S T sl ]
PETITION FOR ZONING RE-CLASSIFICATION
AND/OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION 29 -
TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: b
ARTHUR F, GNAU, and
L or we,..ESTELLR. E._ GNAU.__.______legal swnerS. of the property sttuate in Baltmore
County and which {3 described in the description and plal attached hereto and made a part hereof,
hereby petition (1) that the zoning status of the herein -leseribed property be reclassified, pursuant
to the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, f1om an.

Petition for Variance from Section 232, perai
of 9 fest instead of the required ln:ﬂ:; u‘ﬂi f-i: il

See attacned Jescription
l iy
- s
2|
v

") for a Special Exception, under the said Zoning Law and Zoning Regulations of Baltimore
. 10 use the hereln described propenty, for.... SATage

iy is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.
0v we, agree to pay expe:. «s of above re-classification and/or Special Fxception advertising,
. elc., upon filing of this petition, aud further agree to and are io be bound by the zoning
tions and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore

.

b RAC
" Legal Owaers
Address. 6801 Loch. Raven. Boulevard

e lrlly &
SsteYle E. GRad

i ] R _Towsen,. Maryland 21204
ér, Petitioner's Atty.

C’%'
Edward C. Covahi ur.
305 Heavs
i

Y,
Address FBLE Fl
Lotk

OROERED By The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this.

— Mgt 7Moo . 1972, that the subject malter of tHs petition he advertised, as
by th Zoning Law of Baltimore County. L: two newspapers of general circulation through-

County, that property be _ ~ ied, and that the public hearing be “iad before the Zoning

T r of Baltimore County in Room 106, County Office Building in 1. -om, Baltimore

" Zoning Commissicner of Baltimore County. oC,f; i
/—/m ]
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TI0K
FOR GAWAGE  SERVICR

IN 4 Bel ZONE
!

H!g;\!l'{ﬁ ] the gams 58 Lhe a 2rnmcet side of Loch Raver Boulevard
fast wide ) at a potnt dfacent 1064 feac messured southerly from
[hl‘rln[l\' of Tayler Avenue 1d point being Station 29 + LR § shown
on Siate Roads Commisslon Plas # 12381, thence bind on tos sastarn-
®ost aide of satd Loch Raven Boul rd aarth 28 da, 13wt o
wing 4 Boulevard and runiing for
tvo folloving courses a6’ digtances south 63 dec
ecords sast 217.00 feet and north ;2 degrees 27
100,63 feer tn the beginntag of the thicd Iine
ot parcsi of that cracr of land which by Aeed dated June 10
a9 w“;-i;-n:-f amony che Laad secorés of Multimere County in Liber.
043 849 e'c. uwas conveyad Ly James C. Crocker and wifs to Arthur
F. Grau and Sons, Inc., thencs hinéing on sa 1cd Liae south 65 de-
grees 26 ainutes 00 seconds eaut 117.08 feat to the northetsternmoet
coener of Lat 13 as showa g the Jlat of Property of Arthur Gray ax
:llnc among the land Records of Haltianre County fo Plat ook 14 l:\l!
1, cthence blating on the eastarnmost outlin saté Lot 13 south 1:
Cegraes 10 ‘Ibmt 10 srconds west 89,97 fest to the “ivislen line be-
h;l .f IV:\ ’;6 theace binding cn & part of said lime aerth 70
25 mloutes seconds 30 fesr, thesce lea ]
::::.IM runaing for Lives of division the three following ::3::::‘:&
nces noreh 52 cegcera 03
€ deprees 4 efoutes 00 ~ece
3L minutes seconds west f
: o
l;l;ﬁ\s hv:vl Boulevard, chene~ rracet side of watd
'.'s; cvard northecly by & urving to the 8t with » radius ot
2501.48 feet for a 4lstance uf 37.00 feet to *he place of “ll%nl:\g-

OSTAIRING 0,922 scres of .and mace ur lass.

UAVID W. CALLaS, 2
UV ENGALER
W13 0LD hiaEReg i0,
VALTIND MO, 14
100 bis - 7R
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WILLIAM J. BLONDELL. s,
cannoLEs

RAYNGND 4.

PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION BEFORE
for @ Garage, Service,
VARIANCE from Section 232,3
of the Baltimore County
Zoning Regulations OF
E/S of Loch Raven Blvd. 1064'
S. of Taylor Avenve

Yth District

Arthur F. Gnav, et ur,
Petitioners

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

BALTIMCPE COUNTY

N, 72-17¢-X

OPINION

This case comes before the Board of Agpecls from an Order of the Circuit
- Court for Baltimore County, dated November 7, 1973, signed by The Honorable H, Kemp

| MacDaniel.

The case involves o petitien for a special exception for a Service Garoge
and a veriance from Soction 232.3 for @ rear yard setback frem the required twenty (20)
|| feet to nine (5) feet.  The property is located on the cast ride of Loch Raven Bouleverd,
| 1064 foet south of Taylor Avenue, in the Ninth Election District of Baltimore County.
|| The property in question is zoned B.L. and is located to the rcar (east) of a restaurant
|| known s Hansom House; same Iies somewhat lower thon sald rastourant and Is impraved by
|| @ large attraciive stong structure that is and has been used as a servi-e garuye for the
| Petitioner s tracks, These vehicles are used in his business known as Arthur F, Gnau
| ond Sors; said enterprise being exclusively for wholesale drug delivaries to retail drug

outlets.

The Petitioner producad testimony that the proposed use of the subject
property has, in foct, been toking plece since approximately 1950, and thot thay erely
wish to continue their operation as i has existed. The Petitiones further testified that

there is t= be ne odditional construction and that the building will remain s it presently
oxisis.  The testimony satisfies this Board that the special exception requirements of
Section 502.1 have heen met, and tht this continued use would not adversely affect the
public health and general welfore, Howaver, orother problem develops in that the
building is constructed ot one point within nine feet of the easternn.ost boundary line of the
subject properly,  The Peitioner indicated thot 3 building permit wes epplied for and

approval of the County was ncquired prior to the construction af this partien of the cbove

LA v OFFICES
WILLIAM J. BILONDELL, JR.. CHARTERED

8308 rasTean avenus
BALTIMORE. MARYLANG 2122t

Puone MU 77878

March 3, 1974

Mrs. Muriel E. Buddemeier
County Board of Appeals
County Office Building
111 W. Chesapeake Avenuc
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: 72-176-XA
Arthur F. Gnau
retition for Special Exception
Uear Mrs. Buddemeier:

2oy Kindly enter my appearance on behalf of the
Petitioner in the above captioned matter.

Very truly yoprs,

’r*-ﬂ WL T RIS

| P

described existing building. Pursuant to this permit, the Petitioner did, in fect, erect
jl the building which, as previcusly mentionad, is an attroctive stone and frams structure .
il The testimony further indicated that compliance with the required twenty foot setbock would
! require the demalition of this bullding, and the cost would be prohibifive.  The Board
: voncludes that same would amount to an unreasonuble hardship and/or practical difficulty
| being ploced upon the Petitioner if adherence 1o the setbock regulations is required.
The Protestants in this case comprised scine of the neighboring property
owners to the south of the Petitioner's dvelling; said dwelling is located on the lot
immediataly to the south of tha rroperty which is the subject of these oroceedings.  These
Pratestonts objested Ic the petition ond cited for the most part an ogreement existing between
[F—— Petitioner, who was the daveloper of the projoct known as Loch Knoll Manor
(being that property on the east side of Loch Ravan Boulevard, comprising thirtee~ lots and
bounded on the north by the subject property). This Agreement is recorded cmong the
Land Recards of Baltimore County in Liber 3695 at poge 521, (Protestants’ Exhibit A in
these proceedings). Some has been the subject matter of other collateral litigation,
ihe Protestants mainrain that in tha past the Petitioner has and is now seeking to Further
violate the provisions of this Agreement, and that he is prohibited, by the terms of soid
| Agreement, from soma of the matters petitioned for in the instant case.  This may well
be, however, the matter of uphaldiag o altering the existing recorded Agrecment falls
within the jurisdiction of another forur, ond is not praperl within the purview of this
Bourd.

