Avenue ond Nerth

mmed the property on :he

Bend Road, the twa propertie:

them comtituting the « between

northwest side of Edmandsan A
lampieri preperty being 5404 and the

ue in the 5400 block;  the

presently considered appl
lered application 5400 and 5402, there
being anly three properies in the etire block.
The Boord fee
. he Bagrd 15, for recsons stated in the lompieri cose snd to be stoted
hereafter, that these two cases should be determined multaneously and th her th
utly and that either the

zoning reavested shoy
9 reavested shauld be granted in both cases ar refused in both ceses,  For the asen
Hated in this opinian and in the lampier! opinion 1o be file:

de

d simultancously, i
i wltansously, the Board hos
tarmine, i

10 geant the rezoning from R4 to B-L on Luth properties, ond 1o don, the special
exception far a gusoline station in the Seabold case. T

The entire frontage of the 5400 black on Edmondion

Avenue extends evenl
in the rear, ot enly

to an ali
of This block is within a long black of the Baltimore Cit

and

from Opinglen Read casterly both sides of Edmondian Avenue i

: o the City have bewn
occupied and used for commerciol

reiol purpases for many years bafore April
the date of the ody . it

n of the zoning map in auestion

All these
ree properties hove been
used for varying commerciol or pr. »

essicnal purposes for

" ny years and hove been 15 yred
¥ @ nonconforming use since the edoption of the map in 1950
of this Boar

The entiie

the lamy

#¢ae, No. 64-42-RX, wat intreduced in evidence in this case

fitioners' exkibir #

¢« nd the Boord wishes 1o adept as part of his apinien ol of

and canclusions made in the o

ion filed in the lampleri cose which was determined

e o5 the presen: case,

The properties ocress the street from the subject

perty, for the entice
block ond for the southeost sive of the 5500 Block o

+ were zoned B-L by the map ond
wete, and orn, oty

subieer of long continued eormercial use as moy </ varly bo scen T

@ picrurcs filed os axhibits and rom the Board's in: A There are @ nomber
the pictures filed os its and alsa from the Board's inspectio: ere are by
X

SEABOLD - No. 65-104-RX

s of the time and s failure o Follow the recommendation of the Planning Boar
ate vicinity,

d existing uses, wor in accord with the existing uses in the

recognize:
ed the prabobility of future growh and demand for more <

ommerciol business

and rocogniz )
ic of that time both

services in the area.  The rsop, s odopted, wos certainly not reol
s then existing and those which might e

from the poini of view of condi
ably faresecsble future.  This conclusion of the Boord Is reached, 63 st ”
cote, with full realizetion of the recent Caurt of Appeals reiteralion of the principle that
o wever, wa fecl
\hera i @ siong presumption of the correstns of the original zoning.  However, v
it i o actuall;
should not be o strong or 5o binding upon this Banrd os to actually

that this presumption gt
: h, by its original

perpetuate a situation which is detrimental fo @ neighborheod, and wi
nored the recommendations of the Baltimare Courty Flan

adaption, eompletely
For the foregaing reasons,
the application for a special exception for 8 62

, the application for rezoning fram R-6 to &
sline filling station wil

urden placed on
el tho affimative svidence indicotes that the pesitionar has not met the burden placer o
o ions of Itimore

i to prove cll of the requirements of Sectian 502.1 of the Zoning & ulations of Baltimor
. the Board feels thot this cose must be

As stoted at the eutset of this opinion,

mpieri property In th

considered in connection with case No, 84-42-RX frvolving the lampieri property in the
i imultancously.
oo block, and it s the intention of the Bsard 1o file barh opinians simsltancously

ORDER
For the ressns set forth in the aforegaing Opinion, it fs this__
, 1965 by the County Boarc of Appeals,

sefitioned for, be and the same is hereby granted;

for, be and the same i herchy denied.
ce wi hapter 1100,
Any upacal from this decision must ha in accordance with Chopter '

suLtitle B of Maryland Rules of Procedure, 1961 edition.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

xist in the reasan=

ated in the lompier

ning Board.

