PETITION FR ZONING RE-CLAS{FICATION
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PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE R

FROM AREA AND HEIGHT REGULATIONS /¢ 7~ TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: i
£ itk Readi-nix cancrets SOTESERCiOn Baitimore v ROBENTS Ut ux. n The o s oaman
/ 1, or welE! adi- ®.___legal owner__ of the properiy iituate in o 5 ROARLLS R0 h . + Appallants
™ : A/, qlf )
THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: &/ 7 County and which is described in the description and piat attached hereto and insde » part hareof, ‘# QFFICE oF k:;n, of Appetls Rai ey & CIRCUIT COURT
L or we,Axk. Readi-nix Concrate. SRERFASIZE: the property situste In Baltimors | ¢ hereby petition (1) (hal the 2oning stabus of the herein described property be re-classified, pursusnt ; e i From boR: 8.8 £ MiL.. and VARINCES * Fon
and which is described in the and plat attached hereto and made & part hersol, v, of Herylen from Sections 24,1, 243.2, 743.3
Cosly deecrigtisn 3o pat Pt wore to an s g 13-4 nd 302, of “Jg"m'” ' = uaurMoRm cownTy
o, Zaqul .
‘ereby petition for a Variance from Section2. A 293. ks 34320242, 1..242.4.243.6 ? uuﬁgs' !:o- 3/8 X Torpe B m & 675" * AT LAW
X ¢ * Septemter Term, 1973 E. of Jaspar Lane h:h Dlltﬂ.ot
L 6l. (rumrl.y) Ark Readi-Mi: *  Misc. MNocket
- Concrcta Corp., = h!ltl.nur - :lue. ;nuo I:E
s¢. Case 44
Error in nu lc:.l.on o! th. cwnty cwmu da mgg_&t‘n - ORDER BEFORE THE COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
T OF BALTIMOR& COUNTY .
CEEE v e

Sow attached description REAS, Chepter 56 of Lhe Acts of 1973
APPEAL TO THE COURT GF APPEALS
granted exclusive initial appellate jurisdiction aver OF MARYLAND

‘was erronsously changed by the County
ouncil are “u... mhn:n p::r:tm-lyﬁntﬁ.‘::: - and (@) for & Special Exception, under the said Zoning Law and Zooing Reguiations of Baitimore seversl specific types of civil sctlons to the Court : MR, CLERK:
_k“‘"‘"ﬂt‘""ﬂ““y zoning authorities. gt Codnty, 10 e the hereln described property, for.
eady st. ©n behalf of Vernon 8. Roberts, &t al, ploasa
- —— of Speclul Appeals, and
- _ enter an Appeal to tha Court of aAjveals of Marylan? Irom the

m,hwhmﬂdmuupmmhm|mmt 1
L o we, gree (9 pay expenses of above - eclessifcalion xnd/or Special Exeeption advertishug, VHEREAS, Morylond fule E14 provided that
posting, elc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are (o be bound by the zoning
regulations and resirictions of Baltimore County adopted pirsuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore abova entitled case.
subject to the jurlsdiction of the Court of

decision of the Circuit Court for Baliimore County in the

euae

|
Ark pemdi-rix 1
= Gipecisl Appeals ss expsnded by tae Act mey be transferred

is; therefore, it Lo this i 325-5!12

to the Court of eeial Ap;

I, or we, non
petition, and furthver agree to and are 10 be bound s
I;nm MWNII:TI' the Zoning 'Elﬁld“ ﬂ foberts ) JW ‘_,/%M, M;? 308 " r-nn-y:.unh s Avanue

Conlract purchaser
Address ..8637 Quinton Avenus

ien ‘L‘:h s,

Lo B bl th z
—-Bllan B. ROBSTES. oo ooooeomee Baltimore, Maryland 11“4 _________________________________ . th _ dsy of Soptemper, 1 I HEREGY CERTIFY that a c-oy of the aforegoing Appedl
= to the C,‘l'l;t of Appn,ll a:llln-y}nnd was mailed this | day of
o i s Auguat 3, to M., Hichi Haslan, Esquira, Attorney for Protes-

ORDERED by the Court of Appeals of Herylend tant, 2135 Dundaik Avenue, Baltimore, Marylind 21227; and

lxulr..J:. _Trimble 2 rmemmerpeenemersese——
ietitioner’s Attorney Prolestant's Atiorney

i

ORDERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, s ... ~° day

o ! . 181, that the subject matter of this pelition be advertised, as
required by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspapers of general clrculation through-
out Baltimore County, that property be posied, and that the public hearing be had before th Zoning
A, EP8Mlocg o Baltimors County in Hoom 104, County Offce Building in Towson, Baitimore

Address 8637 _Quinton Avenue
paltimors, Maryland 21234

Baltimors County Board of Appeals, County Office Building, Towson,
Maryland 21204.

that the sbove cntitled sppesl be, and it is hereby,

rnest C. Trimble

Peditioner’s Atioracy

404 Jefferson Building
Addrens pocrsse, RESYTARD 12!

1s %o be docreted

tronsferred to the Court

and declded or otherwise disposed of by thet Court.

aemmy 197 1, that the subject matter ot chis petition be advertised, as
circulation through-

mwm.whﬂmmhmm of general a,..._! Ird day of_Septeater W)
mummlmmmmunmmmm - 7 /a
flvraarans.d County in Room 13, County Offce Bullding tn - 1 %%‘

day of__September 1971, at 10:00 gcier

¥,

¢

RE: PETITION FOR REGLASSIFIGA- : BEFORE THE The subject property is carnpletely surrounded by residential-
i e o classification be and the same is hereby DENIED and that the above doarribed
Begirning 1024, 06! from the $/5 ZONING COMMISSIONER

of Joppa Road and 675" E of Jas-

ly zoned land, and the property enjoyed a M. L. Zone prior to the adoption of
Property or area be and the same is hereby continued as and to remain

the Comprehensive Zoning Map of 1971, in that, the Comprehensive Zoning

per Lane - 11th District : oF s
Ark Readi-Mix Goncreote Corpor [ R.5.5 Zone.
ation - P doner : BALTIMORE COUNTY Map adopted for -his area in 1966 placed this properiy ina M. L. Zone. Dur-

itis further ORDERED that the Variances should be and the

NO. 72-47-R4 {Item No. 17)
ing this five (5) year period, the property was never developed to its potential

same are hereby DENIED,

©
N @ourt of Syertal Appeuls

ANNAPOLIA. MARYLAND 21404
in the M. L. classification. In fact, this "patch of blue, " ae the property has

serm

been referred to, was upheld in its M. L. classification by the Maryland

ioner of

The Petiti socks a fication from a D, R.5.5 Zone | =
i . Zoning Commi

o Court of Appeals.
o 2L No. 432 , September Term, 1973 toa M. L. Zone and Variances to permit a front yard of sixty-five (65') feet ] ) Baltimore County
At the hearing, reference was made Ls to the constilutionality

instead of the required seventy-five {75') feet; to permit a side yard of

of the "ownshifting'" of the zoning from an cstablished M. L. Zone to the
OFPICE ap | AW twelve {12') feet along the cast property line instead of the required fifty ) ) ) )
“Jernon 5. Roberts et ux Ernest C. Trimble, Esqul.e ! 4 D.R.5.5 Zone by the Baltimore County Council in its adoption of the Com-

(50) feet; to permit a rear yard of four {4') [cet instead of the required fifty

prehensive Zoning Map in the Spring of 1971, The Zoning Gommissioner is

Avtorneys for Appellant

g
3

(50") foet; to permit the existing building to be located within twelve (12')
charged with the duty of determining error and enforcement of the Baltimore

ALRINHHAL e ALS15 i

vs.
feet of a residentially zoncd bonndary along the south § degrees 20 minutes
Ark Readi-)M.ix Concrets M. Michsal Mastan, Esquire County Zoning Regulations, and in iiself, cannot determine the constitution-
Corp. stal R, Banoe Alderman, Esquire west 397. b foat line and within four (4') fect of a residentially zoned building
B ality of such an issue. This must be left to the Courts of the State of Mary-

Attor for Appellee along the north 45 degrees 35 ininutes west 459.07 foot linc instead of the
reys poe land. Though the "downshifting" mighi be an issue in determining error,

required one hundred and twenty-five (125) feet; and to permit parking along

Record in the c-mlmwd appeal was received and docketed on standing alone, 1t1s nok crfor pes sei

The
Septamber 7, 1973
The brief of the APPELLANT Is to be filed with the office of the Clerk
on or before October 17, 1973
“The brief of the APPELLEE Is to be filed with the office of the Clerk
on or belore Novembar 18, 1973

the boundary lines instead of the required twenty-five (25') foot no pasking
] Testimony on schalf of residents of the area, in protest of the

strip next to a residentially zoned boundary from the Baltimore County Zon-
subject request, indicated heavily congested and traveled Joppa Roud in its

ing Regulations for a parcel of property located 1024, 06 feet from the south

URULK KECEIVED FOR 1o

present cowiition, would be unable to handle traffic emanating from this

3 e side of Joppa Road and six hundred and seventy-five (675') feet east of Jas-
ST Bt - " property if developed in any usc permitted ina M. L. Zone, Furthermore,
A b file briels will not per Lane, said property consisting of 2.25 acres of land, and located in the
~which to file briels wi
Stipulatioas for extensions of time within wi
be granted where the request will delay argument (Rule 1030 (¢} 1).
notifi office of the Clerk (Pursuant
et o e o 22 « Evidence on behalf oi the Petitioner indicated that the prop-

the entire area is basically vesidential, and it is felt by the residents that

Eleventh District of Baltimore County.
this would constitute spot zoning.