Consequently, the Board feels that te requi.cments of Szction 502.1 hove
besn met and that the deniol of the requested variance would present the Petitioner with
unreasanable hardship and/er procticai difficulty. Therefore, the variance petitioned
for shall be ganted, and the special exc. ption requested will also be granted subject to

cer! iin rastiiction and conditions.

PAUL o FEELEY

February 26, 1974

Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Case No. 72-776-XA
Arthur R. Gnau

Gentlemen:

Would you please strike my appearance
as attorney for the Appellant irn the above captioned
matter.

Yours very truly,
7 =
T
/e ,({,‘/fs

a7 .-ée:ey/(

PIF/jah
CC-Mr. Arthur R. Gnau

bol afaq1ay

Qi koan,

Arthur F. Gnou - £72-176-XA

ORDER

For the reasons set forth in Hie oforegeing Opirion, it is this é’{l oy
of Februory, 1975, by the County Board of Appeois, ORDERED thot the voriance
petiticred for, be and the sama is hereby GRANTED; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED thot the spectal uxception for a Service Gaioge
| petitioned for, be and the same is hereby GRANTED, subject tc the fellowing restrictions:
1. That the use of ».= subject property 03 a service garage

shall be limy' <. . not more then seven (7) commurcial

vehicles owrca by the Petitioner, ond said we shall be
limited to the sxisting structure

That the subject prop<rty shall be screened L, on eight

(8) foot high screen l-n:inga outlined by this Boord in
red on Petitioner's Exhibit 72 (ses plot ottached}

That motor vehicles thall not be kept on the subject
property for temuneration, "¢ er sale

Any parking incideital to #.+ oporation of the subject
property as @ sarvice garage shall be limited to those
parking spaces shown on Petiticner's Exhibit #2 within
the screen fencing

That the Petitioner shall enter into o written agreement
with the Zoning Commissioner stipuloting the abova
conditions ond/or restrictions, which sholl be recorded

the Lend Reeords of Baltimore County, s pro-
vided in Section 502.2 ¢f the Baiiimure County Zoning
Regulations.

Any oppeal from this decision must b in ezcordance with Chapter 1100,
subtitle B. of Maryland Rules of Procedura.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
OF BAL”IMOPE coum'r/-

SAERUORE COUNTY, MARYHBND

IWTER-OFFICE COPRESPOND!

7o) ¥ Oliver Date 1912

FroM. oYL Yo Hovder,,

tsory Committce Meeting, January &, 1972

Property Owner: Arthue F. and Estelle E. Gnau
Locatlon: Rear of oB11 Lo % Zaver Boulevard
Present Zoming: B..
Preposed Zaning: Special Exception for
service garags
Disericc: 9th
No. Acres: 0,922

Metropolitan water and sewer are ava.'atle to the site.

No health bazard is anticipated since Ehis is - servize garage.

Sewsr Sectlan
BUREAU OF FNVIRONMENTAL HEALTH




Pursuant 10 the wdvertisenvent, posting of property, and public hearing on the a%ove petition and
it appearing that by reason ol

the above Reclassification should be had: and it further appearing that by reason of .

" 711" C¥ O
IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner ¢* Baltimore County this
<-== 197 __, that the herein deseribed property or area shotid be and

the sam.c Is hereby from a.

zone 10 a...

<hould be and the same is

granted, from and after the date of this erder.

Pursuant to the advertisement. posting of property and public hearing on the above petition
and fit appeaeing that by reason of. failure to meet the requirements. of Section 502, 1
Baltimore County Zoning Regulations, and failure to show practical ____
ty.or. unreasenahle hardsbip,.