-L will be gronted, and

#h doy
ORDERED that the reclassification

and the special exception patitioned

William 5. Baldwin, Chairman B

W, Giles Parker

R Bruce Alderman

EE——

SEABOLD - No. 65-104-RX .

commerciol or quosi-commerciol uses on the ather side of the lley in the reor of the subject

property, and on the side streets in the immediote vicinity which are operating either os

nonconforming uses ar s ning violations of the present time.  For example,
@t 600 Orpington Road there is 4 bieouty shop in the bosement of a residence, at 601 there is
@ garege whicn is appareatly being utd for the storage of file.  The pictures filed os ex~
hibits indicate fhe use of the property in the two blocks on the other side of Edmendson
Avenue.  There was festimony in at least one of the two coses that the entire commercially
re 1960

zoned arca, both in Beltimore City and Baltimare County, is and hos been since be

occupied with commercial uses, end there is a greo: demand for further such usis ot the

result of the increose of papulation in the ara and the complete 13ck of ony arditional

commercial focilities vseable for the public service, nesessity, ond convenicnce with the
single exception that simost all of the ¥ wasoline service
stations in the vicinity.  The properties involved In the Seabold cose separate the lomp

b

ton Road; namely,

1 o1 Orpie

property from fhe present commarcially zoned property

Road, and theso

hot Sioad and Orpingte

the 5300 block of Edmondion Avenue between Ald

ibly nanconform=

twa properties have alio for some yeors post been the

ing, commerciol uses.

Fiars the titimeny of Mr. G Gaveelis we fake it thet the Planning
staff would have been in faver of commercial zoning for the lampieri property if the prop=
ertics the subject of the Seabold case were alio zoned B-L, but they would be opposed to

on in the obsence of a fava

the gronting of the lompieri pe
in the Seobold cose because ihey feel that it wo fumping aver o residenticl zane 1o

gront @ business-locel zonc which woul

However, the Planning steff apparently | c with the
recommendations that the Planning Beord made of fhot time concerning which we will have
something to say later in this opinion.  Mr. Gevrelis was very definite in his festimony

that he and his staff were in agre nt with the original Planning Boord"s recommendation
ng thet the entire block (this includes both lampieri and Seabold properties) were to
be reclassified for busi He definitely exprossed the opinien thot the best plonning
and zoning recommendatic 1 core were not followed ot the time of the adsptisn of
the map.
The minutes of the Baltimare County Planning Baard's mecting of Thursday,

hibit #2 - File No. 64-42-RX) have the following to

November 17, 1959 (petitioners
say (ot page 2)
B \u;!}wwr Side of Edmondson between
~Trom KA, To 51
3 at 5400 and 5402
ween properties
m existing
tianal cam-

ties on the
Srpington cad Norih Bend Roe

Both the Seabold ond Honf g
dwiched
o e s el

mezcial expansion of thi
recommended that not only the 2 properties in question

¢ ® @ e

IN THE MATTER OF HEFORE THE ZONING COMMISSIONER

THE PETITON OF OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

WILLIAM M. SEABOLD, and
LSTHL ABO! County Office Building

Towson, Maryl

and
K T, HANE, and r

S " "

FOR ZONING RECLASSITCATION
AND SPECIAL EXCEPTION

IN RE: 5400 and 5402 Edmondson |
Averue : 2 I
NOTICE OF ADPEAL
Wenreandoins
Come now on this  §  day of Qgueber, 1964 the Petitioners in
within procceding, by Kerr and Keer. their Auorneys, and Appeal the
Decision of the Zoping Comnidssioner of Baltimore Coun'y of October 21

1o the County Board of Appeals.

4

Melegie
Nelson R
Keer and Kerr

216 W. Pennsylvania Avenuc
Towson, Maryland 21204

VA, 3-3297
ce of the within Appeal is hereby acknowledged this day
it~
of Oteber, 1964, by the Zoning Commissioner of Bultimore County.