Counsel is likew] N

{o Rule 1047 of intent to submit on brief at the time of filing his brief. No The Comprehensive Zoning Map, as adopted by the Baltimore .

subimission o beiel wil be sceepied within ten (10) days prior o the date of erty was to be used for storage of trucks and that because of the contour of i

argument without specially ablained permission of Coust. County Council, is presumed to be corre<t, and the burden is upon the Peti- |

the land, lack of sewerage, and ion lines located ad- |

tioner to show errur in the zoning of this praperty in a D, R.5.5 Zone. In i

jacent to the subject property, the land could not be developed in a residen- i

the judgment of the Zoning Commissioner, this burden has not been met and i

> Hal capacity. It was further indicated that the reasons for the requested |

4 il JULIUS A. mMANO error has not heen proven.
A A Clerk of the Court of Variances were because thers are existing structures on the property aud
r\ Sperial Appeals ‘,, Marylazd. 1t is, therefore, ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner of

that the property enjoys a non-conforming use. ~
L Baltimore County this __/' % day of Octobsr, 1971, that the abovo

o
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RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFICATION  : BEFORE
from DR. 5.5 to M.L,,
VARIANCES from Sections 243.1, 3 COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
243.2, 245.3, 43 4ond 2006
of the Baltimore County i OF
Zoning Regulations

Beg. 1024.08" from 5/S Joppa Rd. BALTIMORE COUNTY

2 675" E. of Jusper Lane

11th Diswicr E
Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Corp., No. 72-47-RA
Petitioner 1
$oro3oro3orozozoioioiododoforoyororororox
OPINION

This cose comes before the Boord on on oppeal by the Petitioner from o
decision of the Zoning Commissioner, dated October 19, 1971, denying the requested
petition.  The Patitiones seeks a reclouification from o D.R. 5.5 zone (density resi<
dential, 5.5 dwelling units per acre) to an M.L. {manufacturing light) zone, and veriances
from the Boltimors Coiily Zoning Regulations perfoining 1o required building setbocks.
The petitioned variances ore os follows:

Section 243.1 = o front yord setback of 65 feet insteod of the
raquired 75 faet

Section 243.2 = o side yard setback of 12 feel on the east line
instead of the required 50 feet

Section 243,3 - a rear yord setback of 4 feet instead of the
required 50 feet

Section 243.4 - o building setback of 12 feet from the nearest
residential zane instead of the required 125 feet

Section 243.6 - o zero foot setback from tha nearest residential
zone instead of the required 25 feet.

The 5 bject property is lacated in the Fullerton ore of Baltimore Count

the Elevanth Elaction District,  Maore spacifically, it is 675 feat cast of Josper Lane
and 1024 fest south of Joppa Road. It is Further identified ey areas 1 ond 2on
Petitionsr's Exhibit #7 and contains a totol of 2.25 acres, impraved by two buildings now
being used os an office and as a rapair shop in conjunction with the owner's business of
operating eight frucks, which he stores ot the site whan they are not in use on the streets.
IF wecesful in his petitica, he plons fo continua the same use of the property. Public
water sarves tha site but not public sewerage service,  The neighborhood was described
as being vary stoble with anly minor changes occurring over the past hwenty-five years;

such as, comstruction of o .. houses and the grnting of several special excephions for

@ ]
Ark Reodi-Mix Concrate Corp. - 72-47-2A 5.

Any oppeal Fram this decision must be in accordance with Chapter 1100,

subtitla B of Morylond Rules of Procedure, 1961 edition.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

R

crammens oF
Jorn N. MAGUIRE
susax

Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Corp. - 172-47-RA 2.

rother extensive sand and gravel quorry operations that weie alreody heing conducted.

The wwbject proparty, formerly awned by Ark Readi-Mix Carporation and now
owned by the Peritioner, Mr. Vernon 5. Roberts, hos a long history of being involved in
zoning and injunctive iitigation and disputes dating back to at least 1963, the demils of
which are recited thoroughly in Judge Jenifar's sixteen poge Opinion and Ordar (sec
ioner's Exhibit #2) and in the Maryland Court of Appeals'six page Decision and Order

(see Petitioner's Exhikit #8), We will not citepl fo repeet sil that has gone before,
but will ottempt to itemize briefly the chronology of pertinent events that have token place
regarding the subject property, os follova:

1 4/18/63 - Boltimore County Board of Appeals rules that
area one of the subjet property enjoys a non-conforming
use for sand and gravel quarry operation

2 9/26/65 - Baltimore County Zoning Commissioner denies
a patition to reclossify subject zoning from R-6 o M, L.

3. 10/21/65 - Boltimore County Board of Appeols raverses
Zoning Commissioner, item 2 above, and gronts reclassi-
fication from R=5 fo M.L. (see zoning file 163-77-RV -
Patitioner's Exhibit 1)

4. 7/28/66 - Baltimore County Circuit Court, Judge Jenifer,
affirms action of Board of Appeals, in #3 above fsee
Patitioner's Exhibit #2)

5. 8/1/66 - Boltimore County Council further affirms items
3 ond 4 above by establishing M.L. zoning for the wbject
pragarty when it odopted the then new zuning map for the
area (see zoning map = Petitioner's Exhibit £7)

6.  8/2/66 - Protestonts appeol Judge Janifer's decision in
item 4 above 1o Maryland Court of Appenls

/. 8/30/86 = Protestonts file a Bl of Complaint in Baltimore
County Circult Court asking thal the County Council (item
15 above) and the Deportment of Plonning and Zoning be
enjoined from adopting the partion of the mop thawing
M.L. zoning granted on the subject property

8. 7/20/87 - Baltimore County Circult Court, Judge Raine,
octing on item #7 aboe, reverses the oction on the mop
.ond restores the propaity to R=6 zoning, whereupon the
pratesting oppallees . siss their appeal from Judge
Jenifer's decision, item #5 above (see Petitioner’s Exhibit

%6 = poge 4)

Tye Cicenit Conet for Baltimore County

THIRG JUBICIAL CIRCUT, OF MANYLAND

TOWBON, MARYLAND 21204
July 12, 1973

Grmest ¢, Trimble, Esq.
3035 Wost Pennsylvanis Avunue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Deaz Mr. Trimole:

Re: Roberts, et al va.
County Board of Appeala
Hiic. Case Mo, 4341

Enclosed Lo a copy of my Opinion im
the above entitled natter.

isuly youza,

[yz/ s —;;7«:4.(:

John N. Majuize

T
trclosure
€C1 M. Michael Maslan, Eaq.

County Boarc of Appesls of Baltimore County

A2
% '1"1.:#’“‘
4 s
i

Adk Readi-Mix Concrele Corp. - #72-47-RA 3.

9, 8/7/67 = Following the Patitioner’s oppear fron Judge
Raine's ducision, in item 8 above, the Marylond Court
of Appeais reverses Judge Raina and reestablishes M.L.
zoning on the whisct peoperty

10, 3/24/71 = The County Cauncil, after public hearing,
adopts the now zoning map and downshifts tha zoning
on the subject property from M.L. to D.R. 5.5

1. 10/19/71 = The Baltimora County Zoning Commissioner
in the first cycle zoning hearings perfalning o the newly
odopted 1971 zoning mop, denies the Petitioner's request
to reclomify the wbject from D.R. 5.5 o M. L. ond uho
denies varionces that were petitioned

12, 2/B/72 - Tha Petitioner's I from the oction of the
Zoning Commigtioner, item F11 obove, is heard by the

Baltimore County Boord of Appeals which brings us in
time to the present decision.

In the course of the hearing before the Appeals Boord, an expert witness far

the P

ioner testifiad that tha subject property has severe lopagrophy; that it drops pre~-
cipitously 50 feet from the adjacent pmperty on the eost boundory line, and that generally
it 15 30 ko 50 feat below grods of ather odjacent properties.  Bordering the costern
Loundory line of the property is o 150 foat wide right-of-woy for o high tension eleciric
tramsmission line.  On the north side of the property ars hathouses used for growing
Hlawer- on land owned by the Petitioner, and south of the property Is o sand and gravel
quarry operation; both uses being canducted in D.R. 5.5 zones.  To the west is
vacant land also zoned D.R. 5.5.

The Petitioner ond his expart witness both testified that the property,
becouse of its severe topogrophy ond lack of public sewerage utility, could not be
economically developed in o D.R. 5.5 category. Thay further trstified that to gront
the reclossification vithout gronting the varionce: would rewl ! in practical difficulty end

in existence on the site.

unreasonable hordship for the owner inasmuct €3 the building: ore
Witesses on both sides of the case tastified that Mr. Roberks is o good
naighbor; that he has improved the candition of the property and removed junk, weeds
and aborrloned cors from the site.  One cf the Protestants cven testified thot she does
not object fo the present use that Mr. Robert: is making of the property, in facl, she

thought it was an ideal use. However, the P-olestan's shrenuously objected o the

ATTACHMENT TO PETITION FOR ZONING VARIENCES

The following specific variances are requestec:

8. variance to Section 243.1 to permit a 65 foot
tront yard instead o: the required 75 foot
front yard:

b. Section 243.2 to permit a 12 foot side yard
ll(‘mg the east property line instead of the
reguired 50 foot side yard:

. Section 243.3 to permit a 4 foot rear yard
itstead of the required 50 foot rear yard;

d. Section 243 4 to vermit the exising building
to be located within 12 feet of a residential
zoned boundary along Che south 8 degrees 20
winutes west 1976 foot line and within 4 feet
of a residential zoned building along the north
45 degree, S5 minute wust 439.07 foot line in-
stead of the required 125 feet; and

e. Section 243.6 to permit parking alonc the
boundary lines instead of the required 25 foot
no parking strip next to a residential zoned

Xy

|
|
|
|
7
|
i
!
|

Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Cq_re. - #72-a7-RA 4.

infroduction of a manufacturing zone, with oll ik permitted uses, in an orea that is zoned
rasidential .