~
IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this..... /.~ . day
»f__Qctober . 197 s

- 197 2. that

J)-ng_(

Special Exception for. Garage,
.Smrvice . i “be and the same is ::y.y DENIED,
DE]

and also that the Variance be and the same is h

1

S
iing Commissioneilof Ballimore County

Arthur F. Grau, et ux - Mo. 72-176-XA (#5541) 2.
ORDER

For the reason: set forth in the aforegoing Opiruon, it is this 12th  day
of January, 1978, by the County Board of Appecls ORDERED, that the County Board
of Appeals of Baltimare County hereby reaffirms in totu its Order of Fubruary 6, 1975,

Any oppeal from this decision must be in nccordance with Rules B-1 thry
B-12 of ihe Marylond Rules of Procedure,

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

RE: PETITION FOR SPECTAL EXCEPTTSN IN THE CIRCULT COURT
ror a Garage, Service, a.d
VARIANCE from Section 132.2
of the Baltimore Cotaty Zoning
Regulations

E/S of Loch Raver. Blvd.

1074' 5. of Taylor Avepue

9th District

Arthur F. Gnau, ot ux,
Petitioners

case No. 72-176 X

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
Case No. 5541

LAW Docket Misc. No. 10
Folio 22

Board of Appeals No. 72-176-X

B T T e S ]

OPINION and ORDER

The Zoning Ccmmissioner of Baltimore County on January 4th,
1972 ordered a public hearing on the petition of Arthur F. Gnau
and wife for a Speciit E¥ception, under the Zonivng Law and Zoning
Regulations of Baltimore County, to use their garage, located on
their home property, for "Garage service®”; amd for variance from
Section 232.3 to permit a rear yard of 9 feet instead of the
required 20 feet behind the garage.

After the public hearing, on October 18, 1972, the Zoning
commissioner dismissed the petition.

the property ownor svpealed from the Zoming Commiasioner's
decision to the County Board of Appeals of Baltisore County. The
Board of Appeals heard testimony of witnesses at a hearing on
May 2, 1974, vhich was recorded and transcribed, and received

exhibits. i

The Board of Appeals on February 6, 1975, in effect, reversed
the Zoning Commissioner by granting the Special Excaption for a
"Service Garage", #nd by granting “he variance from Section 232.3
«hich was petitionea for by the property owners.

The protestants appealed to this court, and arguments in :
writing were filed in this court by the appellants, and the
appellees. Oral arguments of counsel were heard on March 2, 1976,
.nd the matter was held sub curia.

Tn the petition filed in this court with the ~ppeal, the onl™r
error of the Board of Apperals set forth as ground for reversal was
the decision of the Board of Appeals connected with the granting
of the Special Exception for a Service Garage. The eppellants do
not claim that the Board of Appeals erred in granting the variance
from Section 222.3 which was petitioned for Ly the property owners.

The appellants ask that the order of the Board of Appeals,
granting the special exception on February &, 1975, be reversed, i
because the Board's decision was improper, arbitrary, capricious,

Al
220 Fage 1 of 2
> JSP
Y
= 7 I = =
BRLT&ORB COUNTY, MARYI.R’D
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

ro...._Board of Appeals

SUBJECICMAY Ve Board of Anpoals

Please find attached hereto a copy of the Order of Court =
in reference to the above matter, Judge MacDaniel decided that the
Potitioncrs should be granted an opportunity to be heard and to present
testimony in th* interest of justice.

If you have any quesdons, plesse do not he sitate to contact mu,

N ;
oy

TRomas J. Aversa, Ju.

* Assistant County Solicitor

TJATr. /bbr

Att, »

iliegal and void, and an abuse of administrative discretion.

The testirony taken lefore the Board is vo the effect that
the appellants kept six trucks, sometimes seven, in the garage
overnight, each night, and took them out daily for use in a
business enterprise conducted by aprellant Arthur F. Gnau.

This activity was the subject of an appeal to tho Court of
Spacial Appeals from an order of this court afiéirming a decision
of the Board of Appeals finding a violaticn of the Zoning Reguli-
tions. The higher court found that the Board was correct in
finding that Gnau was in violation of the Zoning Regulations, by
keeping seven or eight trucks on the subject property ovarnight,
each night. Gnau v, Seidel, 25 Md. App. 16, av page 24.