. Noverbar
way ot BT 1964 1 aeliverea

| Hevely Certify, Thac on this
a copy of the foregoing Notice of Appeal 1o the office of the County Board of
Appeals.

Delivery of a copy of the within Notice of Appeal is acknowledged
this day of . 1964 by the County Bodrd of Appeals,

Nesibe

doid cadat—




o

County and which is dese

aer

{0 the Zoning Law of Baltimors County,

To
0

County, to use the heeel s d

pastin

e
o

Socony. Mobile -0il Company,.Inc.

Address -

Address 210 W._Pennsylvania,
Tows Ma

Commissioner of Baltimore County in

County. on the I L!lHﬂ'sA - ,_1

wpeM
fnore Counly 556!
| - MICROFIL e 5
oven
: ]
Aurust 10, 196k
urust 10, =
4 ﬁ
e
$o°
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
ale INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
114 1, oabold cte
il T:“ ole q&nc]_’lﬂll- for
S s s a30line Service /tatics kA
T 5oTs CoFy 0f Fdmndstn AVDe & 0.
an "o n Jcat

Te

q
out Baltimore County, that property be posied,

Tha Lire
ant oo existing store on Uw oijoliing

e »
PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION , ¢ Pursuant to the advertisemen, posting of property, and publie hearing on the above pelition ant
AND/OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION . i sppearing that by reson of.

G z‘\’.f.'ﬁﬁﬁ?’.{i'.‘ss&lﬂif Zfﬁi\ 'ﬁal‘l?{l L‘U\—“l'mm and Frederick T, Hadf and
. tegal owner$i. of the property situste In Baljimi

ol d in the description and plat attached hereto and made a pat
 roperty be reclasied,

v?

RE
J

ursaant ¢ 0.2
AR

A X

e herein dest

R, Zone 104 BL..

by petition (1) thal the zoning status of th

from an..

.3 for the follewing reasons:

 dtaced at the time of the Hearing hereon including,
B S S o ' the neighborh

etror in original Zoning and chan ;

a Special Exceptlon for hould be granted.

IT IS ORDERED, by the Zoning Comeissioner of Ballimore County this.

4 pescription

at the herein described property or arca should be and

et oy 10

day of.

the same Is esifled; (rom one to a..

zonc, amd /o7 a Special Exceplion for a. should be and the same is

aw and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore

ice. station..

Specit Exveption, under the said Zoning L
plbov - . granled, from and after the date of this erder.

oscribed property, for. fasoline._5e

advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulat
ation andor Special Execption advertising.
iher ageee to and are to be bound by the zoning
pursuant to the Zoning 1w for Batimore

Property s to be posted and
L or we, aree (o pay expenses of 2
«te, upon filng of thés potition, and fur

lations and restrictions of Baltimore County adoples

ounty .

Leght Owners
5402 Edmondson Avenuc

“Cantract purchaser

Address.. -
the above r-clasifiation should NOT BE 1IAD, and2 the Specis) Exception should NOT BE

3445 Foirfic) Boad ..

5400_Edmond:

6, Maryland GRANTED:

Baltimore,

S
UED by the Zaning Campisioncs of Balimore County, ths. (4 A

1018 ORD) day

!, A
Petitioncr's Aarney

i Getoter 195 %, that the above reclassification be

the same is hereby

DENIED and that |

bove described property or area be and the same Is hereby continued 2 and

3 U}_A

on 4, yland VA 33147 p,
Courtf, this. 30

D Dy The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore
{hat the subject matter of this pelition be sdvertised. ac
oo Lo of Dalimore Counts, in two newspapers of general cculation through
, amel that the public hearing be had before the Zoning

Baltimore

10 remai -~ zone; and/obcthe Special Exception for....=._

- 100! Gaselda

weenabe amd the same Is hereby DENTED,

s Room 105, County Office Building in Towson
" 1 2

or. et wclock

ay of..

« Fommylvaad Avme
> FROM. GQ0Kge. E:..