In datermining the case, the Board is restricted to decide only on the very
narow issue of whetler or not the County Cauncil srvad by downshifting the subject prop-
erty 10 @ D.P. 5.5 zone category when it adopred the lotest and newest officie! Zoning mop
for the area on Morch 24, 1971, In this regard, the testimony is uncontradicted that the
proposed downshifting was brought properly befure the Bol limare County Council for review

ot the public hearing prece:

g the adoption of the map. The subject was identified ot
that hearing os ltem NE 20 in Hie Log of lssues and wos noted to be the subject of a “live
zoning petition - #71-78-RX" (ses Petitioner's Exhibit #8).  The County Cauncilmen
were woli informed of the wbject issue, & " cyucrently in their wisdom decided thet the
whiect downshifting fromM.L. to D.R. 5.5 is in the best interest of the generai welfare
and of comprehensive land use for the area. Therefore, the Zuurd doc: not find thot in
the legol sense the County Council was arbitrary, capricious or confiscatory, or that they
erred in their decision. In the Board's opinion, the Fetitioner has foiled ro overcome
the burden of demonsirating error .

For these reasons and from ull of #.e testimony and evidence presented, the
Boord hereliy affirms the Order of the Zoning Commissioner, dated Ociober 19, 1971, and
hereby denies the petitioned reclowification from D. R. 5.5 1o M.L., ond also denies the
requested voriances.

ORDER

For the reasons set farth 1., ‘he oforegoing Opinian, it is this 1/’!{ day
of May, 1972, by the County Boord of Appeals, O RDERED rhat the reclassification and

varionces petitioned for, be and th. some is hereby DENIED,

MEMCSANDUM SUBMITTED IN CONNECTION WITH THE

ZONING APPLICATION OPF ARK READI-MIX CONCRETE

CORPORATION =~ OWNER, AND VERNON § 9OQBERTS AND
S

WIPE, -CONT,ACT PURCHASER

On behalf of the akove-named Owner and Contract Purchasers,
it is respectfully submitted that the action of the founty Council
in reclassifying the 2.25 scre parcel from an M.L. classification
to a D.R. 5.5 classification was erroneous for the following
reasons:

1. The property was originally reclassified from an R.&
Zone to an M.L. zone through the orderiy zcaning process and the
reclassification was reviewed by the Circuit Court “or Baltimore
County and affirmed by the Court of Appeals of Maryland. There
have been no changes in the neighborhcod since the reclassifica-
tion of tha property to M.L. ad the question rf the proper zoning
classificaticn for the prroerty is res judicata;

2. The property was recoumended to remain M.L. by the
Department of Flanning and the Planning Board of Paltimor County:

3. The county Council ignored the legal mandate that the
property was entitled to an M.L. classification, ignored the

advice of its planning expert, i.e. The Department of Planning

and acted y to the on of the rlaanin: Board:
4. fhe down-shift in zoning from the M. . ~lassificaiisn to
a D.R. 5.5 clissificatic- was illegal, imrco er, and arbitrary

in that the expressed purpose for the Jown-shift was to satisfy
certain voters and community associstions in the area. The law

is unmistakably clear that zoning must not be granted or denied

because of the plebisite of the people: and

5. Por other reasons to be assigned at the nearing on the
Petition for Reclassification.
Respectfully submitted,
; /

== < L
Errest c. Trimble,
Attorney for Petitioners.
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VERNON 3. ROBERTS and - IM THE CIRCUIT COURT

ELLEN B. ROBERTS, Appellants
L FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

FOR
5.5 to M.L., and VARIANCES * AT LAN
from Sections 243.1, 243.2, 243.3,

243.4 and 243.6 of the Baltimore . Misc, Docket 9
County Zoning Regulations Beg. Mise. Folio 198
1024.06" from 1/8 Joppa Rd. & 675° * Hisg, Case 4841
E. of Jnsper L.ne llth District

(rormerly) Ark Resdi-Mix .

Concreta Corp., - Petitioner

BEFORE THE COUNTY BOARD OF APFEALS -

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY .
.

' EEEEEEEE N E R NN NN AN
'MEMORANDUM OPINION
AP ORER OF COURT
The property involved in this Zoning Appeal, a two and
one-half acre tzact situate on the south side of Joppa Road eaast of
Jasper Lans in Baltimore County's lltn District, has been the subject

of zoning 14 1 and sy for many years. Original

zoning in 1945 established an R.6 classification for the property, even

though for many years prior to that time ths land had besn used for

sa1d and gravel 1 under a use. In June of 3952
the Ark Rendi-Mix Concrete Corporation, owner of the tract at that time,
was granted & special exception to use it for a sand and gravel plant.
on July 31, 1963, Ark petitionsd for a reclassification of the proparty
from R.6 to M.L., with certain variances. This petition was denied by
the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimors County, but tha Commissioner was
overruled by the County Board of Appeals when it granted the raclassi-
fication on October 21, 1963 after holding extansive hearings, An
Appeal was filed to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County and the

Board wes affirmed in a long anu compranensive opinion by Judge Walter M.

Jenifer dated July 1B, 1966. While the case was pending bafore Judge

5
1y - Page d¥o. 1 -

j-4€!

s plecemanl change therefrcm, there must be strong svidence of
mistake in the original roning or in the comprehensive rezoning or
slse a substantial changs in conditicas' (cases cited) . . . . .

We have further stated that where the Board'r decision is supported
by substantial evidence and the issus before it is ‘fairly debatable’
that the Courts may mot substitute their judgment for that of the
poard (cases including Ark Resdi-Mix cited) . . . . However, if

the record is so devoid of substantial supporting facts as to bs
incapsble of ralsing a debatable issue a Court will declars the
legislative or administrative action invalid” (cases cited). Less
recent, but equally representative cases i-clude Trustess, etc.

¥, Baltimore County, 221 Md. 5501 McBes v. Baltimore County, 221 Md.
312; and gomerset v, Cpunty Council, 229 Md. 42.

The other important izsus bafore this Court is whether or

not the alleged "downshifting® of the subject proparty by the County

Council was or was not Fow Y cases consider
this particular issua and, of those that do, none dizcuss it at length
or provide a clear answer to the question.

In the case of Baltimore City v. Borinsky, 239 Md. 611,
certain property owners wers aggrieved by the decision of the Brltimore
city Board of Municipal and zoning Appeals when they wers denied a
special exception that they had applied for because it woulc violate
certain soning ordinances. The owners contended that thess reatrictions

an taking of their proparty depriv:

them of any benaficial use of it. Although downshifting is not in-
volved in this casa, the law set out at page 622 is pertinent in

ai hifting to the weight to ba accorded one of

ite effects; i.e., n landowner's loss of use of his property because

= Page Ho. 5 -

Jenifer, the Baltimore County Zoning Commissioner and the Planning
1966 Planning Map.®

Board were plamning the
The map was offered for public hesrings but there was no discussion
covering the change in soning from R.6 to M.L. with refsrence to Ark's
property. Its classification remained R.6. The map was proposed to
the Baltimore County Council for its consideration and was sdopted

on August 1, 1966. On that same day, Mx. Jeorge Qavrelis, then Director
of Planning and Zoning for Baltimore County, having learned cf Judge
Jenifei's recent holding, reported tu the County Council aad zecommended
that they change the land in question from R.6 to M.L. After delibera-
tions by the Council this was dome, Or August 26, 1966, the protestants
appealed Judge Jenifer's decision to the Coust of Appeals of Maryland
snd four days later filed a Bill of Complaint in the Circuit Court for
Baltimore County asking that the Council and the Departmant of Flanning
and 7oning bs enjoined from adopting that portion of the map showing
M.L. zoning granted to Ark Readi-Mix orporation. An amended Bill
making Ark a party to the suit was filed on January 12, 1967. The

case was heard by Judge John E. Raine, Jr. and on April 24, 1967, he
declared the map null and void with respect to Ark's property referring
to the M.L. classification as invalid spot zoning. As » result, the
appea. from Judge Jenifer's decision was dismissed, R.6 having been
sestored. However, Ark sppealed to the Court of Appeals and Judge
Raine was reversed. The M.L. zoning was vpheld and reinstated. The

court found that the decision of the zoning asuthoritiss

supportad
by substantial evidance and that the issue before them was "falrly
debatable.”

The litiystion presently bafore this Court is a dirsct

result of the adoption by the Baltimore County Council of the aewest
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of zoning action. The Court salds "If the owner affirmatively
demonstrates chat the logislative o. administrative determination
deprives him ot all bensficial use of the proparty, ths action will
be held 1 But the tricti imposed must be such
that the property cannot be used for any yeasonable purpose. It is

not enough for the property owners to show that the zening action

results in 1 loss or i (Cases cited).” The ca

of Board of Appeals v, Bailey, 716 MA. 5J6 uses the language “reroaing
down® and states: “"In Naryland there seems to be no distinction

betwsen '‘reroning up' and 'reroning down'." In that case, the re-

classificstion under attack was ¢ne from R-6 to R-10 which, on its

face, is an 'upgrading®, but as the 1 ion also

the granting of a special exception for a trailer park, it might be
argued (sald the Court) that it was, in effect, a ‘downgrading.*
The Court saids "Obviously, the use of one term or the othar depends
to some sxtent upon the user'‘s point of view, or, to use an apt
colloguialism, it depends upon whose ox is being gorsd." Tha pro-

ware i the 1 of the special exception claiming

that thic was a *cowngrading®. Further on, the Court stated: "ipparuntly
the same rules with respect to rezoning are applicable regardless of

whether the reclassification is to a 'higher' or a 'lower' u

However, the specific question as to whether thu same rules must
invariably be applied was left open.