This decision is quoted from extensively in appellants®
appeal in this case, ani in appellants’ momorandum of law, #nd in
oral acguments. This accision wae made on February 24, 1975, just
18 days after the order was passed in this case allowing a special
exception for the same acfivity.

It is clea~ that the arguments made in this court were rot
made to the Board of Appeals, A remand is indicated, so that the
expertise of the Board may be invoxed to resolve tha matter in
controversy, relaiing to the Special Exceptior, in the light of
the decision of the higher court. Maryland Rule B12,

ORDER
order granting variance afirmed; case involving special
exception remanded to County Board of Appeals of Raltimore County,

without affirmance or reversal, costs to abide the result.

BY ORDER OF THE CIRCULT COURT
FOR 3IALTIMORE COUNTY

e raf
/ )
Wl I s
Judge
MAR 18 1978
Copies sent to:
charlotte W, Pine, Attorney
111'am J. Blondell, Jr., Attormcy
,)c':,unw Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
Acministrative office of this Court
Page 2 of 2
!
ARTIUR T, GNAV, ot ux - TN YHE
il
il SZiEwE
I Petiti - CIRCULT COURT
|
|
vs “ FOR
JOIN A. SLOWIK, et ux * BALTIMORE COUNTY
- MISCL. CASE #5103
. * " * * * * * - - -

ORURE OF COURT

The above captioned matter having come on for a
hearing on October 28, 1973, on the Petition for Mandamus and
Motion Raising Preliminary Objection, arguments of Counsel having
been heard and conside:ed, it is this 7 dzy of
Nevember, 1973, ORDERED that the Motion Raising Preliminary
Objection is hereby denied and it ig further ORDERED that the
Baltimore County Board of Appeals reschedule a hearing date for
the taking of testimony before that Hoard regarding zoning case

File #72-176-XA

4 p Y ) -

| et

i

True Copy Test
ELMER H. KAHLINE, JR., Cler¥

raFT)

Deputy Clerk

+ PETITION FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION
for o Garage, Service, and for

N THE

1 VARIANCE from Section 232.3 H CIRCUIT COURT

| f the Baltimore County

| Zonivg Regulations T FOR

| E/S of Loch Raven Boulevord

1l Wed' S, of iyler Avenve Ed SALTIMORE COUNTY
9in District

| Arthur F. Gnau, ef ux 2 AT LAW

| Petitioners

i Misc. Docket No. 10
Zoning File No. 72-176-XA

: FolioMo, 22
Rev. Cloude M. Kinlein ond
George J. Seidel : File Mo, 5541

Protestunts - Appellants >

SUPPIEMENTAL OPINION AND ORDER

This case invelves o remand from the Circuit Court of Baltimore County
{J. Hoile) concerning an Crdar of this Board granting o variance and special exception al
the subject property.  The variance issue was aifirmed by the Circuit Court, ond only
ihe speciol exception issue wus remanded.

Judge Haile questioned whether or not the Boord was fully aware of the
disposition of a violatiun case for the subject property which was decided by the Court of
Specicl Appeals eighteen days after the issuanca of this Goard's Order granting the spacial
exception requested. The Board iz fully cognizant of the violction case and the facts
and testimony leading te that dacision, which was affirmed by the Court of pecial Appeals.

The imstant case, however, is o petition for o specia! exception for a service garage, which,

tion, s distinguishable from the operaticn of a truck terminal .

by del
This Board's decision remains os in our prior Order of February 6, 1975,
which grortad the requested special exception for a service garage, subject to the five

enumerated restriction. This permits the Petitioner Io operate within the purview of snid

‘Order and in ne wiie grants him the right to use the property as o truck terminal.

pal@uore county, manvifivo

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

*are S, Eric DiNenna

To- Daie.. Jonvary 10, 1972

¥ROM__Richard 8. Willioms
Project Planning Divisi o
SUBJECT. Zoaing- Adulsary. dgenda Jtem £101

Jonvary 4, 1971
Arthur F. ond Estelle E. Gnay
Rear of 6811 Loch Raven Bouleword

This plon hs been reviewed and there are no site-planning factors
requiring comment.




