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precisely planned the route of the roads and that their lccations
were anything but uncertain. In fact, the original 1957 deed for the
Junior high school land from the owner of the reversionary interest
in the subject tract, Ragan M. Doub, to the County Board of Education,
made a call to the center line of the proposed Clarke Boulevard, It
is highly unlikely that the County would have accepted the call had
the exact location of the street been uncertain.

It is true that Mr.Charles Steinbock, Jr., & member of the
Board of Appeals in 1962, testified that the exact lccations of the
two roads -sre no% determined urtil after approval of the map. However,
this testimony, together with the other evidence before the zoning
commissioner, did nc more than creste & fairly debatable question of
change, which may not be reviewed.

Arguably, the fact that [-7O-N may not have been completely
planned by 1962 1s of little importance te the subject tract. That
highway is, of course, a limited access highway. To enter it from the
subject property, one must go north on Clarke Boulevard, then west on
Security Boulevard, then souti. on the Beltway to the I-TO-N interchange,
totul distance of more than & mile and a half. In fact, the greatest
influerce tne highway aight have on the »roperty is to effectively in-
sulate 1t from the industrial park and Jocial Security to the nor:h.

Appeilant argues that, aven though these two complexes were on the map in

1962, the expansion of Social Security in purchasing 53 additicaal acrss

for another office complex, ond the rapld growth of the Meadows Industrial

Park, both constituts an intensification of vee which amounts to a
change. This Court in McGirmiss v, Trustees of the Sheppard snd Enoch
Pratt Hospital, 246 Md. 704, 229 A. 2d §1T (1967) gave recognition to
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In March of 1965, Agneslane, Inc. petitioned the Baltimore
County Zoning Commissicner for reclassification of a fifty-four acre
tract of unimproved land from R-6 (one or two-family residentisl use )
to R-A (residential use apartments),  In May. *ue deputy commissicner
held s hearing and the following month he granted the reclassification,
This decision was appealed to the County Board of Appeals which re-
versed the deputy commissicner and in a two-to-one decision denied
the requested reclassification. Agneslane then appealed to the Circuit
Gourt for Beltimore County at which time the appellees, Marshall L.
Lucas, et al,, entered appearances es intervenore, pursuant to Rule
B 9 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure. That court, on September 26,
1966, filed a memorandum cpinicn affirming the action of the Board of
Appeals in denying the reclassification.

Appellant raises the same points here us it did in the
court below. It contends that evidence before the Board of Appeals
eonclusively established the existence of originai mistake in the
comprenensive zoning map, adopted by the County Council i 1962, and
substantial change in the neighborhood since that time. Although the
Board's denial conesdedly does not amount to confiscation’ appells .t
would nevortheless have us hold that when such evidence of change or

mistake is so conclusive that the issue is not fairly debatable, and

*The fect that rezoning may result in the realization of
greater profits from the use of the iand is not sufficient justifi-
cation for rezoning. See Board of County Comm, of Prince George's

240 Md. 690, 695, 215 A. 2d 206 (1965); Board of County
County v. Edmonds, 240 Md. 6b0, 589, 215 A.

81 65) ; Baltimo: Borinsky, 239 Md, 611, 622, 212 A. 24

1965); MacDonald v. Board of County Comm. of Prince Gecrgets

Md. 549, 556, 210 A. 24 25 (1965)

s
County, 2
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the intensification of ‘nstitutional uses in a residential neighbor-
hood as an element of change; however, Mciinniss is readily distin-
guishable from the instant case, as there was no insulating line of
demarcation between the institutional uses and the residential neigh-
borhood as afforded in the case at bu.z

Tha new firchouse does not amount to a change in the neigh=
borhood. If such public zafety services were confined to areas of
igher intensity uses, large residential sectors would be virtuslly
unprotected. Further, as Mr. Campbell V. Helfrich, sn expert real
estate sppraiser, tustified, the proximity of the firehouse to the
residentlal homes has produced higher property values.

Appellant's theory of original error i1 the 1962 comprehen-
sive zoning map is based almost enklrely upon the conclusions of 1te
witnesses Hoffman and Willemain. They weru of the opinion that the
County Council underestimated the nuxber of people who would be occupying
the "Western Planning Area" of the County in which the piesent tract is
situated, and thus it provided insufficient R-A zoned acresge to house
the unexpected influx. To arrive at this conclusion, witness Hoffman,
an expert demographe:, testified that the 268.27 acres zoned R-A in 1962
{of which only 36% hac been develgped by the 1966 hearing) were inade-
quate for the projected poyulation of the "Woodlawa-St. Agnes housing
market area.” However, as the Board of Appeals noted, this "Woodlawn-
St. Agnes housing market area” was Mr. vapfman’s own creatlion, and as

a matter of fact, he extended it weatward to include hundreds of acres

of
254e Board of County Commissicnars/Prince George's County,
sxocix v. Kines, xmoooty 239 Md. 119, 125, 210 A, 2d 367, 370 (1965).

& reclassification is shown to bc in the public interest, the Board's
rerusal to grant the requested classification 1s both arbitrary and
capricious s3d that this Court must reverse such a denial, For reisons
wnich will be discussed at length, we hold that, considering the record
as a whole the issue of original error or change was fairly debatable,
there was sufficient evidence presented before the Board to support its
conclusicn, and therafore the court below correctly refused tn/-::.t:—
the Board's ruling.

In crvder to fully undcrsiand the evidence presented on the
issue of mistake or change, 1t will be necessary to describe in some
detail the area within which the subject property is located. The tract
lies in the First Election District of Baltimore County, between the
communities of Woodlswn and Westview, and is roughly recteangular in
shape. The north side abuts on the right of way of the proposed inter
state highway 707; the west side borders on Clarks Boulevard (also known
as Woodlawn Drive); the south side borders the Johnnycake Junior High

Sghool; and the entire eastern liie borders an existing R-G zoned

devel t known as 1le Manor. It should aleo be noted that
the land south of Catonsville Manor, known as the Reiblich property,
is undeveloped and zoned R-6, and that a petition for reclassif‘cation
of thie property to R-A was denled at the sams time the Bcard denied
the instant application. South of the junior high school, across
Johnnycake Road is located enother R-6 development, Westview Park.
Across from the western side of the subject property, on the opposite
side of Ciarke Boulevard, atill snother undeveloped tract of R-6 land
1ies, and it axtends all the way to ths Baltimore Beltway. Out of

6.

of undeveloped faim land which may or may not be built up within the
next ten years. It should also be noted that Mr. Steinbock testified
shat he 4id no¢ think that the County Couwardl cemmitted error when it
adopted R-6 classification for the subject property on the Western
Area Map in 1y62. It was not erroT, therefore, for the Board to give
11ttle welght to the evidencu of mistake.

The burden of proof facing one seeking & zoning reclassifi-
cation is quite onerous. In Shadynook Improvement Agsn. v. Molloy, 232
Md. 265, 269, 152 A. 24 502, 504 (1363), Cnief Judge Brune, speaking
for the Court, stateu the burden thusly:

Ns » & ghere is & strong presumption of the currect-

ness of original zoning and of comprehensive re-

zoning, and that to sustain a plecemeal change there-

from, there must Le strong evidence of mictake in the

original zcning or in the cumpx-ehensi.vf t‘ez.-:nmg or

else of a subntantial change in conditions.

See also Mack v. Crandell, 244 Md. 193, 223 A. 2¢ 248 (1966); Pallace
¥. The Inter City Land Co., 239 Md. 549,212 . 2d 262 (1965); Pahl ¥.
County Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, 237 Md. 294, 206 A, 2d
2li5 (1965} ; Montgomery County v. Ertter, 233 d. 4ll, 197 A. 24 135
(1964). Also in Kracke v. Weinverg, 197 Kd. 339, 347, 79 A. 24 387,
391 (1951), this Court stated:

e e e s and Arranged

and were to be more or Jcss permanent, subject to

change only to meet genuine changes in eonditions.

The appellant contends thet it not only met the burden oi
overcoming the presumpulon of the correctness of the original zoning
put so Zirmly established the eilstence of change and mistake as to
have extingulshea grounds for reasonable debatc tc the centrary. A

review of the evidence reveals this to be & gratuitous assumption.

this last tract, the Jouniy purchased a 3-acre si*a at the corner of
Clarke Boulevard and Johnnycake Road and in 1655 it conmtructed a fire
station there. Directly north of the property, acroes from the I-70-N
right of way lies the huge Soclal Socurity 0ffice complex, extending
fron I-70-F north to Security Boulevard. This highway runs east toward
Baltimore and wert about one-half mile to intersect the Baltimore
Beltway, Between Clurke Boulevard and the Beitway, on both sides of
Security Boulevard, is & 500-acre tract zoned industrial and designated
as the Meadows Industrial Park.

In order for the sppellart to be successful on this appeal
it musc show that tne record compiled at the hearing vefore the Board
of Appeals, considered as a whole, preseated such evidence of error
in the original zoning, or substantial change in the character of the
neightorhood of the subject property since the adoption of the compre-
hensive zoniig map, as to so firmly establish the fact of change or
mistake that its existence was not fairiy debatable. The Court is of
the opinien that the appellant failed to do this.

Appellant contends thai although the two primary roads now
bordering the land, Clarke Foulevard and I-70-N, may have been indicated
on the 1962 zoning map, their exact locations were not certain and did
not become corvain until shortlv before construction began sometime
aftar 1962, Therefore the effect of these roads on the subject property
was not considered by the County Council when 1t approved the map, and
the subsequent reorientation of the tract toward the industrial and in-
stitutional uces north of 70-N constituted a materisl change. However,
the evidence presented before the deputy zoning commiscicner, including
testimony from appellunt's own witinwes, estahblished that the county had
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The testimony in this case covers over 500 pages and & con-
siderat.on of the complete record convinces the Cour* that there was
suhstantial evidence produced at the hearing to support the finding
of the Board and to cause the issue of change or mistake to be matter
for reasonable iebate. Under these clrcurstances the lower couri had
no chulce but to arfimm the decision of *he Board.