The most informative case concerned with the constitution-
ality or unconstitutionality of 'downshifting' is Horbeck v. Montgomery
County, 254 Md. 59. In this case, there was a reclassification of

appellant's land under a sectional map smendment made by the Montgomery
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compisasnsive zomning map on March 34, 1971. This new map reclassified
the subject proparty sgain, tals time from H.L. to D.R, 5,5. Tha
Petitioners, Vernon 3. Roberts and Ellem B. Roberts, purchased the
Ask property on Janwsry 29, 1970 at an M.L. price and have used the
propecty since that time ia its N.L. classification. Peeling that the

lassificstion of their to DR, 5.5 constituted aa uscomstitu-

tional and confiscatory "demshiftir 3", the Roberts have petitiomec for
a reclassification from D.R. 5.5 back to M.L. with certais variances.
The Zoning Commissiomer denied the reclassificaticn on October 19, 1971,

stating that the ity of " fting" was not to be
determined by the Zoning Commissiomer, but by the State Courts. Purther-
more, the Commissioner noted that the area surrounding the subject
property is basically resideatial. Residents who testifisd at the
hearing in protest of the petition indicated that a gramting of the
M.L. and variances would mean even greater traffic congestion and felt
it would constitute spot zoning. The County Board Of Appeals affirmed
the Commissioner May 10, 1972. Their opinion is restricted to the
Lesue of whether of Ot the County Council eryed by “downshifting™ the
property to D.R. 5.5 zoning when it adopted the official zoning map
on Mazch 24, 1971. The Bosrd indicated in their opinion that at a
public hesring preceding the adoption of the map the subject property
was identified in the Log of Issuss and was noted to be the subject

of & live zoning petitinn. Quoting from the Opinion: “The County
councilmen were well informed of the subject issue, and apparantly

in their wisdoa decided that the wibject downrhifting from M.L. to
D.R. 5.5 ia in the bast in.erest of the gensral welfare and of compre-

hensive land use for the ares.” The ded failed to the

burden of demonstrating error on the part of the Council.

- Page No. 3 -

County Council which imposed lly greater trictd on
the land than had been its burden under prior zoning. Judge Hammond,
spaaking for the Court at pages &5, 66, sald:

=The appellants argue that for the County to
decrease the permissible density of their land

and that of other similarly zoned land and to
refuse to furnish sewerage to their land in o:der
to control the growth of population amd to continus
the present open space in the Olnay region waec to

substantially the value of their land as ta amount
to confiscation.

If these contentions are sound, no zoning would

wver have been allowed or sustained snd all com-
ehensive rezoning would have to continus or

e permissible density, not reduce it. All

original zoning decreases the right tc use property
zoning places restrictions

free of any reatriction and the

value of some if not most of that property necessarily

ir going to Le lessened. MNone of this as such in-

velidetes comprehensive zoning, original or subsequent.

Euclid v. Amber Roalty Company, 272 U. 363, 71 L.

Ed. 303; Ark Readi-Mix v. sSmith, 251 Md. 1. The

broad tast of the validity of 1 comprehenaive ze-

zoning is whether it bears a substantin} relationship

to the public health, comfort, order, safety, con-

venience, morals and general welfare, snd auch zoning

enjoys & sirong presusmption of validity saud correctness.

Scull v, coleman, 251 Md. 6; Stevens v, City of
Soiisbury, 240 Md. 536, A property owner has no

vested right to the continuance of the zoning status

of his or neighbosing property, mersly the right to
rely on the rule that » change will not be made unless
it is required for ihe public gaad ;_h,;l;]n ¥, n;i;,
202 Md. 136, l44. 1In 2

246 Md. 355, 368, a minimum araa =:m1w thlt Iinl.tnﬁ
residential usae to five acres was upheld. Judge
Oppentisimer for the Court said:

'1f the comprehensive zoning has a substantial relation-
ship to the general welfare of the community in that
it can fairly be taken as a reasonsble effort to plan
for the future within the framework of the County's
economic end social life, it is not unconstitutional
because under it some persons may suffer loss and
others be benefited.®

- Page No. 7 -

Again, the major thrust of Petitionera' argumant before
this Court is directed at the Council's action. More spacifically,
they suggest that the Council acted arbitrarily, capriciously, and
unressonably and srred in downshifting the property. Tha maior basis
©of their contsntion iz that thers has been "no substantial change in
the character of the neigbhorhood® which could justify s reclassifica-

tion. That thare has been nc al change is undi How-

ever, the surrounding nsighborhood is almost entiraly "residential® and
the subject property has only emjoyed M.L. status under n special exception
ociginally, and later, by way of spot zoni .o, The M.L. classification

was never truly oasistent with the surrounding aisa, 7Ig @ 113 t

there must be a su the character of a ne
tial to justify vecless fying s part of that peighborhood
t ot a neistent b [} ification
to en (Dop, 5,3) 1 classification is
totally illogical and without merit. The Council merely acted in

the best interests of the general welfare and of comprehensive land
use for tha area.

The pertinent powers of Baltimore Oounty in ragard to
zoning maps and appropriate roning regulation is clearly set out
in Title 22, Article ITI, Jections 12-18, 22-20 and 22-21 of the
Beltimore Coun‘y Code (1968 Ed.), and its 1971 Cumulative 5upplement.
mMarylsnd case iaw involving County Council's roning powers is voluminous.
Chevy Chase Villags, et 3l v, Montge~ery Co. Council, et al, 258 Md. 27
at the bottom of page 41 (quoting from smith v, Board of Co. Commissioners
©f Howsxd Co., 252 MA. 280) states: "On innumerable occasions this
Court has held that ‘thers is a strong presumption of the correctness

of original zoning and of comprehensive iezoning, and that to sustein

- Page No, 4 -

These cases, pariicularly the Norbeck case, indl:ate
rather -learly that “downshift .° (by a ~»unty Council) which
results in a substsntial reduction in the valua of or uss of one's
land is certainly not unconstitutioral so long as it is done for
the public geod and so long a3 it does ant deprive the owne: of
any and all usss of his land making it totally without value.

The Plaintiffs in this crse hsve not been so aggrieved
by the reclassification of their property as to have been Geprived
of a constituticnal right or to warrant a sctriking of that classifica-
tion by this Court, and the D.R, 5.5 2uning should stand, The
Baltimore County Council sctec within the limits of its zoning
authority.

Por the reasons atated and in -onformity with the foregoing

oplnion, it la this _ /T4 day ot iy . 1973, oy

The Circuit Court for Baltimore County ORDE . that the Order of

the County Bosrd of Appeals for Brltimore Couuty dated May 10, 1972

be and the ssme i3 herely }ZPIRMED.
) e
W -
< JCHN M. MAQUIRE
Jupcs
- Page Wo. 8 -



REPORTED
IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS
OF MARYLAND
No. 432
September Term, 1973

No, 72-47-RA

VERNON 5. ROBERTS, et ux.

LYLE GRANT

oOpinion by Gilbert, J.

Filed: February 19, 1974

We think that the three issucs nresented by the appellants,

when reduced to their simplest form, emcrge as whether or not

tha Circuit Court erred in holding that the Board of Appeals

for Baltimore County correctly ruled that the adoption by the

Baltimore County Council of the comprehensive zoning map, cn

March 24, 1971, in which the appellants' property was reclas-
gified from M.L. to D.R. 5.5 was not arbitrary, capricious,

erronecus or confiscatory.
At the time of the hearing before the Board of Appeals

the appellants produced the testimony of an expert who said

tnat the property was being currently used at fts highest ard

best possible use. He stated that i his opinien "as 5.5

it is 1 1y unfeasible [sie] to

identi
al prop

develop” because it would coct more money "to £ill that land

than it is worth.” This is so, he testiflcd, "because of the

factors that surround it, as . . . stated before, your high

tonsion lines, your gravel pits, your florist here.” The

expert said, "The highest and best use of the subject area

is M.L. It could not be economically used for any other

reason, that I can see. For anything else, it is worth not a

on cross-examination the espert stated that
zone such as a chicken

plugged nickel.”
some of the uses permitted in an M.L.

ks " the land

The phrase, "your florist hare refers to
contiquous ga the northern border of the subject property.
It is a non-conforming use.

This is another chapter in the seemingly never ending
saga concerning approximately two and one guarter (2 1/4) acres

of land used commercially but situate in the heart of a resi-

dential zone in Baltimore County.
The proparty in question is quadrilateral and is located
approximately one thousand twenty-four (1,024) feet south of
Joppa Road. Access is gained by diagonally traversing a sep-
arate tract of land owned by the appellants, and then through
a twenty (20) foot right-of-way across another property. The
eastern side of the subject property, in its entirety, borders
along the right-of-way of the Susquehanna Transmission Company.
That right-of-way is ome hundred fifty (150; feet in width,and

steay towers are constructed thereon. The land over which the

appellants' twenty (20) foot rigl y runs is imp by

some gr and is d 1ly as a

forming use.
The use of the property inwolved in this appeal has been
the subject of extensive litigation. We shall not endeavor
to set furth the complete history of that litigation but will
commence with the pertinent ovents starting "-ril 18, 1963,
At that time the Baltimore County Board of Appeals ruled that
the subject area enjoyed a “non-conforming use for sand and
gravel quarry operation.” The Baltimore County Zoning Com-
missioner, on Septomber 26, 1963, denied a petition to reclas-
sify the property from R. 6 to M.L. {light manufacturing) .

Thereafter the Baltimore County Board of Appeals on October 21,

5.

processing plant or packing house he would "not recommend”.
The storage of gasoline and oil in above ground tanks would,
in the export's .inion, be suitabl: on the land. The protes—
tants, generally speaking, did not object to the operaticn
presently conducted by the appellants, but they were very much

concerned that the property not be :azoned.sto M.L. because of

the uses permitted in that type of zoning.

k]

g Y ? q ions
According to the Baltimgre Count: Zoning Regulat .
§ 253, the following uses are pern. e in zoning:

(1969} o
Certain residential uses. §253.2.
Uses permitted in an M.R. (manufacturing, restricted)
253.3.
ﬂ’ln following uses,without special exception, when located
at least 100 feet from a contiguous residential zone:
“assembly of autowobiles and airplanesi
Doat yards [Revised by Bill No. 64, 1963]
Bus terminal;
Carpet, rug cleaning;
Cleaning and dyeing;
Concrata products, including concrete and/or cinder
block manufacture;
Contractor's equipment, storage yard;
camery
gf.mnﬁq, japanning, lacquering, gatvanizing and plating,
when merely accessory to other permitted uses;
Excavations, controlled, exclusive of those embodying
use of explosives (see Section 403);
Grain, of, p qui is installed
for effective precipitacion n;d recovery of dust;
ort. 1; [Bill No. 85, L
ﬁi}iﬁm: %SZ 11; [Bill No. 85, 1967)
Ice, manufacture of;
Hilk pasteurization and distributing stations;
Non-liquid fuel storage and sale (for raguirements See
Baltimore County Bu;:dingf‘:ndal 3
Poultry, commercial killing of;
i:o:u;g of inflammable liquids and gases above ground )
(for requirements see Baltimore County Building Code);

zona.