SUBJECT.

_465-104-R8,._.R-6.to.R-L. Special Exception for Gasoline
Service Station. Northwest corner of Edmondsen and
Orpington Avenues. Being property of William Seabold.

1st Diskrict
HEARING: Wednesday, October 7, 1964 (2100 P.M.)

sted o o point fa 1Moo \Ath Lo as statie
the

k 5.0l o roloc
g rorerty to the Joul

The planning statf is unable to nake comment on the
sollo tors bad o coment Yo ke subjact petition within the required time. The petitien
followtag menbors b 1o commat bo i was not transmitted to the staff for comment. Members

of the staff are available if properly subpocnacd to pre-

ab!11tsticn cemalaalvn : o
} Sent oral testimony on the subject petition.

Cuanies Burice
4 [ ] ‘ o ALOEN Kammed

PPy

ASSOCIATED SuRvEvys #e

1200 wogoegw ¥
P e /S P g
1Birma0e 3irer / "

/ g0 2N

sanary 3,108 B4 K
formad Ly the intarssetion of the soutamest 3004
46 of Orplngton fod with the northwest side of Fdseredoon >

cxinaing for the sase st a p

Slat of ticeidale Para 5.
T Hcildalo Pars Sub-Diviaion Plat No. 2 and Tecorded azong the Lant Focomds F

Baltizore County Uerylard inf,

- 76 Filo 6, thence rawning with el bimiing

WILLIAM M. SEABOLD, ET AL NO. 65-104-RX
NW corner Edmandson & Crpington Aves., 13t District

R= 10 B-L, SE - Gusoline Servi=c Station

Avg. 1, 1964 Pertion filed
Oet. 21 Rec. & SE DENIED by Zoning Commissioner
Nov. 5 Order f Appeal 1= County Board of Appeals

Sept. 9, /965 Board GRANTED reclossification, DENIED SE

on the northwest sida of Ednondson dvemuc Souts 41 d. b almasten 30 seconds Wess /Ot 7 Order fer Appeal filed in Citeuit Court
UE€E reet, t s T SRR “
oet, therce lerving cald Edzondscr fvenue £rd running for ¢ 1ing of dty May 5, 1966 Board AFFIRMED - Judge Proclor
Forth 61 degroes 00 ninutes 00 secomls Mect 150,00 foct to tha goitieast pide of ¢
® " k] Order for Appeal filed in Court of Appeals
ant 148,06 L] 4, 1967 Boord REVERSED by Court of Appeals
rartiy & 3736 feat of
DEIED
TELEPHONE ke o il
8533000 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND No. 11
OFFICE OF FINANCE st
Dirision of Colleetion and Receipts oare 10/13/
bt TiovsE
TOWSON 1, MARVLAND
To:tiobil 611 Co.
S, 5 Zoning Departaent of Balto. Co. =
— v T —
e BALTRg e
o b RE COUNTY, MARGEAND

.

J—
e ‘lwtl:lng and posting of preperty For \m, Seabold, et al
| 1050

1
T:MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO L

\ OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, cc WSON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UFPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE. 5 z

SRE COUN

INVOICE
BALT@IORE COUNTY, MAMBLAND No.- 25275
COFFICE OF FINANCE oarfAT/E

Disirien of Colletion and Receipts
5
TOWSON 4, MARYLAND

i

Zoning Depertsent of
Beltinare County

GEG:bms

Yours very truly, |

: £ Porrd
Potition Proceasing

Petition for Reclassification & Spectal Exseption for Mue fenbold

rourr 10

o0;