The test to be applied on appeal to the Circuit Court, when
the evidence before & zoning appeal board presents material facts
which are fairiy debatable, was aptly stated by Judge Hammond (now
€.J.) when speaking for the Court in Board v
232 Md. 274, 283, 192 A. 2d 761, 766 (1963):

Cak Hill Farme, Inc.,

"% % ® whether & reasoning mind could reasonably
have reached the result the agency reached upon
& fair consideraticn of the fact picture painted
by the entire record.”
See elso Board of County (cumissioners of Howard Couniy v. Turf Valley
Associates, (No. 91, Sept. Term, 1967) Md. A. 2d
(1967); Ragan v. Hildesheim, (Ko. 544, Sept. Term, 1566),
Md. A, 2d (1967); Stocka-
dale v. Barnard, 239 Md. 541, 212 A. 2d 282 (1365); Dal Maso v. Board
of County Commissioners, 233 Md. 333, 209 A. 2d &2 {1965); DePaul v.
Board of Covnty Commisaioners, 237 M¢. 221, 205 A. 2d 805 (1965).
It is irrelevant in this case that the appallant produced
evidence which may have moved reasonsble men to decide contrary to the

ed by the majority of the Board. This Cour% in the past

"We have ce.sistently held that the fact the zoning
body, .on the record before it, had the legal authority
te grant the pevition for reclassification i: 1t had
deemed such action proper, does not mean the action denying
the ap;lication is to be veverased, when the decision is
d 1 and 18 not arbitrary

pPo: u
or capricious.




(]
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rozoning must be in the general public interest
for the promotion of the health, safaty and wel-
fare of the community, &s well as in the individual
interest of the land owner.”

Board of County Commissioners for Erince George's County v. Farr, et
al., 242 Md. 315, 322, 218 A. 24 923, 92T (1966).

Aleo In County Council for Montgomery County v. Gendleman,
227 Md. 491, 498, 177 A. 24 687, 690 (1962), the legal effect produced

For the reasons hereinbefore cet forth, the order of the

lower court sustaining the finding of the County Board of Appeals

1 .
by the "fairly debatable" quality of the issues was asscssed by this & arrirmed

Court as follows: ORDER AFFLRMED, WITH COSTS.
"Even 1f there were facts which would have

Jjustified the Councll in rezoning the property,

this would not of itself prove the denial of Te-

zoning 1llegal. Thera is still the area of

Gebatadility, ana one who attacks the refussl of

rezoning must meet the hieavy burden of prov.

that the action of the lagzllauve houy 1..1 refusing

it was arbitrary, capricious or illeg

The appellant in Lvs effort to carry the day argued force-
fully that although the law 1n Maryland regarding the issues of chauge
and mistake, as presented tc a zening hody, may be grounded te the
test of what is "fairly lebetable,” yet, on the issues of compatibility
ot use, pubiic welfare and demarcaticn lines, the Court should adopt
the tast of whether the petitioner's version is supported by the clear
welght of the eviaence, However, since we find that thz Board had not
acted arbitrarily or cepriciously in arriving at the findinge on the
issue of mistake or chang, it 1s not necessisy to consider the effect
of matters which come into play only in the event the fuct of change
or mistake is aifirmatively found by the Board. We are however mindful
of the language uded by :ms Court in Furnace Branch Land Co. v. Brard

2 Md.
of County Commissioners 1‘33~ 194 A. 24 64G (1963), whurein this Court
sald at p. 5391
"Change ir conditions may .iunw.fy tlw rmendment

of the an-tlrg zoning ordinance * it does not
necessar'ly compel it. Even as in nrlgmﬂl zoning,

the need of Ua ia the Lgnes ares

over a 10 yesr span. TRe tertimesy, appearmnce and demsancr of this 3 NGNESLANE, INC. IN THE CIRGUTT COURS

witness W most impressive, : el FOR BALTIMORS COUNTY
oo . Marion Cex, whe 4 X
potitioner olse prodwoed Mr, Marisn Cox, whe was deserited = BOAKD OF APPEALS YOR
as being the dean of real estats in tue Stata of Maryland. This witness BALTIMORE COUNTY, and
MARSHALL L, LUCAS et al,
with seme kS years of axperisnce felt the subject tract would be &n Intervanot
iderl location for apartesnts and vould be an ssest %o the rwrewndiag
nalghborhesd. He pudnted out thet 285 of the tetal acreage would be
open spmos ani ihat mmch of the «x'sting grescery vill be retainad,

Dr. Ewell, qualified Traffis Kngineer, described the axistiag This is an appeal by the Petitioner, Agneslane, Inc. from &

resd pattam in the arsa, fe stated that most ef the Lraffic from the aty Board of Appeals of Baltimore Couaty which

decision and order of the Cox.

e "
proponed apartasats would be by way of Clarke Avenws to Security danied a r=siessification of the subject Froperzy from an R-§ clagaification

Boulevard, & majer artery, and then o the Beliwmy,
to an Ii-A classification.

Thars was testimomy from Mr. Jauss Spamer, Consu!tiag Engimwer,
The Appeliant proposed to bulld 750 garden type arartment anits

Wat warer and sewer ars availatls end sdequate. He could foreses ne

storm drain preblems. with 750 automobile parking spaces on tha subject property, which is a 54

Several pesple gppuired in protest, Howver, Uielr fears ' scra traci of land, The fact is roughly rectangular {n shape bordered 5 1ts

of traffis snd property dep seem to have been 1-70; the west slde of the property borders

north side by tha proposed Foute

for it= zatire frontage for approxizataly 1560 fest along the sast cide of

property bordars on the Bosrd of Education

alleviated by te variows experSe' spinions as st furth above,
It ¥
fier 1. viswing all evidense, the Deputy loming Cosmisaionsr Avemiaj the south sido of tha
St A dw t o 3
Sgress 9 Sing Sy TRepeEt e Ve mbisst. prepiry ds in \and which {s cccupied by the Johnnycaks Jurior High School; the cast side
arrer md that 4he =t loglin) and appropriate use for the subject Lad
of tha tract bordars an existing development known as Catonsvills Janor .

uld be &n soartmsat compler. Ths proposed project copliss with the
» sumrounding the propust are 35 follows: North

apartmut eriterion aa laid dows by the Office of Flaming and Tialsg, The ordng and land v

of the pmperty, Across the proposed 1=70-N right-of -way, the comprehensive

Por vk aforsgoing reasons, IT I3 OIDEIED by the Beputy loming
Commissiomer of Balilmore Cownty, ﬁh_:‘iw of Jums, 1955, that ihe mmm.gmmwmmmcﬂmmm:nmlmhndlnwbunuu

above desarided proparty or area should be aml the same is berety ml,m.luﬂmmmmchlmnmmi vrasterly across

reclassifisd from an Rt sone to an B-d Soe, from amd after tho date of nd s peesantly

Glarke Averus, there !s & lacge tract of land toned R-€ &

this ordar, mbject to f the site State 2
s sabjec approwml o plan by the State Rsads 4 slopeds south of the 570 N n the subjact irest and johnaycake

Commlssisn, Puress of Public Services smi the Offios of Plamming ami
m.:-mmm-mnuuwnmm--mmmmm

Loming, ooy
%A[@ / C‘Lj» pigh sahoo 1a 8 large R-6 zone which 18 davsioped with cotiage homes and i
‘( L munmm-mm-n-wumnﬂmm.uuln

Mitinere Ommmty S luad ts prosantly scod -5 the sosthern pertion of he tract bordars aRother

A4
mﬁm'dwnmmhm. whick 13 the subject of &

IO
% q.ﬁ

The petitissar's property, cemsisting of Sk acres of lesd,
laeated on the side o Rend azd the

side of Warks Avesne ad the proposed [-70-N, iz the subject of &
petitden for reslassification from an Bf soms to an B-L sows. Flms

call for the comstrention of 750 garden iype sparimemt waits, 635 of
which ars % be of the stulis ami one bedroem type and the remaindsr
of the W butresn Wyps. Propossd rentals will rangs from $80,00 &
£105.00 per month plus wiilitios, Seven hunired sad fifty offstrest
paricing pluces are %s ba previted.

The preperty ws deceribed by varices expert citnessss tb
being bomded on the Berth by 5 propossd I-70-F axpresmay and
e Bnglit Zeserity Crwploxy om the Bowth by the Jehmyoals ‘wnlsr
figh Babsel amd Vewbviow Heusing Devolepmmt; su the West by Olarks
Avenne and vacant lamdj and on A 1% by & dovelopment kv a8
OCatrmavills Mener, The topograply was described as slspping frea sast
s wat, The proposed aparvmats wuld be bullt en the crent or smirml
portiem of the mite,

Thare was evidence of mmmarcwe changes taking place ir tha
medghborhood, Clarke Aveems, #a eighty foot right-of-way with fory
alght fest javed porsiom, scheduled for completion the latter parh
of this year, will ren from Joumgcaks Read %o Becurity Boulsvard, The
Meadows Iadustria) Purk, jus® soroso the propossd I-TO-N, is censtantly
wpending, A new additlen to the Socisl Security building ani & new
warehouss adjadent %o Um Social Security Complex are in the planaisg
stages, The proposed apartment | woject will be locawed within several
thousand fest of the iaterchange of the Baltimors County Beltway ssd
1-T0-N, sew wder cocatruction and described as beiag the Wirs .argest
interchangs in the cewmitry,
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patition for rezoning from R=6 to R-A, which classification was also denied
by ts Toard almost simultaneously with the subject property. North of the
Relblich property the land east of St. Agncs Lano is soned R-6 and houses &
development known as Catonsville Manor. The subject proparty, its general
‘ocation, and its surrounding areas ere fully set forth by very fine aerial
phesagraphs which are exhibits in this proceeding.