Vegetable canning or packinghouse (see also Section 255.1).

[Revised by Bill Wo. 85, 1967)"

2.

1965 reversed the Zoring Commissioner and granted the reclas-

sification from R. 6 to M.L. The Board's action was affirmed

by the Circuit Court for Baltimore County on July 28, 1966.

Pour days later, i.e., August 1, 1966, the Baltimorc County

Council adopted a new zening map for the arca and rczoned the
property to X.L., thus, in fact, confirming by ordinance the
action already taken by the Board of Appeals and the Circuit
Court. The next day the decision of the Circuit Court was ap=
pealed to the Court of Apneals, but that appeal was subsequently
withdrawn. While the appeal to the Court cf Appeals was pending
the protestants, cn August 30, 1966, filed a Bill of Complaint
in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County in which they re-
quested that the County Council and the Department of Planning
and Zoning be enjoined from adopting that portion of the zoning
map that changed the subject property from R. 6 to M.L. On
July 20, 1967 the Circuit Court for Baltimore County granted
the relief prayed and restored the property to R. 6 zoning.
Aggrieved at the action of the Circuit Court, the appellants’
predecessor in title appealed to the Court of Appeals. Thic

Court, in Ark Readi-Mix v. Smith, 251 Md. 1, 246 A.2d 220 (1968),

reversed the Circuit Court and re-established the W.L. zoning.
The appellants, Vernon S. Roberts and Ellen B, Roberts,
who are engaged in the business of trash removal, purchased
the property from Ark Readi-Mix by a contract of sale dated
January 29, 1970. Appellants utilize eight trucks in the

operation of their business. The trucks are stored, maintained,

3.

from and to the prope . ‘n question daily,
except Sunday.

On March 24, 1971 the Baltimore County Council passel
an ordinance by which they adonted a new comprchensive zoning
map for the northeast rector of Baltimore County. By virtue
of that ordinance, the property of the appellants was rezoned
from M.L. tc D.R, 5.5 (dwelling residence, 5.5 per acre).
The reclassification procedure complied with the reguirements
of the Baltimore County Code. The appellants petitioned the
Zoning Commissioner for a reclassification. The reguested
relief was denied, and the appellants then appealed to the
County Board of Appeals who affirmed ihe Commissioner. The
matter went to the Circuit Court for Baltimore County where
Judge John N. Maguire affirmed the Board of Apneals. Appel-
lants now seek relief in this Court. We are asked:

(1) to hold that the appellants are en-

titled to have the M.L. zoning classifi-
cation and variance restored.

{2) to declare that the Baltirore County
Board of Appeals was incorrect in not
finding the action of the County Council
to be arbitrary, cepricious, erronecus,
or in any event confiscatciy, and

(3) to find as a matter of law that the
reclassification of the propucty was,
under the circumstances of the c
arbitrary, capricicus, unreascnable and
erroncous.

1
Baltimore County Code, Title 22, art. III (1968).

® ®
6.

The Court of Appeals, speaking through Chicf Judge llammond,
in Norbeek v. Montjomery Couaty, 254 Md. 59, 254 A.2d 700 (1969)
answered a contention similar to that raised in the instant

appeal by stating, at 65-66:

“1f these contentions are sound, no
zoning would ever have been allowed or
ined and i

would have to conti.ue or increase per-
missible density, not reduce it. All ori-
ginal zoning decreases the riynt to use
praperty as the owner pleases. Zon.
places restrictions on property that was
free of any restriction and the value of
some if not most of thot property neces-
n

this as such invaiidates comprehensiva
zoning, original or subsequent, Euclid
v. Ambler Realty Comovany, 272 U.ST 365,
. - P; - Ld. 203 [(1926)]);
Ark Readi-Mix v. Smith, [supral. The broad
Test of the validity of a comprehensive re-
zoning is whether it boars a substantial
relationship to the public health, comfort,
order, safety, conrvenience, morals and gen-
eral welfare, and such zoning enjoys a
strong presumption of validity and correct-
ness. Scull v. Coleman, 251 Md. 6 [, 246
A.2d 227 (19G81]; Stevens v. City of Salis-
T, 214 A.2d 1’;! (196511,

bury, 240 Md. 556 [, N

K property owner has no vested right to
the continvance of the zoning status of
his or neigiboring property, merely the
right to rely on the rule that a change
will not be made unless it is required
for the public good. Wakefield v. Kraft,
202 mMd. 136, 144 [, A.2d 27, 30 (19531

The Court, in Queen Anne's County v. Miles, 246 Md. 355, 228
A.2d 450 (1967) said, at 368:

*"[1)f the [comprchensive zoning] has
a substantial relationship to the general
welfare of tho community in that it can
fairly be taken as a reasonable effort
to plan for the future within the frame-

7} ®

work of the County's cconomic and social
life, it is not unconstitutional because
under it some persons may suffer loss a.d
others be benefited.”

In order for an individual proper-y owner to remove himsel
from a comprehensive rezoning, he must show that the plan will
deprive hiw of any reasonable use of his property or that it
is not in the general public interest or welfare. Norbeck v.
Montgomery County, supra. Tre record before us does not demon-
strate that the appellants will be deprived of the reasonable
use Of their property. Nor have the appellants shown that the
plan was not in the general public interest and welfare. “All
is not lost"™ for the appellants, however, because they may
continue the present operation as a non-conforming usa.

The arca ng the subject prop y is zoned for

£

residential dwellings with a density of 5.5 per acre. To restore

M.L. zoning to the appellants' property would be tantamount to
creating an island of light manufacturing in a residential sea.
The island, could, at th: whim of the appsllants, be converted
to any of the other uses perritted under M.L. zoning, n. 3
supra, and consequently, might have a deleterious effuct upon
the surrounding neighborhoed.

The Board of Appeals feit that *[t) he County Councilmen
were well informed of the subjcct issue, and apparently in their

wisdom decided that the subject downshifting from M.L. to D.R. 5

4
John Milton, Paradise Lost bk. I, 1. 105 ([1667).

8
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is in the best interest of the general welfare and of compre-
hensive land use for the area.”

Thare is a strong presumption in favor of the correct-
ness of both original and comprchensive zoning. Chevy Chase
village v, Hont, Co,, 258 Md. 27, 264 A.2d B61 (1970); iHalls
v. Pierpont, 253 Md. 554, 253 A.2d 749 (1969); Smith v. Co. !
Comn'rs. of lloward Co., 252 Md. 280, 249 A.2d 708 (1369). §
The thrust of the appellants' attack is that the County Coun-
cil, the Board of Appeals and the Circuit Court erred becausc
there was no substantial change in the character of the neigh-
borhood justifying the "downshifting". Although the appel-
lants unquestionably feel that their property has been down-
shifted, the appellees ju t as strongly believe there has been
an upgrading. Of course, whather the property was downshifted,
upshifted, downgraded or upgraded is like beauty, and "Boauty

is altogether in the eyes of the beholder.” To put it another

way, "it depends upon whose ox is being gored.” Bd. of Zoning
Appeals v. Bailey, 216 #d. 536, 541, 141 A.2d 502, 505 (1958).
In any event, we find no merit in the appcllants' argument that
there must be a substantial change in the character of the neigh=
borhood in order to justify a rezening of a small portion of land,

zoned in a manner wholly inconsistent with the surrounding

5 2

Lewis Wallace, “he Prince of India Lk. IIT, cg.ls (1893} .
Marqaret WGIfa Hunacrford in Molly Uaun (1878) stated it:
Boauty 45 in the cye of thu Genolder.”

Thye Cirenit Court for Baltimore Couniy

THIAD JUDICIAL EIREUIT GF MARYLAND.

TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
August 9, 1971

crnmmens o
donr N, MAGUIRE
sucar

Brnest C. Trimble, Eag.
305 West Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. T:iimble:
Re: Roberts, et al vs.
County Board of Appesis
Misc. Cuse Mo, 4341

The Motion for Reargument or Recomslcer.tio
and for Suspension of the Operation of the Ordex of
court dated July 13, 197J, is DEMIZU.

Very)truly your.,
Vo
‘John N. Magéiie
THM: v

Cr M. Michael Maslan, Eaq.
County Bossd ol Appeals

A

9.

area. A so-called "change" in the neiqhborhood is not neces-

sary in order to adopt a comprehensive rezoning plan, Scull v.

Coleman, 251 Md. 6, 12, 246 h.2d 223, 226 (1968). The action
of the Baltimore County Council in adopting the comprehensive
rezoning plan that changed the status of the appellants’ prop-

not arbitrary, capricious, er-

erty from M.L. to D.R. 5.5 wi

roneous or confiscatory.

JUDGMENT APFIRMED.
APPELLANTS .

VERNON 8. ROBERTS and
ELLEN B. ROPERTS

IN THE

CIRCUIT COURT
Appellants

RE: PETI™ION FOR RECLASSIFICATION
from D.R. 5.5 to M.L., and
VARIANCES from Sections 243.1,
243.2, 243.3, 243.4 and 243.5
of the B cimore County
Zoning Regulations
Beg. 1024.05' from 5/S Joppa R1.
& 675' E. of Jasper Lane
1lth pistrict
(formerly) Ark Readi-Mix Concrete
Corp., - Petitioner

BALTIMORE COUNTY

BEFORE THE COUNTY BOARD OF APRZALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

A T R e

R R
ORDER FOR ARPEAL
MR. CLERK:
Please enter an Appeal to che Circuit Court for
Baltimore County on behalf of Vernon 5. ioberts sad Zllen B.
ioberts, 8637 Quantin Avenue, Baltimore, Maryland 21234, sach
of whom are cwners of the subject property. or parties to the

proceadings and were pr

nt before the Board of Appeals of
Baltimors County and esch of whom are grieved by the decision
af the Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, dated May 10, 1972
in the above-entilled matter. This Appeal is filed pursuant
‘to Chapter 1100, Rule B of the Maryland Rules of Procedure.