Berour Ya account wo. 01712

[
; T tiue },m e By U
} T

IMPORTANT: MAKE CHEGKS PAYABLETo: BALTIMORE coun

MAIL TO DIVISION oF
COLLEC
PLEASE RETURN. UPPER SECTI

o INVOICE
e BALTEMBRE COUNTY, MAR@OND  Na.34529

OFFICE OF FINANCE Mot g
Dty s AL raps
COURT OUSE il

i > 21200
Mabll Ol Compumy

3445 Falefleld Rood 1 Counly B

Beitienrs, Md. 21226 T o s cond

ST T vou
Gt of verfox coplen of b’ G = Zaning Fife No.
10 koot @ 50¢ per sheat

45-104-R%

88 2y

4 e 26 3fP e spa

ITY. MARYLAN| ——
TION & RE W -
rioNs ‘CEIPTS, COURT House, Towsan 4, m)
THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE, e

e e 18

COURT HOUSE,
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21200

iigp  Counly Beard of Appecls
(Zaning)

(sitimare, Md. a2
ccou wo. 0.2 [T
SRR S s

IL YO DIVISION OF COLLECTION & R!
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.

CEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWS:

4

IMPORTANT! MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO, BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

MAIL TO_ DIVISION OF COLLECTIOH & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MA!



INVOICE

BAL’!.{ORE COUNTY, MAI.LAN'D
OFFICE OF FINANCE

Dicizion of Collectian and Receipts
JRT HOUSE

To: Nelsen R. Rerr, Esge,
W, Panmsy

2
Tomen b, Ad.

DEFOSIT TO ACEOUNT NO.

01612

N». 27566
oare 11/10/64

e
[FOTAL AMBUNT

EETACH UFPIR SECTION AND RETUNN WITH YOUR NEMITTANCE

SUANTITY ;

Cest of appenl ln—lur..lp—'tjdll.hhld.unl

Y 2t by 2 l.—tz‘a’:zmdr«rl;\

Irletd 6421

= 27566 NIP=

£70.00

i MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

ETITION ¥OR

MECLASSIFICATION AND
SEECIAL EXCEPTION

18t District

20N i From R-8 ta A.L.
Zone

Petition  for Special Excep- |
Hen for Gasoline Serice
Statlon

LOCATION: Northweal cur-
ner of Edmondson mnd Or-

lon Avenues
ATI REDNESDAY,

Tuilding,
_1I|| WY Cimasrdaiie: Aveciin:
owaon, Waryland
"The Zoal

‘gulations of Ballimore Coun=
'||y will hnld - ;Ib‘liu henring:
! Concerning all that parce | of
land In the First District of
Haltimors County.

Reginning far tha
point formad
toa of the southwent side of
Orpington Hond with Lhe north
wosl alde of Edmondson Ave
oin ‘s Bhown on w plat of |
IINI-I-!O h'ln Sub-Divisiea

i-
mors County Mryland in WP,
C. No. T8 Follo 6, thends
runniog with and binding on
tho narthwest side of Edmond-

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

BALTIMORE CQUNTY, MD. Sentembsr 171864 .

THIS € TC CERTIFY, That the annexed advertisement was
published in THE TIMES, o weekly newspcper printed and pub-
lished In Baltimors County, Md. once in each of 91®
fucessive weaks bafoie the... TER
day of Octeber AAD.64 . tha Hrm publication

appearing ¢n the  _17th. day of Ssptacber
® 64

Cost of Advartisement, § 20,00
Purchase Order A2187
Requisition Ne. NS863

TION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
R REMITTANCE.

South 11 Legroen
0 seconds West

HAIL TO DIVISION OF COLLEC

PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOU

s T

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
IOMIMNG DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Towsen, Marylond

i oot /I A4, 15

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

"=/ 7.&\'

ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY /

District._. 4. .

Posted for: ..

AR

Petitioner: _ Lallamy W, dtﬂbot'ff____”,

Location of Signs:. W@, Fhwns. {.S fev el 5402 Setrmoidam

thonco loaviag

wadeon Avenue and

runuing for o line of division
Norih £l degrees i minutos
mvcondn Waal 150,00 foot

the place of beginning.
norea ol

ning all
the Rorth-
feet of lot

b vie oo .
Haing the property of William
Hoabold, et al as shown on
phnt plan filod with o Zon.
it Depnrtment.

fy Onlor OF
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