In order for the applicant to ba successful in the granting ofa
reclassification of his scoperty, he must show (a) = Bmor tn orlinal zonin
(Comprehenstve zoning map which was adopted by the County Councl’ in

1962}, or %) = A change in the of the subject

property since the adoption of the mi The applicent did not offer to prove
that the denial of reclassification of son'ng would deprive him of &

uees of the rroperty, and, indesd; the record discloses that thers are def-
inite sconomic and beneficial usas for this property under its present zoming.
‘vhe applicant in this case maintaing that there was both emrc. in the adortion
of the comprehensive zoni=g map and 12at since Jhe adoption of ths map there

hae been a substantial change in the ne.ghborbood.

The law 1s well hed that the zoning
by the comprehensive soning map, acopted by tha legislative suthority . is
prasumed to be correct, well planned and intended to Do parmanent, and the
burden rests upon the owners of property to shus that such classification was
erronecus, Pahlv, County Board of Appeals, 237 Md 294; Shady Nook
‘impeavament Assn v. Molloy 232 Md 265; Greenblatt v. Toney Schloss, 235
Md 9; Montjomery Zounty v. Ertter, 233 Md 414, In sddition, the burden

also rests on the appliart to show a 1 change in the
rwammmmmwﬁmulummum

B, Pelllip Musht, Pies of the Waleh
Gespony, (Wellderw af the prepossd apartmmt prejest) Seatified st
lmgth an populatien denaily in agurtncete as compared o individend

"Redy Coms 03 Jwmpared e six fariliss per aorc I8 mn B4 sons with an
sverage of 1.6 pereons par fardly 1o mn B secs as opposed o h pursess
vac fomily in aa B-6 sems, No tostified here ere appresim taly 79
schsal childvam por eme dmired families in sa B4, sovc a8 comw
%0 100 jor wm hmdred femilise in an Bé wae, These comclusime cend
based sa milendde atadlsd of apertmsat ving, M, Facht = of

\
bamss, N siated Wi-re are apprecimlily 19,8 familiss por ssre in sa {
|
|
|
i
|
!

the opinien ¥t e most logioal and appropriste use of the petitioner's.
Propurty weald b for apartte, |

Aleo, testifylng for the petitionsr was Mr, armard Willemsin, ‘
 prefessioual planser, who wea of the epinien that the sbjest trmet “
would 8ot B4 & (uod aile for intivitwl hme dewlopmnt in view of i@ |
Preiuity o the I-70- and Beltmy ixterchange, He testified st |
W) preperty ws origimlly recomended in the Muaster Flan dated
February 3, 1960 for KR and B.L. seuing and thet the Comiy Cownail i
sdopted R-6 seni.g instead, This witesss falt that the Comscll failed
0 550 & meed for ajariient seming in the gemeral neighbortosd and fer
Vulr ressem the sonisg mp ia in erver,

Bri Serten Boffusa, a Oensuliing Loonmist, was alse called
to tertify for e petitiemor, Mo bes /‘ailed the populstiss tresd in
the ares mbreesd frem Route b0 to Libarty losd and Rellins Gesd to the
Baltimere Oliy Lime. Mo Westified Umre were 8,950 peopls living in the

cferemsatiseed e==i ia 1950 and thet thare will be 70,800 people L

the ares by 1975, Be chated it by 1575 shers will be 12,000 pecple
working at the Bosial Secwrity Oesplen. Be testified Jmt im 1950,

% af all cccupded dwallings wer remted wiereas in 19%60 caly Ll.7H

of these drmlling were remted, Umo leading to the con:lusiss Mt

thers is ineeffislest leid in the gensral ares which las been set asids
for sparaat wes, Mo furthor tselifiec Lhat as of the time of this !
bearing that caly 269.L) asres L. the groster Wosdlawm-St, Agnew ares i
wers samed for Rk, covelopment and tat if ali of tisse wre developed, |
there veuld still be issufficlent spartmat soco-sudaticss to mat l

g

The scupe of appeliate review in an appeal from *ae Board of
Appeals I3 Umltod {n aature. The Court does m‘t reach its opinion from
tne weiynt of the evidence that was produced beiore the Board. It has been
stated meny times by the Court 5f Appeals that this Court may not substitute
its discretion and fudgment for that of the Boa™d, the legialative body, i
ths quastion decided was fairly debstable. It is not the function or sight
of the Jourt to sone or rexone. If thero 1s room for reasonable debuts 38
o w:nether the {a=ts justily the action of the Boaxd, such acticu must ba
upheld, It is only where there {s 5o room for a reasonable debute ¢7 whare
the record s banvs of supyerilng facts 1aat the courts can declara the
legialative action of the Board 1o be erbitrary, capricious or discriminatorys
1f thers are substantiai facts to fustify the action of the Board the Court must
atrirm that actien,

In the case of Eoard of County Commissioners for Prince Geargos
Gounty v. Yarr et al, 242 Md 315 at page 521, the Oourt of Ao als quoting
£n opirion of Judge Bruse for tho Court fn tha case of County Counetl for
Montgomery County v. Gendleman 227 Md 481, stated: "Even 1Y there wers
facts which would have justified the Council in ruzoning the property, this
would not of itsslf prove the denial of rezoning illegol. Thers is still the
crea of debatabllity, and one who attacks tho refussl of resoning must mast
the heavy burdea of proving that tha sstion of the lagislative body in fe-
fusing {t was arbitrary, capricicus of lllegel.” The Cour. of Appeals stated
furthier in the Fan case, supra, at page 3221 “Ve have consistontl;” hald
that the fact the zoning body, on the Tecord before 1t, had the legal autherity
uwwmmhmmuuwu—ummnam.
docs not moan the action derying 13 application is to bo Jeversed, when
the deciaion 1s supported by substantial evidence and is not =rhitrary of




The record Jf testtm ony taken before the Board consists of over
500 pages. The majoritv oplaiom of the Board sets forth its factual findings
as does the minority opinion. The majority opinion, howsver, does not
commers OR the testimony of W.C, Dutton, Jr., & qualifisd professional
land plannar, which seems to the Court to Land some wupport to the decision
of the Board.
Having read the complete 1econd of tha procssdings befors the
Board and considered arpument of cousse!, s Court is of the opinion that
then was subsantial evidence produced ot the heariug to support the finding
af the Joard sad w3 cavae the issue before it to be 8 matter for reasonabls
debats. The Cow? theresore is not parmitted to substitute its judgmant for
that nf the Board.
For thess reasons the Ordar of the County Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County denying the application for reclassification of tha subject
property is hereby affirmed,
Having reachad thls conclusion, all counsel agres that i 1 not
"acvssary for this Court to consider the motion ef the Appellant, Agneslans,
Iag., & dismizs the answer of the protestants to its Order of Appeal and the

appearapie of such protestants ia this case.

Yaptonber 26, 1966

RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION BEFORE

from an -4 zone 1o an R-A zone,
SE corner Clarke Avenue & Praposed
Expressway 1-70, 960" NE of
Johnaycoke Rood,

Ist District )
Agneslane, lac., Petitioner § BALTIMORE COUNTY

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF
No. 65-232-R

OPINION

This cose involves on application for rezaning from an R=6 classifi

R-A classification of a fifty=four (54) aere tract of ground on the east side of Clarke

Avénue south o the propased Route 170 in the Finst Election District of Baltimore County.
The contract purchaser, Agaesiane, Inc., propases 1o build on the site

gorden type apartment units with 750 automabile porking spoces if the rezoning request is

gronted.  The traz! s roughly recangulor in shope bordarcd on ¥ north side by the pro-

posed Route 1-70;  the west side of the properiy bardars for ity untire fromtage for mapro

mately 1560 feot olong the emt side of Clarke Avenue;  the south side of the praper:

borders an the Board of Education lond which is accupied by tha Johnnycake Junior High

School: the east side of the fiact borders an existing development known a3 Catonsville
Maner,

The zoning and land uses surrounding the property are as follows:  North

of the oroperty, across the proposed 1-70-N right-of-way  the comprehensive zaning na

adopted by tha County Council in 1962 shows the !id in public use ond is tre site af the

sresent Social Security Offize Building;  westerly, across Clarke Avenue, there i o jurge

troct of land zoned k-6 and is presently undevelooed; south of the property, batween the

subject tact and Johnyeoke Raod, is the Johnnyceiie Junior High Schoal; - acress Johnny-

coke Road from the high school is a large -6 zone which is developed with cottoge homes
and s ko s Westview Park;  along the et side of the subject tract all the land fs

peesently zoned R-6;  the southemn portion of the tract borders another tract of ground
Lnown a5 the Reiblich proparty which is the subject of petition #45-284-R far rezoning from

206 1o RoA, which property wiil be meniioned loter in this apinion,  North of the Reiblich

property the land east oi 5t. Agnes Lane it zened R-6 and is spotted!y developed in cottoge

houses as o development known os Catonsville Manor.
This cose is somawhat o companicn case with the Reiblich prupe .y, case