WHITEPORD, TAYLOR, PRESTON,
TRIMELE and JUHNSTON

Ernest C. Trimble

305 W. Pennsylvania Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
825-5512

elafm

]

April 15, 1971

DESCRIPTION TO ACCOMPANY
ARK READT MIX CONCRET!
FROM DR-5.5 TO ML

NING for the same at a point distant 675 f¢.
easterly along the south centerline of Joppa Road from the
Iine of Jasper Avenue and S8°20'00"W 1024.06 ft. measured
scutherly from the centerline of Joppa %oad, sald point being also
at the beginning of the first or H45°35'00W 45%.07 ft. llne of

that parcel of land which by deed 24, 1252 and

recorded among the Land Recerds of

GLB 7227, iollo 332, was convayed by

tounty in Liber

rederick A. Hornung end wife
to Ark weadi-mix Concrete Corporatlion, running thence and binding

n sald first line NA5°35'00"W 457.07 ft. to the beglnning of
the nd 1ine of the aforcsald deed, runs i binding
en sald sccond 1ine and binding reversely on the line of
tnat parcel of land which by sted February 23, 1956 snd

the Land Records of Col
138,
eadi-

total discance in a11,140.00 f

NBC*270 00y 330,00 £

ine

Mix Concrete Corparatlc 4 runntsg

thence and b 7900

330,00 ft. to the end of the

ng rever

dead, running thence and bindl

the last mentioned deed to Ark s

dated February 23, 1956 ond &

aforesald deed to Ark Res
i April 24, 1952, 58°20%0CH

to the place of beg.nning.

1 HEREBY CERTIFY  That on this

day of June,
1972, pursuant to Rule B-2c of tha Maryland Rules of Procedure,

a copy of this Order for Apneal was served on the Board of

Appesls of Baltimore County prior to the £iling of said Order

for Appeal in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County.

Ernest C. Trimble

Aesbance. 77venas

and pere or

that parce’ of

April z4, corded ament

County in
Frederick

» all that

6 and rec

by Frederick

Corporaticn.

WHITEFORD, TAYLOR PRESTON, TR!

R A ¢

e 1-n -

LA® OFFIFEs

November 15, 1971

Mr. 5. Eric DiNenna
Zoning Commissioner
County Office Building
111 W. Chesapeake nvenue
Towsen, Maryland 21204

Re: Petition for Reclassification ard
Variances
Beginning 1024.06' from the §'s
©: Joppa Road .nd €75' E of Jasper
Lane - 1llth District
Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Corporation -
Petitioner
No. 72-47-RA (Item No. 17)

Dear Mr. DiNenna:

Please enter an Appeal to the Board of Appeals of
Baltimore County on behalf of Vernon 5. Roberts and cllen .
Roberts and Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Corporation from your
Order dated October 19, 1971 in the above-captioned matter
denying the requested ceclassification and variances.

whit.iord, Taylor, Preston,
Trimble & Johnston

Ernest C. Trimble
Attorneys for Applicants/
Appellants

APR 15 1974

memOENcE TIvamsr
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ..9.5 L‘;’:’;"
wmay 18, 1371 Hay 18, 1971

Octobar 19, 1971

access standards require & 24-foot minfmum entrance, 30-foot mximm,
Yay 18, 1971 3 A In accardance with the 8a1tare County Comrehmnaive 5
sosantt oy Tacllittes are planned betuean 1970 te 1580 ot fuor oy s
smarage 0jtems ] be perafited where an sdoquate and gafe tyatem dt
5508 3 ;
Tie Petitioner must provide necessary dralnage facilities Health bemsetoent. DennotcroUs In 4Ccordance With the requlramats of the
on Snildlna (temporary or perranont) to prevent creating any nulsances or damsges to But1ding and Plurbing comer® © TVP1FE Works and the baltimare County

Storn Drainss
Gearge €, Gavrelis, Girector
Office of Plenning & 2zalng
301 Jeffe.

R

|

i

Towson, Haryland 2120 adfscent proerties, especfally by the concontration of surface 3 Codas,
Ermest C, Trimble, Esquire HENNERE waters, Correction of any problem which my result, dus te faproper ”
404 Jeiferson Building REs Ites #17 {Aprfl - October 1971} grading or froroper fnstaliotion of drefnage facilitfes, wauld ba the X

Towsea, Maryland 2110+ Proparty Gunare Ark Weadi-ix Concrate Carp. full responsibility of tha Patitionar,
Location: Joppa Rdy, €75¢ W, of Jaspor Ave

PREARTMEN T o Present Zonlng: 0.8, 6.5 (formerly M,L,)

This plat should be revisad t.
e o reffect a sot
problems of sdequate access, pub! i
IR et sy, T water supply, storm drain dispossl

ution te he

RE; Patition for Reclassification snd Provisiow for accommnditing storm drafnsge have not been

i 1y ; THAFVEE Fris i Propased Lentngs ML, i th Varfanca for indicated on the submitted plan.
| ATH KT Cont i bul of {3t to proneriy PROJECT PLANTNG
.u.‘-lm‘“.‘,',:,; 'T;"s | STATE Reatis Conensin b peoperty Publfc dralnsge fackifties are required for any off site dralnsg: —e A
of joppa foad and of Jas- i hem Distrlets TIeh Soctars Hortheasc Facilities and any on slts Facilities serving off sits areas, fn
por Lame = 11ih District i T P Ton Ho, Acrews 2,15 7 sccordince with the standards of tho Baitisors County Depsrieant of factors reqot i1y sale? been reviesd and there are no stte planning
vk Aesdi-Min Contrete Co WEALTH 0F Pax Ty Publfc Varks, BULEING. commenty N
ation - Petitionr ¢ Yo mRomer Rear Sirs BUILOTRAS Ewspniis s
NO. T1-47-R3 Gtew Ne. 17) S 4 On site drafnsge faclifties srrving anly areas within the 3ite db BUILOINGS ENGINEER'S Grifes:
i | o has revien.d thy not requlre canstruction wader & County contr ct, Such Fecklities ore o —
X plans su e considered privite and tharcfore mnt conform to the County Plu-hing and commant fron this offfce st this vics,
Dear Mr. Trimble patition ond has » ¥ 5
. ] rde 2n oo . of thy pro, . The Fuilding Codns, FIRE PREVENTIOM sumi
follosing ¢or < of this review cnd inspeciion, s

I Bave this cate passed my Ordar (n the al ove caplioned Sedimant Contro!

matter, Copy of ssld Order is rttached.

Fire hydrants for the p
* o preposced site duired an
in sceordince with Bsltirnre Co #re required and shall b

ihe subject property s presently bracoved with ;
; v : d ty Standircs Add 3
hydrants chail be requircd, vl | e e e

°% and office For the Rebosts Trash havoust
at one time vied & concrets batchi
Art: Redi-nix Conerote Corporstion, A fleid
Tnvestigstion raveslad
torles, &

Davelopment of this property through strl,
stabilfzation could rosult §n a sediment pollutisen
private and public holdings below this proporty, ond sedim
raquired by State law, A grading peraft fr, theref
811 grading, fncluding the stripping of top sefl.

BERT. 05

The subfect pe
This ehange would fne

fron OR 5.5 to aL,

; A | ty Fron 113 tn

Grading studles and sedimant co wings witl ba n

{
g 1 « fncreans < i rips pnr
oning Comminsioner | | be revieved and approved prior 1o the racerding of any record pl priii o Sares e foleln dntiny Shoutenatici Jor teuffic
$ndus . P i ‘_“'— 0 auld fe &r - 1
SED/furl ! Vatees neustriel uses, mare sdequste access than nu erfs
i Tha faliowis wan o had 17 ragord to L
Attachaents i PIst subsitied to o Taning Advlso Public vater Is avaflahle n J B
{ - Comelztas 4o ook for the privat: {mprovomant of property ¢ Bolt L This offic. b
- " | n accordsnce sdth the Boltf : Fe has reviewnd th
set Mr. Edward W, Stuart be's. Wilme Gremt ¥ 1
3044 Morolans Avence Joppa-hiagleds lmprovement f Servica within the sits fren the publie systas & :. s of ¢ L.lr‘.,_- has bes
y lin .‘o b 36765 #ccordincs with the Count idfng, Plushing snd c n the ML, zane,
3603 Eant Joppa Read 8 i 5 Codes, The serwfce co thall be in accor
Mr, Wade H. Creswsli Baltimors, karylanc 41234 & the siandards of timore County Departrent of Public Wor
v 4
Presidant £
Perry Hali lmpre | - Hrrovsnar o /
Ausociation o L AT ]

tities are not avalloble to benefit ti

i —_— Ttem #17 (april = © tober 1971)
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYL/D Propesty bncsr AP Mty Coutruta Garps
Page 2
INTER-OF FICE CORRESPONDENCE vay 6' it

Ttem )[:11 Sediment Controlr (Conttd)

Srare o MARYLANS
STATE ROADS COMMISSION
300 Wisr Pazsron Svaser
BaLTiMORE. MD. 21201

Ky 18, 1971 [ — Date___ May 65 1971 ____

Orading studies and sediment control drawings will be necAssaTy to be
reviewed and approved prior to the recording of any record plat,

HEALTH DEPARTHENT ¢

e ssamins 8 ws it Nater:

UBJECT. .. 1tem #17 (April - Gctober 1971)
Pro;

A revised plan must be submitied shoufng the exlsting witer perty Owner: Ark Readi-Mix Concrets Corp.

A . e Fublie water is available in Jorpa Road. Fublic water is recuired for the
supply and sewiraca system, A detalled drawing of the prescat wash B o omr cations 3 Rd,, 675' W, of Jasper Ave.
statfon must be subuitted ko this office for sparoval fn order te ausure 4 s Hay 19, 1973 2 ’];:“lm zmgr Dl 5.2 (forearly M L.) .;'Tc.'.'t;‘a.a"“’{""“m‘cf‘,.{“’?"’ :: e o orua-m.nn County in accordance
proper dispasal of waste witer undergroond, - Proposed Zoning: M.L. with Variance for buildirg offset to unty Comprehensive Water plan.
Mr. Edward U, Hardesty Ret ITEM @17 s property lines Service within the sita from the public system wust be in accordance
STATE ROADS COMMISSTON: Tortng: Commtasfons? Froparty (mnC;r:rn Readi- .ix “oncre :1-&1-&“: 1;0;5 Sector: Northeast ¥ith the Baltimore County Building, Flumbing and Mire Prevention Codss.
ty OFFi Bidg. d 0. i L The servi e
The stato fasds Comisaton hes studles seucrs | Firas foc e o T hedbe Tapnl e 8 ‘ tore T Rt T e el e doosedmen it i tintiod
proposcd Whitemarsh Boulevard, One of the lines terfously affects Jasper Ave. The following comments are furnished in wegard to the plat submitted i .
the subjec. slte. Present foning! D.R. 5.5 (formerly M.L.) to this office for review by the Zoning Advisory Committee in connection Sani Sk
Proposed Zoningt M.l. with u::an:c for i with the subject ltems Zhnitary Sewer:
Transmltied horewth are two copies of the sfte plan on which ! 4 been buflding offset to property 111
Fndlcated the approxirate affects to the site. One copy 15 for your fflc Districts 11th vectors Northeas Highuayss nm;;fl“ sanitary sewr facilities are not avallable to beuefit this
and ona (1) copy s fer the pstftioner. i No. Acrest  2.25
Dear Mr. Hardesty: B ‘This property has no apparent fee Irontage on existing punlis roads. with the Belti ve Sewerare Plan,

In Count;
We antiefnate more dofinfte Informitfen fn tie noar future. sanitary facilities are planned hetwsen ‘.9.‘0".0 1960 and {ndividial sewerape

systems will b ermitted where an adequate and sase srstem for dispoesl can
be daveloped, in acco dance with the remuirements of the Hoalth Departaest,

Joppa Road from which mccess 18 taken throurh & 20-foot right-ofsway

The State Woads Lommission has studi-d several lines for the proposed Whitemarsn
Bou is planned for improvement as a 50-foot curb and puttar cross-section on a

Mo will be sdvised eccordingly, rd, One of the lines fously affects the subject site.

FONING ADMINISTRAT (04 01 VISTON:

The 3ccess to the subfect property Is vary poar sad docs not

maet ony of the standards set up within the differcat County egencies, Thfs

access mocr bo fmaraved and sonc lyps of hard surface read proviesd to the

Transmitted herewith are two copies of the site plan on which nas been indicated
the spprorimate effects to the site. One copy is for your file and one (1) copy
is for the petitioner.

we anticipate more definite information in the near future.

‘ 70-foot right-of-way. Commercinl sccess standards require a 2h-foot ainimum

entrance, 30-foot maximim
Storm Drains:

Department of Puille Works and the Baltimore County Puilding and Plumbine
Codes,

= e ox o

The Petitioner .ust provide necessary drainage facilities (temporary
damages to

This plat should be revised flect 5 1
or pammanent) t~ prevent creating any nulsances or R o8 ed to reflect & solution to the problems of
by

subject property, Also, the reans for providing newarage to the preperty adoquate access, public water supply, Stom drain dispossi and santiacy waste

must be indicated prior to any difinfte approval of zny typs of building ¥ u will be advised sccordingly. properties, especlally the concentration of surface watars. Corrsction deposal,
sgplication for this sTte. Tt would sppear that the tfte, a1theugh &t ene 3 of any problem which may result, due to improper grading or improper
time zoned KL, dld not meot sny of the loning Regulations that vare fn installation of drainage facilities, would be the full responsibility of
force at thit i, Very teuly yours, the Petitioner, M_ '
S,
Very truly yours, Charles Lee, Chief 3 Provisions for accomaodating storm drainage have not been Ladicated
5 , 4} b, invelopment Engineering Section A on the submitted plan. ;,';}f;"’“;_f‘,,',f;“{{‘;"";,;;,f;w
7. R 4 | R
M‘f b A ’//Z i W Public drainage facilities are required for any offsite drainage XD EAMzOMK: 8
OLIVER L, #YERS, Chafrfon byt John E. Wayers facilities and any onsite facilities serving offsite areas, in sccordance
it Asst, Development Enginesr with the standards of the Baltimore County Department of Publi (™ eer  John Somers
CLsJEMibR File (3)
LMD Onsite drainage facilities serving only areas within the site do not
Encl . require construction under a County contract., Such facilitiss are considersd Koy Shest: M-¥W
cer Eduard D, Mardeaty privats and therefore must conform to the County Plumbing &nd Building Codes, Positition Sheet: 35 NE 22
Topo: NE9F
Sediment Control: Tax: 71

Development of this property through stripping, grading and stabilization
could result in & sediment pollution problem, damaging private and public
holdings below this property, and sediment control is reguired by Stata law.

A grading permit 1:, therefors, necessary for all grading, including the
stripping of top soll.

Toason, 1

P e =




IAL&DBE COUNTY, IIM".AD
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

M/ Edward D. Hordesty
To. Zonlng C

FRou_ Project Planning Division

SURJECT. . Zoning Advliory. Aganda liem 117

April 27, 1971
Ark Readi=Mix Concrete Corp.
Joppa Rd., 675" W. of Jasper Avenve

This plan hos been reviewed ard ihere are no site-planning foctors
comment .

requiring

@ ]
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Mr. Edward D. Hardesty, Zoning Commissioner

TMMr, Oliver L. Myers inheas Dat
Office of Zoning Commissioner

FrOM.Hs_ B, velopment Comnii suion

May 10, 197)

sification Cycle Agenda

Location: Joppa Road, 675' West of Jasper Avenue

Present Zoning: D.R. 5.5 (formerlv M, L. )

Proposed Zoning: M. L, with Variance for building offset to
property lines

District: 11th Sector: Northeast

No, Acres 2.25

The Dy < has the subject
petition.

The use of the land has becn industrial in character for some time
as a permitted use in the M. L. zone. We believe a continuation of
this use and zoning classification is a reasonable request and should
be granted favorable consideration,

Vil

H. B, STAAB
Director

T0. Zoning. =

FroM_Jaek

T, BTST E, of I
District: 11

Forrest =

Lacationi

District:
No. Acr

supply and sewerage syst
statfon must be s

1iFfea

Bm.auonz COUNTY, MARYL.

Readi-Mix Concrete Corp.

@
BALTIMORS COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER.OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Proposed Zoning:

1lth Sector: North
2.25

INTER.OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

Date_April 29, 197

o comment from the Puildings Fngineers Office, at this time,

17. Property Owner: Ark Readi-Nix Concrete Corp.

Joppa Rd., 675' W. of Jasper Avenue

Prasent Zoning: D.R. 5.5 (formerly M.L.)

M.L, with Viriance for building
1

offset to pro

A tevised plan must be submitted showing the existing water
A detailed drawing of the pres
bmitted to this office for approval in order to
assure proper disposal of wadte water underground.

L) St

t vash

7 Ehiet
Water and Sever Section
BUREAU OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

T0: MWr. Bdwerd D, wavdeaty, Zaning
Atm: M, i3

FiM: Planrirg Dis cin
Five Froveaudon Burcai

.

SUBJECT: Propesty Ciner:
Ark Readi-Mix Concrets Corporaiion

focaiicn: JOpPA Read, 675' W. of Jasper Avenus

Item ¢ 17

H.rom“mm.npmqunnmwmmlumunm
with County 1 on site hydrants shall be

ire TYOCerick Lo Tucberry, dr,
Ciatie ;

. Couslty Couroil
County ffico Taildirg
111 .06t 2 /Vena0

Towman, IaTylac] 204
Dear ir, Doubarzys

This loitcr 43 about A Pateh of ilus®. Iy *'at, I e mot Tefarring to a
movia eurrcntly slouing by that mave, bub 1o & perticular rateh of Bluo de:irmating
08 il Le 5050 00 13 lcw fortheastorn Zonlng 'aps THLS patch of s vas ot om tha
#ap epproved by tie Flaaaing foard, but ws on the 2p appeeved by tha Cownty Cowsil,

I persorally and coversl other nambcrs of cur Adsoelaticn ditilaly attondod

tho Maaning Poand axd County Council publie heariags oid thuo pateh of blLs tas .t om
any planslag saps, or W5 4t Seguested to Lo put oa ite

Tha arca in diopute i lecated soulh of Jopsa Hoad ard Abous wény bet:
inrford fead snd olatr fesds It cocdacs 2,25 sorce azd it 13 guncd by Ark: Io
Comeroto Corperations This corporation purehased 1,2 acres of this poreel froma
greorlisusy aporalor dn 1952 and obtained a apecial cxsoption 40 uso Lhis =6 Yand 2z
@ sand ard gravel pdt.  Mlong »Ath this miming of gand ard gravel they rat vp o readie
slx comerato plont (o mamafocturlag eperation)s AL diffcrest times they ceeotod &
ceont silo, bateh Ling, effices ard truck rorair Frages, all withont ouiaimng any
bulding perrdta, In 1956, tho talance of tho "Patch of Llua® wms pre! from thy
6326 florist and this arca vas aivsd of sard apd graval, tut mo it e obtatesl far
s wia, An offica Mdlding asd truck welcling 5latica meea erccted on thiy R=6 arca
without & huilding poradt, Thia same eorpevation made two additioral purch
ing about sl more 2cres of A=G property and rrecccdid to sreead their
uzing ond ef tho greomhouscs o3 & welding shop and atorcd fusked e
Lol concrote trucks in full view of 85 Jogra focd rosidinii, The shtdsenny 1y
@:glio o:d filed zoalag eunplaints and Avk Coucrete koo erdered Back o tieir orlolad
Parclasy of 1.2) scrca,