145-284-R, which odjoins the subject tract on the southeosterr: side and runs from a point

appraximataly 150 fest zouth of Central Avenue, o3 shawn on Pefitianers® Lhibi No. 1,
to Johnnycoke Road,  Theto two Froserties comtitute the bulk of the unimproved lond <.t

of the Baltimore County Beltway ond scuth of 1-70 with the exception of tn aforementioned

troct of R=6 ground west of Clorke Avenue which is owned by the
the subject of 1 is petition. The

same person who owns the

ceversionary inferest of the tract of ground which is

MARGOLIS & MARGOLIS
ATToaNEYS AT Law
110 & LEXINGTON ETREET

soEL MARGOLIS
Kowano 8 MARGOLIS

County Board of Appeals

County Office Building

111 W, Chesspeake Avenue

Tovaon, Maryland 21204

RE: Ietition No, 65-332-R

Agnaslare, Inc. for
reclassitication from R-6 to
R-A, SE corner Clarke Avenus
and Proposed Fxp. 1-T0, 960! NE

Mr, Chairmam

Please drop the Appeal in regsrd to the above in regard
to my client, Kr. Lou Heller,

Yory truly yours,

gnesione, Inc. #65-332-R

malority of the Board feels, for reasons stated in the Reiblich cose and fo be stated hereafter,
that the two cerr -hould be determined simultaneously, ard that eil he requested R-A

20ring shauld ke graried in bath instances or refused in both instances

The petitioner, by various expert witnesses, olleged both error in the eriginal
wap and change in the character of the neighbothood ta suppart the request for rezoning.
We shall not attempt 1o ga into detoil as to the testimany of each witness but wili the
major contentions of the petitioner,  ir. H. liam Cohen o Vice-President of the Welsh
Construction Campany, contract puichaser, estified that, in his opinion, the major changes
are the comtuction of Clarke Avenue; the proposed route of 1-70 along the north side of
the property and ifs ccnstruction west of the Baltimore County Beltway: the expansion of
the facilities of bath the Social Security complex and the Meedows Industrial Park; ond o

general trend to apartment living.

Bernard Willemain, on expert witness appearing an behalf of the petitioner,
cbstantiall, cited the sama recsons and auded that he beiieved the R=6 zoning to be

erroneous in that the 1962 mop had not provided sufficient rental housing.

The claim of emar in the map to the majority of the Board's mind is not
substontiated.  The main basis of error cited by Mr. Willemain is the fact that the Western
Area Planning Report set forth certain criisrio fur apartment zones ond mentioned Clarke
Avenue as o passible gportment locotion.  However, 1= also admitted that the zening re=
commended for this property by the Planning Board wa. for P4 zoning with ar. uverlay show=
ing a possible small shopping center if the need arose, and pechaps an altemative of Mi-L
zoning. It is obvious to the Board that the County Council carefully considered both the
preperty owner Doub's request and the recommendations of the Flanning Staff with regard to
his property as shawn in Protestants’ Exhibits D-1 and D=2, This s further substontiated
by an expert witness opaearing on behalf of the pratestants who stoted that, in hiz opinion,
the Council could not lave overlooked o ve-ant fifty acre tract in its consideration of this
area.  Even M. Willemain admitted thot the tronsitional function of R-A zoning here, if
any, would be ot best vay mirar. 5 quite clear from the testimony before the Baard thor
there exists no problem with regard to the development of this property as R-6 From sither ¢
topography or engineering standpaint, and no wilness for the peritioner indicated that the
property could not be readily developed in its R=6 classificotion.  Indeed, Mr. Cahen, one
of the officers of the Welsh Construction Company, readily stuted that it ~ould be devsloped

R-6 und that the Westview Park lops i orr=z: joh oke hood ond next

to the Beltway is o very successful development, and that thers appears to be no difficulty
in selling cattage homes in the neighborhood.
With regard to the patitioners' allegsiion of change in the character of the

borhood ‘he protestants uniformly stated thot thers has been no change in the character

®
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of the naighborhood since the odoption of the map in 1962, an.” with this contention the
majority of the Board agrees.  Clarke Avenue was shown o the map adopted by the

County Council in 1962 in its present lacation, ond os far s the Boord con sscertain has Leen

constructed exoctly @ planned.  Camgbell V', Hellrich, o recitor testifying on behalf of

the protestants, stated that in o dead from Doub to the Baltimore County Board of Education
csecuted in 1557 one of the coll linet in the Jescription cells 1o the center line of Clarke

Avenue As to the exparaion of the Secial Security complex and the Meadows Industriol

of the cdoption s the mapend any expan=

sion has nly been 1o develop the propertv within itz <~isting zoning. This, to the
racter of the neighborhood

Park, these were both in existence at the time

mojority of the Board, does not constifute o changs in the ek
shat would require the rezaning of Ihis property  Tre Fire Station on the oppnsite side
of Clarke Avenue again does not saem to the majori:; of the Board 1o be a cirgs in the

neighborhood as it was apparently planned for sometime and is needed to serve the existing
and proposed residential communities in the area.

The petitianers o-gue that the praposed route of 170 along the narth side of

tho property is o malor changs, however, the route of 1-70 has been kiown for 3 punber of

yeors but has yet 1o be built east of the Beltway, and apparently there are g present con =
stouction plans that would make the construction of 1-70 alang this property reosonobly

foceseeahle within the immediate future.  Howes. 1, if 170 were in fact cunstructed ulong
this property it would seem to the majoriry of the taard to be o logical 1'ne of demarcation
between the i.dustriol and office property north of 1-70 and the residential propervies to

the 5 uth, In foct, we agree with the testimony of the witness Compkell '/, Halfeich, that
the "neighborhood " is south of 1-70 end that the properties north f 1-70 ars in an entirely
different neighborhcod . This is cer inly substantioted by the fact that Mr, Helfrich
1958 and in his appraisal

Mr. Helfrich, ond

oppraised the entire Doub tract for the State Roads Commission in
ploced its "ighest ana best use” for eventuol residential houting.
other wimesses appearing on behalf of the protestants, siated that they were greatly con-
cened with the overali picture of the vacont properties in this area in that if the subject
trast and the Reiblich property are rezoned to R=A then it wou'd certainly be logical ta
rezone the balance of the Doub property across Clarke Avenue, and the effect of some 2000
tnis orea would be an undue concentration of

the neighbarhood .

olus apartment uniis being constructed in
papulation and thus would devaluate the individual homes I
ntain sufficient provision for
the Boord

The petitioners contend that the map did not cor

o housing ond that the frend toward apaitment dwelling is o change that
ind, fron the testimany

rent

should consider.  Huwever, in the ins.nt case the Booid co. wnat

before it, that this 1s necessorily correct,  The Board has in the past, in proper coses,
recagnized this as ane of the reasons for reclassifying property fo R-A.  However, in the

Iratant cose a marke? analys? testifying on behalf of the petitioner udmitted, on cross=

1 HEREIY CEXTIFY, Thal 4 copy of the aforegoing Crdar for
Appeal was, prior to the filing hareof, served on the County Board of Appeals
of Batimors Couaty by leavirs a copy of same with the Secretary of the said
Boerd at ite offica in the County Offica Bifldin son 4, Waryland,

this day of April, 1966, puravsat o tie and Rules of Procedurs,

Siua.€ R, Wilcox

Attorney for Appe

Service aduicted this JC'F day of Aeil. 1966,
o'clock , A. M.

COUNTY BOASD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

7
Secretary

Agneslane, Inc. 65-33:

excmination, thot there is no present demand for gpartments if the naw vacant R-A sanes are
Jeveloped.  Analysing the witness' figures in the best possible light to the netitioner thre

oppears to be, ot best, a need for only on adcitional 1400 plus apartment units over the next

this would ollow an odditional 1287 units to be bui medianly.

1t s interesting to note that th : peritioners vited only two reclossifications

th north of 1-70 There have been no major reclossification of properties south of the
propased route of 1-70 and east of the Baltimore County Beltway for this entire crea uniil
you reach the properties along the front of the north side of the Boltimore Mational Pike.
Indeed, the entire area in this southwest ~undrant of the Beliway ond |70 is zaned R-6 and
hos been developed in accordance wiih its 2oning.  Protestants” Exhibit C introduced ot
the hearing is the official comments of Mr. Gewige E. Gavrelis, Director of Planning, wha
stated, in essence, that the proposal here is not in accordance with 1%~ Western Area Master
Plan and the! there huve been no substantia! land use changes in the area sin. + the map's
odoption.

As stotea eoriler in this opinion, ihe majority of th: Board feels that this
cose must be considered in cannaction with case #65-284-R involving tha Reiblich property
which is adjocent fo the subject property, end it is the intention of the Board ta file bath
opinions simultoneously.  For the foregaing recsons, the petition for reclassification from

an R-6 zone 1o on R-A zone will be fenied.

ORDER

For the resors set forth in the oforegaing Opinion, it is this_ #8th  gay
of March, 1966 by the County Board of Appeals, ORDERED thut the reclassification
petitioned for, be and ihe same is hereby DENIED.

Any appeal fr n this decision must be in accordance with Chopter 1100,

subtitle B of Marylond Rules of Procedura, 1941 edirion

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

" Williain S Baldwin, Chairman

ok (o #
Tohin A, STawik




Petition for Peclassification BEFOSE THE
R=6 t0 R.A. Zom
SE corner of Clarks Avenus and DEPUTY Z0NDIO OMAISSIONER
Proposed 1-70-N, 960 feet Ri of
Johryyeals Rosd = lst District oF
Ragan M, P-~b=Potitioner
BALTIMDRE COUNTY

Noo 65-332-R

The petitioner's property, ccnaisting of 54 acres of land,
located on the Mortheact side of Jchnuyeake Road and the Southeast
aids of Clarke Avemus and the proposed I-70-K, is tho subjest of &
petition for reclassification from an A6 zone to an ReA sone. Flans
call for the construction of 750 garden type apartment units, 635 of
which are to be »f the studic and one bedroom type and tae ramainder
of the two bedroom type. Proposed rentals will rangs irom #80,00 to
$105.00 per month plus utilitiss, Seven hundred and fifty offstreet
parking places are to be provided.