Frozoatly thoy ara politioniny for M L. waming with vorisicca (xh.y oot

oaly 4id £t sob Bullding poriits bub 1g.cred otlosis tea) ts lesaliza tho.o opcras
tlend on this fTatch of [lua", This €303 13 now foaliag ot il Cowrt of £
If tids "Falch of blus® stoys oa the oow map, this
publicity pivea this instante, wo'd soy this “ilue
lating the lawg

I wioh to infora you, the other moxbers of tha County Councal, and the County

Frooutiva, that aa injunction bas beon filed to &uspord tids “latch of [lus® on tha

Lertheaatern 1o Ta feel that the goning lavs of Feltimers Couniy are thore for tha
galized tho oeticnz

Feetoction of 103 ¢itlseas, For you Counciluca 1o iave le S ef tiia
wideh kas del:

flouted t"e goning 1ovs of owr gounty, you hava

BM?I'IMDRE COUNTY, MARYLAND
BxmaTaRar or Tarr ssuzam
JEFFERSON DUILDING
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
INTER-OFFICE  CORRESPONDENCE

Edward 0. Mardesty
0. Attn: Oliver L. Myers
FROM: €. Richard Moore
SUBJECT: Item 17 - Cycle Zoning
Property Owner: Ark Readi-Mix Concrete Corp.
Joppa Road W. of Jasper Avenue
ML with varience for building offset to prop. lines

ray 12, 1971

The subject petition is requesting a change from OR 5.5 ru ML.
This change would incresse the trip density from 110 ta 260 trips rer fay.
This increase in trip density should not creste any mejor teaf . prob cms
to Joppa Road. Howewer, should this area be considered for industrial
uses. more adequate access than now exists, must be prowided.

) »
CALL A
C. Richard Moore

Assistant Traffic Enginear

r, Frodorick L. Dew 'y T -2

carcticnsd M1 4500 of ab
Fa trust 4f yon connider ths
I hava disc: he
oprose this injunsile
Awmust 21, and
the same mup

custa recently

#eetinz, Towr subjoct
applied for a raxzh ha
actmlly ercciod an aror
later to got the pormitied
#buga of tha Joia of our eaialy 42 mat canlono

2437 houso - tly s Lo potiticnad oo,
wso of a caiid aad pravel [t oa the arca oncd for 4%, bt deart mve tic
&ward and sain WS pay for it tirough lows roparty values,

AL W w0z 1D Suzilicc,

Tlank you for any consldomation of shic satter, 4 dalojail

{ioelation told ile ta Clscusa this sottar forthor mih o3 bod an
of the L1y eonveniania.

Jappa=itgledt 3 hazcalat: P R, DY

=, U Flinsing leond and the Mlans

e ooal g

Ane Gtas &
ap with tho tion of % Fatch of Hiug
Yoy twuly yours,

IS ewt
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, D, Ligugt 12 R | X5

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, thal the annexed advertiscment was

]
]
T

— —— e
PETITION MAPPING PROGRESS SHEET

Wall Map | Original Duglicare Trating

B,
ig;’
s‘z!
Y

i
x|
i
!

OFFICE OF LAW

IN THE

Court of Special Appeals of Maryland

:'F
:;

THIS ISTO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement of
The Zoning Cormmissioner of Baltimore County

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed

i
L
!

Bescriptions checked and

'S’
i

= e nd published in Towson, Baltimore “ounty, Md., emes:dwrsmel outline plotted on map
: SEFPTEMBER TERM, 1773 ik was inserted In THE TOWSON TIMES, a weekly newspaper published Reame. DR 35 M im i . MKCESSYE waoks before the . i e
o ol o el e L Verants trom e Petition number added te
'3 £ QD e Vi s e In Balumore Counly. Maryland, onceaweekfor  one  smssmasive fomy B 2 B g e g 19, 'L, the first:publication onitling
: ianons 1 Habieer resd & ey -
: 13 5 NO. 002 SEiTera weekyfbetore the 16 dayof Augast 19 72thatlsto say, the same. gy;:;—“—-‘{—u: appearing on thei 7., L
: ¥ Tl iy g b .
: b iy oy was Inserted In the lssvelol  Angust. 12, 1971, o et or i revred 14 o Beslen
: ; e Sy e b L T
: (=) et e bosndats —
] = i ‘1 VERNON 3. ROSERTS, ot ux, o h T 2 £ T EFTERSCHEAN: Sy
= Al it 3 X —" Balldng rieng the merih ¢ degrens 2C, BA, CC, ca
g x4 1 & e e
=z i | :T-?TE*E‘-:':: b :-__. i Cost of Advertisement, § Beviewed wy: g =Ty sed Plana:
. ¥ v. [y S e o STROMBERG PUBLICATIONS, Ine. il ot Baeuiicas a b LT 1B outine oF description
¥ Fr pombadva Bortien T14"g B01 — Promt B SR on—
% i 1l i Ca T TR cnay, C et
| i;‘i‘ LYLE GRANT, oy TR Loord e S
g i3 e B ok By e
'!i-l et B L poreet” ol it in_me
] a 3 ] JE‘.“ P b T
; | = 7 a_isrom
¥ R e B [ e
e emrins of
,i E.] s g o EREeEE
sty et A measured suineris trom he
Ul =t =T SR
A\ a e s arenit
=
*\":é ERNEST C. TRIMBLE, Saiarig oA T ety ‘:“1:‘:' e e
= GIARLES¥. T KBAUGH R ST vt st A § Tiinie mvorce . |
. , Taylor, on, A Wirsing doaans = L g6 moas
Moo, Tesor [ERAERE | BALTI ORE COUNTY, MARY \ND N° 97458 ‘\
it v e R OFFICE OF FINANCE sare_terid 20, 1901
=3 -‘---L"‘nﬂ'.‘,‘. Retrmue Disivion |
B ST TowsoN MARYEAN B '
L IYLAND 21204 |
THE PAUL M. HARRGD COMPANY, BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 2| 134 h‘.: ,,,""*':'ﬂ-'
iﬂ.a'. '%_‘m Zoning Dept. of Beltinere Comsty
--.E'""". .t 8637 quictem Ave.
Soltimra, #d, 20290

1
i

15 'H';
;

MICRIF\LmED THIS CovEA 5"1/

H
i

I
{1

Petitioner Ark Sl Conarate Covs.
Petitioner's Attornay _Urmeet €, Veisble, [9q  Reviewed by

Tt e [RE
S i S ; |
Ry ‘ £
y
oy [ }
T T piase st beglesing.
AT e e I
oL P
7 gl SrEEE
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND w 1489 pis Segiiln, S G = f
BALTIMOR, LOUNTY, MARYLAND . 211 OFEICK OF FIMANC,  mEVENUE ONVIBION i k) 1
OFFICE OF FIRANCE - REVENUE DIVision -_1 L MISCELLANEOUS cASH ReCEIPT J-'-T'#n"'-' Bt |
| MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIFT b & ﬁ. z-":r:-"\:q—hhull"::r ‘ |
oave lljzym e e preeact o Ark Rewds & | !
pave OEte Moy 19TV 014662 %‘?—:1%. HECOUNT —nalasille 04543 R T AT ! ! 4 | l
$172,00 B Rt (o awounr 1100 ‘ '"i&-zzf o ks IMPORTAAT: MAKE CHECKS PAYABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND |
Asouny_ 17200 e alh m2 G 36 v — Sen e 1L Chasiponie maiL to OFFICE OF FINANCE. REVENUE DIVISION
d wik & Ak Leadi i WHITE - Canoen oitTRisuTion S Srdee of e =) COURTHOUSE, TOWSON. MARYLAND 21204
. . C R —— e pmperty ol Aok Bl Leur NN - AStney [ et
EMITE - CABM) ol - - ol appeal - a i
ssrs. Whiteford, Taylor, EapaeTa S 11247 50n Ark-Readi Mix Concrate co, e —
Freston, Trimble & Johnston e Dot Fridey.
Sun Life 81dg.-Charles Center p o s
Baltimore, Md, 21201 v Comnly LW
Advertising and posting of porperty for Ark Rgadi-Hix O e T,
M2-47-RA : THE 3080 CoRIBIONER
- nﬂ.l.“'m!
TELEeHoNE T =
| esazara INVOICE M. 740
| BALTI ORE COUNTY, MARY. \ND e3
i OFFICE OF FINANCE oare bume 16, 1972
[ r— Variaess Reveave Disi
- g iy Ivem 17 COURT HOUSE s
Q‘W 9 Tousen, Moryland 20200 J TOWSON, MARYLAND 21304 s
¥ To: Emas C. Triable, Expire Beurd of Appeals
Pronau— PoSTING Ve R BALTINORE COUNTY OPFICE OF FLAMNING AND ZONTNO -y ""M
i BOMIMG DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY o?,.{,,, oume AALTIMORE COUNTY 72- 5 - Cownty Qftice Buflaing ; Towsn, Merpiond 71204
il e Ts Morylend 111 W. Chesapeake Avenus |
‘Towson, Marylaad 21204 {
2 / —_ |
M/JI‘J 4 PO o o Date of """“"42" 2 Your Petiticn has besn received and accepted for filing this . ll 1 =
Posted far: . Aldtac Posted for - <SR e S | Cot of Cartified Documents = Case Na. T2-GRA $18.00
v f dey of duly. » 9B
vettioner: - (114 Peotioner. ¢ Mol - 205 Grrirned Lt i } Soy. 1004.05° bom 575 Juppe Ramd
Location of property:. .. Locatian of propaety %.‘..mg,na(.(_fka PR A A ‘ | O L of g e |
L‘,;/?/,/(}f bE - it s G205 i \f;d«/ L TR S ¥ Ack Randi-Aix Concrote Carp..,
: oxation o Stgus: o7 digie. FEdY rze. (B e 2” I T, ot snr il o R Pottoimar [
| |

Sl yf Gunll; &h

TR A

4 | l
IMPORTANT: MAKE CHECKS PAVABLE TO BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

mAIL To CFFICE OF FINANCE, REVENUE DIVISION
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