The property 1as described by varicus expert witneuses as
baing bounded on the North by the pruposed I=70-N sxpressvay and
the Social Security Complex; on the South by the Johnnycake Junior
ligh School and Weatview Housing Development; on tie West by Clarke
Avenue and vacant land; and on the East by a development lmown as
Satonsville Manor, The topogr=phy wes described as slopping from cast
to west. Tna proposed apartments wuld be Luilt on the orest or central
portion of tie site.

"hare vs evidence of numerous changes taking place in the
roighborhood. Clarke Avenus, an eighty foot righteof=wiy with forty
eight fest paved pcrtion, scneduled for completion the Litter mrt
of this year, vill run from Johnnycake Hoad to Serurity lculovard. The
Meadows Injustrial Park, just across the proposed I=70-#, is conatantly
oxpanding. A new addition to the Social Security bullding and a new
\arehouse adjacent to the Social Security Complex ure in the planning
stages. The proposed apartment projoct will be located within several
tiousand feet of the interchange of tie Ealtimoce Vounty Beltway and
1-70-¥, now under construction and described as bel g the third largest

intarchangs in the country.

Agneslone, Inc. #65-32-R Dissenting Opinion

| interchange and nlsa the interchange of the Beltway with Security Bouluvard there has been
layed out, as readily appears from inspection of the zoning mop, extensive areas of manu-
faeturing zaned land upon which construction is taking ploce at a rapid rate. For some
| reason unknown to me the southeast quadrant of the 1-70-N - Reltway interchonge was left
a R=6 zoning at the time of the map and ol though no opplication has been made for a change
\his would cartainly be a prime candidate for M-L or M-L-R zaning in the future. | This
quacrant | hove just referred fo includes the Agnsslana property os well as the piece of fond
still owned by the Doub family west of Clarke B oulevard as now locoted. A Fire House
has been constructed at the comer of Clarke and Johnnycake across from the school, and
there is a large shopping center on the other side of Security Boulevard from the Federal
property, and in part of the business zonad land at this intersection thera it a motel, restou-
rant, and cne or more gasoline stations.  Most of the fand to the west of th Beltway hes
baen or is baing developed for cattage type homes similar o those in the Westvizw develop-
ment which, as moy be sen from the aerial photos, hos been completely built up since the
adoption of th's mop.

Let me state ot the cutset that the evidence is clear that there is still o
demand for cottege fype homes In this area end there is no roason, econamically or prac-
tically, why the subject proparty could not be so developed.  In foct, if the apartmeni
zoning here is finally denied this may very woll be what the uwners will do with it and |
am sure that it could be 5o handled in o monuer profitable to the developer.  However,
this is 1ot the contralling Factor in this cose, a3 has been stated by tha Court of Appeals
on numercus occasions, economic factors and the fact that the owner might moke more
money from ane type of use than another is not o be considered in connection with an
application for rezoning under @ comprehensive plan.  One altemative which could be
possibly dstrimental fo saine of the homes in the hborhood would be the reclassifi
of this proparty o manufacruring uses at a later date 1f the opartment zoning ir not granted,

and the granting o not granting of opariment zoning ca the subjact property should not be
influcnced by any consideration as to what might hoppen in the future to the Doub property
west of Clarke Boulevard.  Tiris is o mctter which will have to be decided if and when
any apglication is made Tn connection with that property, and It 1s my opinion that une
serious arvor in the majority opinion it to consider what may some day happen in the future
with regard to apartment unifs an the Lwub property s a reason for denying the present
petition. In any avent it secens to me that if an application were pending for reclassifi-
cation of the Doub property that Clarke Boulevard would make un ideal dividing line be-
twoen the subjact property 2nd whatever use might be made in the future of the Doub

property.

Mry Phillip Macit, Vice President of the Welsh Construction
Gompany, (bullders of the proposed apartment project) tetified at
length on population density in apartments as compared to individual
homes, He stated there are approximately 13,6 families por acre in an
R,A. %0n@ as compared to six fam'liss per acre in an Re6 zone with an
average of 1,6 persons per “unily in an R-A zore as opposed to L persons
per family in an R-6 zone, He testified there are approXimately 20
school children per one hundred families in an E,A, sone as compared
to 120 por one hundred fumilies in an B6 wne, Thase conclusions were
based on matim-wide vtudies of apartment living, Mr, Macht was of
the opinion that the most logical and appropriate use of the petitisner's
property would be for apartients,

Also, testifying for the petitioner was Mr. Bermard Willemain,
a professicnal planner, who was of the opinion that the subject tract
would met be a good sits for individual home development i3 viaw of its
proximity to the I-70<N and Beltway interchange, He testified that
this property was originally recommended in the Master Plan dated
February 28, 1961 for M,R, and B,L, zoning and that the County Council
adopted R-6 zoning instead, This witness felt that the Council failed
t0 366 & need for apartmsnt soning in the general neighborhood aid for
this reason the zoning mp is ir error,

Mr. Morton Hoffman, a Consulting Economist, was also called
to testify for the pstitioner, He has studied the population trend in
the ares eubraced from Koute LO to Liberty iboad and Rolling Read to the
Ealtimore City line, He testified there were 8,950 people living in the
aforementionec area in 1950 and that there will be 70,500 people in
tie area oy 1975. He stated that by 1975 there will be 12,000 peopla
working at the Social Security Complex. He testified that in 1350,

25% of all occupied dwsllings were rented whersas in 1960 enly il.7%

of those dwelling wers rentel, thus leading to the conclusion that
there is insui“cient land in the general area wnich has beeu set aside
for apartment uses, Ha further testificd that as of the time of this
hearing that only 26¥.1 acres in the greater Woodlawn=St, Agnes crea
vere zoned for RuA, devlopment and that if all of these were developed,

thers would still be insuificient apartment accommodations to meet

L @
s
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Thera are many other features of the zoning map to which the reader is re-
ferred but the one which first sirikes the eye ond which cannot be avoided is that there is no.
provision for apartments in this entire aréa which is not fully completed ond fully rert-d
except one small orea under construction, and that there was practically no provision mode
for apariments on the original zoning mop ofuer than the area morked 1-RA=16 which it

| been purchosed by the Faderal Gavemment for use in the Social Securify complex thereby

| removing it complately fram the avaiiable aportment lond in this district.  Even the major=

| ity opinion recognizes the ioct that the sabject property together with the Reiblich oroperty
constitutes the "bulk of unimpro sed land east of the Baltimore Caunty Beltwoy end south of

1 170", ond even one of the witesses for the prot=srunts stated that this particular act of

| lond being so large could not be considered spot zoning (constituting cbou: 54 aces).

There is no question: but that the County in adopting the comprehensive
zoning map in 1962 did not make praviston for sufficient rental housing on the map and that
the Council at that time did not consider the existing demanc and trend for apartment living.

; In fact, in its opinion in the Reiblich casa the majority has stated that "As stated in the |
|| Agnestane opinion, the Board hos in the past recognized this insufficicncy of opartment |
| units os being one of the factors that should be considered in o reclassification fur opartment |
| wso™, and then fhe majecity proceeds to deny the reclasification in o cose which is about as |

| clear an example of such error as | have aver seen.

I The testimany on both sides in this case was voluminous and | presume will be

| read by whatever ribunal happens 1o hear this case on appeal . Hawever, | was particu~

| Tarly impressed by the testimony of Mr. Morton Hoffman, on economic comsu!tunt and expert

' of impeccable standing ‘nationally as well as lacally) which ws backed p by undisputable |
facts expressed in Pefitioners' Exhibits 10, 11 (and by No. 12 which wos ruled inadmissable ‘
by the majority). I this lond should be developed for anything other than apartment use |

| it could have very serious affacts upon ol of Baltimore Couniy as well as the closely sur-

| rounding area.  For exompla, the development of caltage typs homes in R=6 classification
|
| would result in mare crowding of the local schoals, wauld increate the traffic problems, if

| any, more than opartments, would provide less open space, ond would completely remave

| from the rental housing markst the last sizecble piace of property available for a long dis-

| tance in ony direction.  Furthermore, e praposed use would tend to add to the community|

| becouss the dev loper would be reauired o put in sidewalks clong Clacke Avenue which
would anable people fo walk to work o the Social Security complex, and would pravide a
ralatively higher degras of Jfety for children attending Johnnycoke Junice High School
and ofher 1zhoals in the vicinity.  The testimony of Mr. Hofiman and the facis oz shown
in the exhibits as fo the percentage of rental units in 1950 as compared with 1950 now

Indicate an urgent need for the provaion of land zoned for opartments in this very atea

3=

tho need of the anticipated popuiation in tio Woodlawn-St. Agnes area
over a 10 year span, The testimony, appearance and demeanor of this
witneas wem moat impressive,

The petdtioner also jroduced Mr. Marian Ccv, who was described
ao being the dean of resl estate in the State of Maryland, This witness
with some LS years of axperience felt tha subject tract would bs an
1doal lczatier for apartments and would be an msset to the surroundiag
neighborhood, He pointed out that 28K of the total icreage vould be
open space anl that wuch of the existing greenery will be retained.

Dr, Ewell, qualified Traffic Engineer, described the existing
road pattam in the avea, He stated that mcst of the traffic frem the
preposed apartments would be by vay of Clarke Avenue to Security
Boulevard, a major artery, #nd then to the Beltway,

There was testimony from ¥r. Jawes Spaner, Consuiting Enginsers
that water and sewer are available and adequrte. Hs could foresee no
atorm drain probloms.

Seve:sl people appeared in protest. Howewer, their fears
of traffic cengestion and property deprecis‘ion seem to have been
alleviated by the various experts' opinions as set forth aboves

After reviewing all evidence, Lis Deputy Zoning Cormissioner
agrees that the aoning mp with respect to the svhject property is in
orror and that the most logical and approjriats use for th subject lacd
would be an aparteent complex, The proposed project complies vlth the
apartoent criterion as laid down by the Office of Flamning and Zoming,

For the aforegoing reasons, _T IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimore County, this Y day of Juns, 1765, that the
above described pioperty or area should be aml the same is herchy
reclassified from an A6 zone to an ReA zome, from and after the date of
taia order, subject to approval of the site plan by the State oads
Commiaalon, Bureau of fuclic Sirvices and the Office of Flanning amd
Zoninge

el wral |
EARTD D, FARDESTY

Doputy Zoning Commisaioner of
Baltinora County

sliple
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which leads me to the belief that rezoning of this property would be for the benefit of oll of
Baltimore County with no demenstrable defriment to the immediate surrounding area, and
with a highly probable beneficial effect on the property in the general area but not achually
edjsining.

Without unduly lengthening this opinion by resital of the evidence, the
reader is referrad to the testimany of M:. H Wi'liom Cohen, on experienced engincer and
management man amployed by the petitioner, VWelsh Constructicn Company (which inciden=
tolly hes for many, many yedrs been in the business of developing both homes and opartments
in a highly competent and satisfactory manier) convinced me af least by his testimony that
thers would be l&ss construction costs insolved for Baltimore County under R=A than unde:
R-& zoning, not fo mention the increase in benefifs fo the County from taxes far in excess of |
what R=6 homes would pay and a much smoller burden bing placed on schools and other \
public services. |
The reader is racommended o o book "The Furure =f Our Cities" by Robert
A. Futtermen, Doubleday & Ca., 1961, in which, among other things, he nutes en error
of typical suburbio which has zoned against indusiry, apartment houses, and the usual list
of irables only to find Ives battered and ombil in carrying the whole purden |

of school faxes. Many of thesa same communities now ore officially searching for potential

induitry to locate within their previous “pura™ residentiol ond restricted areas.

Other witnesses for the petitioner: inciuda James S. Spamer, professional
engineer, during whase testimony it was stipulated thot all public wilities erc ovailable and |
that there would b8 no strain on the neighboring focilities by the proposed construction, and
Ihat the presunt plans contemplate that all usaful utilities be undergraund which would nor-
mally not be the case with R~6 cottage development. |

M:. Marion Cox, @ quaiified real estote appraiser, stuted that proper’y
volues would not be adversely affected in the neighborhood and, in fact, for the iiaighbor=
ing Catons.ill= Manor the propasad epartments would be @ "Godsend”.  The homes in
Westview, south of the Johnnycake school, in his opinion, are foo far away to be offected
one way or the other bacause of tie presence of the school as a buffer, for aesthetic reasons
ifnoother.  The plat for the propsed development shows that ony apartment building
would be of least 400 feet from any hame in the erea.

Mr. W. W. Ewall, @ racognized hraffic engineer, restified without contra-
diction to the sifect that raffic congestion would present o problem whatever, and Mr.
Bamord Willemain, ¢ ran rcognized as an expert in many appearonces before this Board
and the Courts, shated that, in his apinion, there had been an error in the original zoning
and ‘urther there had been sufficient chongss since the Gisption of the map nat only 1o
{ustify but to urgently coll for the reclussification.  He referred to the sublect property

RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION
Eshntan o
con,=r \wenue
= e ol-'w COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
@ Road, OF
Ist District
Agnesione, Inc., Petitioner BALTIMORE COUNTY

No. 65-332-R

DISSENTING OPINION

This member of the Boord believes that the decision of the majority in this
case is, in the legal cense, orbit-ary ond copricious becouse it is completely unsupparted
by competent material and substontial evidence on the whols record. | believe that this
cuse s a much stronger on for recl; than the case i by the Court of
Appew’s In Judge Hommond's well reasoned opinton in Board vs. Oak Hill Forms, 232 Md.
274 (son especiolly poges 279 ond 284).

This member of the Bovid balieves that the majority has complstely misunder=
stood and misinterpreted the evidence in this case and hos not proparly analyzed the facts
in its opinion.  The Board has viewed the prcperty and the reader is referred to Petitionen’
Exhibits No. 2 and 3 (aerial photos) which Indicate, better than a ground level inspection,
the character of the surrounding erea. |t seems to me that it is olso necessary to consider
the Baltimare County zoning map adopted in 1962 and which is known as the \oodlawn=
Security Sheat 2-B of the Baltimore County western district mop.  The property involved
In this case, and this case alone, is completely seporated, segregated or buffered from the
existing fully devaloped ccttoge type area west of Johnnycoke Kead end south of Kent
Avenue.  The Johnnycake Junior High School spreads across the eniire “outhernmost
boundory line of the subject property and to Johnnycake Road.  The northemmost part of
this proparty abuts upon the right-of-way for the 170=N Expressway which olso separates
the sublect property from the land of e Federal Govameant directly north of |-70-N
which contains the Federal Social Security Building ond parking space therefore, <nd the
Federal Government has purchased a lerge plece of lond east of ifs present location for the
esnstruction of new buildings ond =aw parking spaces partly os ¢ result of H.e Medicare
program which will be odministered from this location.  There are over 10,000 peaple
working ot the Social Security headquarters and in al| probability this will be increased

by close to 2,000 more within the next two yecrs.  This lend of the Federal Govemment
runs all the woy to Security Boulevard and is bordered on the west by the newly constructed
Clarks Avenue, a main thoroughfare which 1s due to open within  few weeks and which

| af change in lond uies in the orea since the odoption of the map.  He felt that public

will g+ undernecth 1-76-N without any interchange. | The interchange of 1-70-N with the |
Beltwoy is under construction ond nearing completion, ond for this purpose there has been
token o large area of land fo be used for State Roads rights-of-way for a very complicated
and massive interchange of through routes.  In whot was left of the orea surraunding this

® @
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as on ideal example of appropriciz apartment property.  His testimony wos foa long to be
reproduced in this opinion in fols and too pertinent to be disregarded or changed by o few |
lines and the reuder is recommended to his entire tastimony oz reported.  Sufficient to soy |
shat, in my opinion, from his testimeny this properiy meets all of the locaticnal criteria |
establishvd by the Flanning cuthorities plus certain cther criteria which *ir. Willemain has
added as his own ideas, | was convinced by facts presented by him that there is an urgent
necessity for the type of housing contemplated here in Baltimore County and specificolly in
this orea.

Evidence presented by the protestants in this case seem to me ro be within the
language used in Soord vs. Ock Hill Farms, (Supro, 280) "opposition without evidence”.
For evamgle, one protestant stuted that he felt the propased construction would hurt the
volue of hi- property and thot he thousht granting this would open up a1 entire area sauth of |
79-N o rezoning mentioning o "snow boli” effect.  On cross-exominotion it came cut
that his heme 1s more Han one mile from the subject property and he, together with many
ather wilhesses, was ~ompletri: unable fo point out on tha zoning mp any other place
within @ reesonable distonce of the subject property that could be used fo: the propesed
purpose.

Mr. Richard M. Henry, an acknowledge lendar of the sommunity and
President of the Westview Associotion, appeared in protes: aid stated "this petition would
be a door opener 1o subseq, rent patiticas™. [t needs anly one look ot the zening map to
see that this simply couid not be.  He olso odmir'ed that he could not see the subject
property from his home ond wos not certoin which of hi neighbors could, if any.

Mr. Chorles Steinbock, Jr., a former member of this Boerd, appeared os a
witness for the protestants ond stered thot ha felt there wos no errer in the original zoning
because, in his epinion, "a lock of foresight was not eor*.  This s not in eccordance
with previous decisiors of this Boord or of the Courts, ard even if true disregards the factor

uses, lor example, road censtruction and school use and Federal Govemment acquisition
of property, should not be considered as changes in conditions,  With this cpinien the
writer of this dissent is not In aceord and | do not balieve his opinion os on expert witness
was substontiatad by the focts.  On cross-exomination, he admitted that if there is a
demand for apariments of a need for aporfments it shou'd now be met by proper zening and
further admiited thot this property meets the crileria for apartments os stated in the Planning
Board's rapart presented ot the Hime of the odoption of the Western District map.  He
further stated that, in his opinion, the entirs Zoning of the Doub property o3 R=6 in 1962
could properly e designated o "reservior zoning™ and that this particular application was
not, in hic opinion, "spot zoning".




Agneslane, Inc. (85-332-R Dissentis inion |

Me. Compkell V. Helfrick, a quulified real sstate opproiser, gave consider- |

b le tstinony almost all of which was in comaction with possbla changes n lond values

in the neightorhood and fo the effect that this property could logically and remonably be
|deveioped e R-8 property, which is odmitted by everybody.

i The oty expert witnes; produced by the protestants with regard to planning
s Mr. W. €. Duttcn, Jr. of Washington, D. C. whote qualifications oppear in the record |
1one of which indicate any experience with property in Baltimore County of the problems of
Baltimre County other than thet b= had discussed the application with th Planning Staft,
llooked at the maps, wnd had visited the property ol though he had not exgmined the tatal -‘n;
and could not say anything definite “in all honesty™ about the need for aparim.ait zoning or
the availzbility of other appropriats areas aithr:igh ha stated that his own criteria for apart=
aent zoning included whather oc not tiore are more appropriate locotions in any area, ond
that he did not agree with the criteria as stated o Fage 9 of the Westem Area Map Planning
Board's Report of Baltimore County . |

To repeat, It sevms tu me that the evidence produced by the protestants is
“opposition without cvidence™, and ! do not belisve that there is any competent material or
|, bstantic] evidonca upen which this applicotion cauld Le denied and, therafore, the ruling
ous.  In my mind the motivation for the protest and

of the majoriry i =rkitrary and copr
the ondsavar to exclude apertments or other rental housing from this community Is economic
sogregation coupled with an unreasoning opposition to apartments and apartment dwellers

without any factual belief for so halding.  In other words, it appears to me that this s

what 13ight be calied o classic casn of “snob zoning”.
articts published in 1964 in the Morthvrestern University Law Review, Volume 59, No. 3,
Pages 345 to 72, eniitled "The Batile fur Apariments in Benign Suburblo™.  If this Board

The reader is recommended to on

s operating under a legislative functin fo epprove proper zoning under a comprehensiva
olan this opplication for reclassification should be granted. |, therefore, dissent from the

opinion of the majority in this core.

A

W. Giles Parker
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FRED E. WALDROP

Towson, MarvLaNe 21204
VAL 88478

July 19, 1965

Mr. Edward Hardesty
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition far Reclassification
R-¢ to R-A Zone
SE carner of Clarke Ave. and
Proposed Expressway 1-70-N
960" ME of Johnnycake Road -
1st Distriet
Ragan M. Deub - Petitioner
No. 85-332-R

Dear Mr. Hardesty:

Ploase enter an Appeal from your decision granting reclassification
in the cbove-entitled matter.

Very trly yours,

a9 5
Pad ¢

Fred E. Waldrop

b

/

Wadd

FEW:sk Connnitt H Bagris f sthone
RL.

ey 2 /5
Butla, Pl 2123F

M 19 85 P

Eo)

EEF(RE THE
COUNTY BOAKD OF APFEALS

PETITIN § w-m-n '
AE, THO. £

RerZassifioation rr- R=6 taR-A

55 Corner Clarke Avenus & Propossd

Bxpe I-70 , 960 ' ¥E or

1 BALTIMORE  COUNTY

c00%000

C(BDER _OF DISMTSSAL

Plosse Disniss the Appeal of Henry andignes Reiblich, Protestants, ia

the abow entitled matters

Noted ekt Gy,

7?..9 S. tahle Jr. Attdefey
for Henry and Agnes Reiblick,
i Protestants

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this &th day of Decamber, 1965, a copy of the

I
||atoregoing Protestents' €: or of Dismissal was mailed to Thomas P. Neuberger, Es

| 1,1l Waodelift Avenm, Baltimore, ¥d. 21220, Fred E. Waldrop, Esqe Masenic Blge

Towson, Mde 2220, Stuart Re Wileox, Esqe 11 Es Faystte st. Balto. 1d. 21202,

3 to Joal Margolis, Zsq. 110 8, lexington St. Balto. Kd. 2122,

=§ vt d Sfadt é;
| for !.nr] and Agnes R zl:lhh

Protestants

Wikoton 43018

RE: ?ltitian for Reclassificatim

an ¥. Doub, Petitioner
noA 65-)]2-11

Dear Mr. Roser

Pleass enter an appeal to the Baltimore Cownty Board of Appeals
from the decisicn of the Deputy Zoning Comelssicner dated June 2k,
1965 granting the psti‘ion for reclassification in sbove titled case.
Thiz appeal is taken pursvant to the Baltimcre County Code, BLlL HMo.
0.

A'check for 870, 1o enclcued harewith to cover the cost of the
instant appeal.

WEGTWEW PARK JMPROVEMENT
L, civie ASSOCIATION MENBERS

| ZONING Unbmil MENT

RE: Petition for Reclassification *
R=6 to R.A. Zon
SE ccrner of Clarks Aveaue and +
Proposed I-70-N, 960 feet NE of
Jehnnycake Road - 1st District +
Ragan M. Doub - Patitioner *

BEFORE THE
DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
oF

BRLTIMORE COUNTY
No. 65-332-3

*rew
ORDER FOR APPEAT,
Mr. Commissioner:
Please enter an appeal in the above entitled matter
before the Board of Zoning Appeals of Baltimore Count from the
opinion and order of the Zening Commissioner entered in the case

on June 24. 1965.

) i1
rgolis, (httorney
buu Heller, Protestant

4 HEREBY CERTIFY, That a copyv of the aforegoing Order
for Appeal has been mailed this l6th day of July, 1965 tc
Stuart R. Wilcox, Jr., Esquire, 1l E. Fayette Street, Baltimore, Maryland

and William Davidson, Esquire, 1l E. Fayette Street, Bsltimore, Maryland.

IS 9,

Qo Do,
nge} Mdrgolis, Esquire
110’ E. Lexing ton Street

Baltimore, Maryland #21202

PL 2-4636

ez

L J o
PE'I‘TI'IOI\ ,OR ZONING RE- LLA&;FICATION 432

5
ANB/OR-SRECIAL EXCEPTION- Ls
TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:
AGNESLANE, INC,, a Maryland corporaticn, and RAGAN M. DOUB —
Lorwel . ... _legal owners. of the property situale in Ballimgre
5 property L MNP

County and which is described in the dcscnplmn and plat Atached hereto und made a part e
hereby petiiian (1) that the zoning status of thy herein descrided properly be re-classified, pur -
uurun
I R R
B.A.(Residence Apts.)....zone; for the following reasons: NW-AE
Logical development of the land . Py

There has been a substantial change in the chararter of the neighborhopd 5,‘{1[&1‘
since the adoption of the land use map for this arce.

to the Zoning Law of Baltimor: County, from an_.........R=6__

See Agtached Dascription

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

County, 10 us: the herein described property, for siisaiigiens

Pwperiy 1510 be pnmd 20 advertised as preseribed by Zoning Regulations.

1, or we, agree Lo pay expenses of above re-classfication and/cr Sperial Exception advertising.
posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree 10 and are to be bound by the zoning
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore

County, with respect to said property.
- AGHASIE, T e . /Lgf v ///gé”"/‘

By %v{v%’mem Rabar/H. Dou
unEE of lemsehold_Interkat e g R g
BT ki

Address LT, ERyakie. SEamss...
more, 5 21202
u[@ri;n" Da; Elml .ﬂnla!" P

muumrs ‘Attorfeys

Atdress 1L E. Fayette Strect (S
Baitimore, nd 21307 e rgele

galtiomse, el st il
ORDERED Jy The Zoning Commissioner of Baltin.ore County, this SR )

-, 196..5, that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as
required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspapers of general circulation through-
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had befor2 the Zoning
Commissioner of Baltimare County in Room 106, County Cffice Building in Towscn, Baltimore

) 1055 2t

eb o
0w\, ;,_
Qb <5
; I0MING u«lwu‘mint

Petition for Reclassifaction * EFRE
R-6 to R. A. Zome = "%ﬂi

nn‘lrn' ZONING COMMIS.

SE corner of Clarke Avenue and *
Proposcd I-70-N, 960 feet NE of
Johnuycake Road - 1st District
Pagan M. Doub - Petitioner * BALTINORE COUNIY
No. 65-332-R

ORDER FOR APPEAL

Mz. Commissioner:

flease enter an appeal in the above entitled matter

SIONER

before the Board of Zoning Appeals of Raltimoie County from the

opinion and order of the Zoning Comminsioner entered in the case

on June 24, 1965.

il ) A m_,.;,‘\-,\,_L

John S. Mahle, 'or., Atforn:
tor Henry and Aqnes Reibli
Protestants

T HEREBY CERTIFY, That a copy of the aferegoing order

for Appeal has been railed this 16th day of July, 1965 to

Stuart R. Wilcox, Jr., Esquire, 11 E. Fayette Screet, Baltimor.

ey
ch,

Baltimore,

e,
Maryland and William Davidson, Esquire, 11 E. Fayette Street,
Marylard.

ot 4 ML 20N
John 5. Mahle, Ur., Esgiira
1101 pidelity Building
Baltimore. Maryland #21202
Le 9- 3816
- - 2o JAMES 5. SPAMER & ASSOCIATES
. Towaon 4
3/10/65 -

Electton Disttice of Baltisore County, Maryland, being known ond

deser

Avenue, 30 fee
Avenue i3 intersected by the southern right of vay Vine o State

Comn

the southeast
and distances,
radlus of 1269 ar\d 92/100ths feet for the ¢

feet
feet
cast

Dead

PARCEL OF LAND REFERRED TO IN PETITION FOR
RECLASSIFICATION FILED BY AND ON BEHALF OF
AGNESLANE, INC. AND RAGAN M. DOUB

ALL that tract or parcgl of ground situate In th

tbed as follows, vi

ING for the same on the southeast
de, at a polnt vhere the routhe,

BEGT!

Issica Interstate Expressway 1-70 ¥, and running
de 3f Clarke \venue the two fol
tz.: southerly by a line curvi

ta

d i,\'!rs 46 minutes &1 seco
; to intersect nth or south 33 degrees 29 sinutes CD seconds
1179 and 12/100ths foot Ainc af tho parcel of grount Jescribe

from Ragan M. Deub ard wife to the Boarr. of Education of Baltimore

, and 1

Cuunty, dated Fobrur; 23, 1957 and recorded among the Land Records of

Balt:mor
Clarke Avenue and binding on part of sa1d eighth
50 minutes 20 seconds east 1319 and 34/100ths 0

Line

rocorded aser: the Land tecords of Baltimare Cuu

Ho.

to Ragan M. Doub and wife, thence
north 30 degrees 0] minute 06 seconds

Interstate Route 70-N,

Bal

re Councy in Liber G.L.B. 3110 folio 283, thence le

of the jarcel of land which by Deed, dated Octobe

1304 folio 455, was conveyed by

land, to the use of the State Rnads Co
ed Decesbar 27, 1961 and recorded amonk
more County in Liber H.J.R. No. 3942 folic 572,

vesterly smu..g on the seuthern right of way line of wald [r\(nv;(-ln
an

and following the meanderings thereof in all i
+ Feer to the place of beglaning. Gontatning and e

54,2 acres of land, more or less
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TO. Yre. Janes .4, Iyers Coalmman. . Date. ...
Zoning Coand ttos
Harris, S0e
Plans Review
SURJECT wours. Aeneslane, Ince = 750 Units
Clarka Ave. & Proposed I-70-N
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ity Standard

distance
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timore County Fire

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
TONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Towsen, Maryland

District
vosted for . (LA

Patits aer

Location of ooy ¥y

Posted by

s Date ol retumn.. L7
CENTIFICATE OF POSTING
ZONING DEPARTMINT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
Tareen, Maryland
Distriet. ..o oooooeee
Posted for 3
Petitioner: . s
Location of property: -~ __.

Lusation of Sigak

Rewmets: .
Posted by
) " nvolce
e BAL ) COUNTY, MAR Ne.38968
OFFICE OF FINANCE
ik of Collienand o oA WAL
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21704
Jubn 5. Mable,
i :h-pu-.h' S
Seitlasre, M4, 20300
o accoumr i am
] wenen M.W_—.im————ﬁ
= Cant of wupy of Jwign Dumett™s =
gy & Kipmion Opites $2.00
Agamiane, bue.

e INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE
DIVISION OF TRAFFIC ENCINEERING
Baltimare County, Marglaud
Towsen 4, Maryland
T M. James E. Dyar
FROM:  Bugene J. Clifford
SUBJECT: ftem 11 - ZAC - March 30, 1965 - C1 Avenus

ZONINGT
Hon,

Prosent
Propossd

ty Deed dated
1981 and reo

I
Baitimars n
Wik folia 37
thenes running Iy bind-
ingon .0 southern right of way

line of waid Inerst
10N and following the -
anderings thore

100uha foot

of lund,
Being the property of Rag
M. Doub, as shown on piat
plan filed with the Zoning
Department.

day,

caring: Roos 108,
Office Dulding, 1
peake Avenne, Tow-
=

- 0f
Jowa G, W

Zonlag Commissicner Of
Baltimote County

ty is availab:

plat dated Maxch 3, 1985

L
Stuart
1 5 Fa

PA".TIMORE COUNTY, MD.. **

TyilS S TC CERTIFY. That lhe annoxed advertiseinent o

published in THE TIMES, a weekly newspaper printed and P 1br
sne

lished in Baliimose County, Md. once in each ol

sucessive weeka beinio the.  “UET

19 55 the fint publication

day of

appeasing on the  2F day of  April

1968

THE TIMES,

B, Aﬁo

RE COUNTY, MEEYL!E

INTER-OFFICE COKRESPONDENCE

Pel $5-32-R
proposed Expresiway |-

Cemmissioner May 10, 1965

Date. -

- _R-b1aR.A. SE comer of Clarke Avenue and
%0~ 960 feet Northeast of Johanyceke Road. Being

the property of Ragan M. Douk.

1at District

HEARIN

The planning staff of the Office of
and oiters the following comment:

The subject proposal is

Thursday, May 20, 1965 (1300 P.M.)

Ploni,'ng and Zoning hos reviewed tha subject petition

not Tn accordance with the Western Area Master Plon,

which recommends development of the type for which the land it now zoned.
Thers hove been no substantial lend-use changes in the area since the adoption

of the Plan.
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOW:

,,,,,, L1900

THIS 1S TO CERTIFY, that the annexed adverlisement was

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed
and published in Towson, Baltimon County, Md., ence-in exch
ot £ successive weeks: before the

day ef 2 19.5., the first publication
appearing on the. day of oo

18

2

TR

THE JEFFERSONIAN,
7 LS

Cost of Advertisement, ... ooeen

| cuamTrTy

IHPORTANT: MAKE CH!G-H’
PAYABLE To BALTIMCRE cOU
e NTY, MARYLAN
:::;::-mwslcrw OF COLLECTION & RECE IF @
A ETURN UPPEF! SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE. Nyl

L4 AT

BALTINMRE SCURTY OFFil% CF PLAXNING AXD ZONIRG
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
TONS0Y iy MARTIAND
Willism 3. Davidson, Beqe
1100

En .
Ee
Baltimore, Maryland

The Zonizg Adviaory Ccmmittes has roviews. the subj
makes the following comments:
in not od to indicate the sppropristenass
i “’.Jmmmm mm:&l but to assure that all parties are made &yvare
ﬁ‘phﬂwprﬁl-ﬂ!h{wm“llhelrulﬂmmn canes muw L
'or the Directrr of the Office of Planning and Zoning w1l oubmlt
Alon on the sppropristances of the roquested 7oalig 19 daye befars
the joning Comsissicner!n llnarings

OF PIAY AN ZONDIUs The Project Planning Diviston {11 reviaw whe
plane E‘EHG oommenta at o later date.

TRAFFIC EMOINSFRTHGY WALl review the site plan and submit cousents at a later date.

FDE BEEAUI V1L subadt coments at o later data,

%Eh-m & in Hontgomery Strest) existing 07 in Central Avenuse
Water is under construction in Clarks Avenuse
Sower = Under construction in Clarke ivenss. liowevsy the proposed |
gover in Clarks Avenue doos not appear that it will sarve very
smch of this site. o
Road = Clarks Avenue to ba LB* ousb and gutter pased strest on B0V WA
Storm Nruin = Under ccnstrection in Clarks Averus.

he follawing menbars had no comnent to offert
Board of Fducation

Hnslth Departaent

Industrial Comeicaica

Buildings Departmont

State Rosds Comalision

eer  Albart Ve Quisby=Office of Flanning and Zoning
Fichard Moore<Traffic Engineering
Lt FoTriseFire Eureau

Carlyls Erowp-uresu of ngineering

BALLIMUOKRE Lo _.¢1Y, MARYI]

OF {CE JANCE:
Disision o ;(c?u?ml.:y.mNCL
COURT HOUSE
TOWSON +, MARYLAND

ND N, 30540
oare VIS

"R Zentng Dept. of Battas Ca

T oy Tt

Beltinwre 2, Nde
Y 1O ACCOUNT No. i
Z DTACH LETLR NSCTYON ANG FETURN YT YOUR RENTTATE
g ==t
L ¥ %
R - " e e of Mgy

O sies a0

— R
4

. COURT HOUSE,

TELEPHONE i m’.{.g c(l;wmcgv‘ ‘ i
OFFICE FIN. ;
ﬂﬂ--fguliu...u..,A,.NCE oareV IS
COURT HOUSE
To: Tup B =
"E_m' oLkp  Jeming Sopereews: of Belte. O

evowy vo account
Pk LA ]

eichare 2, Rl

EETACH PPN SECTION AN (TR WITH YOUR

TTANGE

Adeurtigiey end proting of propwly for fagm A, Db, ot ol
. 7
PRI e Btteane o, M5 e el Vi

168 3uve e ISP M-




INVEICE

COUNTY, MARE’TO Ne.31971
OFFICE OF FINANCL wns/es

Dicisien of Collestion snd Recelpts DATE

FLR moning Dept. of Balts. Ca.

BETRE URRER SRETION A0 WETURN WITH VG0 REMITTANCE

Adverifaing and pasting F preperty for Villiss 3, Bull, et al

#65.330-m0A

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

INVEIGE
resmons SALTIMBRE COUNTY, MARYSAND  §,.31983
OFFICE OF FINANCE e
Division of Collection and Recelpts BATR
COURT HOUSE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

; Eduard St. John
1001 wsodson Read
Baltimors, Ad. 21212

Bl rening Depte of Balto. 5.

Protestants -Lou Heller

ECI'S FAYABLE®FO SALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND
VISICN OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UPFER SECTION OF THIf BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.

INVOICE

BALTIMBRY COUNTY, MARYITD  Np.31978
OFFICE OF FXNANCE oxve 1AS/65

Livision ef Collection and Receipls
COURT HOUSE
TOWSON, MARYLANL 21204

TELEPHONE
823.3000

PUEE soning Depts of sslto.

4 3

ANT! MAKE CHEGKS PAYABLE T BALTIMOR

LLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT MOUSE, TOWSON 4, MARYLAND
ION OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.

COUNTY, MARYLAND

MAIL TO DIVISION OF C
PLEAUE RETURN UFPER

No.31882
oare 120/

coounr w0, QFR3

OETAE! iR SEETION AND RETURN WITH YGUS RRHITTARCE

Appes) Cast- Hagen N, Deub

4

IMPORTANTI MAKE GHECKS. FAYABLE YO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MAFYLAND
MAIL To DIVISION OF COLLECTION & RECEIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWEON 4, MARYLAND
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION OF THIS BILL WITH YCUR REMITTANCE.

INVOICE

BALTIMBRE COUNTY, MARY@AND
OFFICE OF FINANCE

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

To: uM-'M WM‘ Civic Association

. Neubarger .
160y vodet iFF Awoy ¥ Zeaing Dept. of Baltm, Co,
220

Salticore, nd. 21

TELEFHONE
RSNy
Ne.31984
DATE  1/20/65

IMPORTANT: MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE 70 BALTIMORE ¢
MAIL TO DIVISION GF COLLECTION & REC
PLEASE RETURN UPPER SECTION

SUNTY, MARYLAND
: EIPTS, COURT HOUSE, TOWso!
OF THIS BILL WITH YOUR REMITTANCE.
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