THE HANSOM HOUSE, INC., BT AL ¢ IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
L4
i Plaintiffs . FOP BALTTMORE COUNT'
I -
| i 93/8/69927
i §
|| amTEUR F. GNAU, BT AL :
[ Dafendants %

The instant case is bauically & repetition of o similar case

whis.
{natituted by Elsie Kinlein, George J, Seidel snd Edish M. Seldel

ife, ot ad ] 9% 8l in the Circult Court For Ealti-
wite, va. Arthug P, Gnay,

sore County, Bquity Case No. 380¢9, Docket 61, Folio 309, decided in
| Siptember 1957. Judoe John E. Raine, Jr.'s decision in the prior case
was upheld by the Court nl;upul. in Agthur ¥, Guay, st al ve. Elale.
Kinlein, st al, 217 #d. 43, 4,24 492, decided in 1936.
Tho recitation offacts i Judge Raine's opiniz: s just as
it was in 19571

pertinent 1o the within case

£ 1947 ® # * Arthur F. Goau and

hll"::!:’::l:‘l tract of land on the east side
of the Loch Raven Boulevard, south of Thvlnx“_
Avenue in the Ninth Zlection District of WM
more County. The property had been m a

into thirteen iots. The owners execute: Lt
deed to Rudolph Machovee, which ded axpres o
grantors' desire to subject all of the pn:p.:.:
to certain covenants and restrictious. The

in said
h states: 'The lani included
:ir:tﬂ:::ulh used for pr'vate ;-::.:x“:ﬁ:rpou-
, and no building of any ki
::H\ : erected or -ﬂ““;f.“:'ﬁ.“:: than
ck or stons dwelling . deed
:u::;lx providad that thare weuld be no :.u- a:—a
transfar otherwise than subject to the aforasa
ts, and that all of the covenants lﬂ-:ll!
run with and bind the land, and each and ;: ‘:.
the above mentionsd lots and premises. B
same date the siraw man, Machovec, reconvey
the sntire property to the dafendants.
In the 1957 cass, Arthur F. Gnau and Estelle Gnau sought %o erect a
the
professional building on the property. In tha instast case,

t
Plaintiffs ere contract purchasers of The Hansom Houss restauran

business which is located on property adjaceat te Lot Thirtesn (13).

The Hansom House property is also owned by Arthur F. Gnau and Estells

aurant was operated by Mr. and Mrs. Gnau

B. Gnau. The Hansum House T

ghbo: s eithor coaplete or radical.
'I‘:imu’::o.: :::l;,.fqm- of the restrictionsws
to preserve the subdivision predominantly for
residential use, and with the fow megligible
exceptions sestioned tals is still baing accomp:
lished, On ials poipt We think the following
words of Kipdey v. Seipelt, supra, 212 3d. a e
135, 125 a, 28 at 435 are particularly approprial

ithg real cow ©f the inquiry in determinin,
winther there has boen B in th;
neighborbopd se A to defeat tha covenant is to
Ascortain the puTposes to be accomplished by the
imposition of the restrictious, ® ® ¥ We think

he
r the reasons and dbjects for placing t
:g‘::t?cfml on the property are as active and as
alive tolay as thuy were when first imposed.

In the inSTat case there has besn no radical change in the
nelohborhood and the restdential character is just as attractive as 3t
wap at the tis® the restricvions were first placed on the proper.y.

3. Were the appellants guilty of laches and therefor
estopped £10% the enforcement of tha subject covenants?
The Zoutt hold that the appeliants were not guilty

of 1aee8, stating on p, 1721

“Ag the Court said in Schiicht v. Wengert, supra,
176 #d, at 636-637, 15 A.2d at 9141 'And toleration
o violations, out of friendship or lack of inclina-
tion until incidental ar.oyances grew to make the
Sciilichts {eel a grievance, could not be construed
as surrender od those rights. They refrained from
& contest until oxperience with 1he particular
vioisticn stirred them to enforciment; and they
aight ro 8o without luss of rights from it.!

"So whether appeilants should or should mot

have been estopped from enforcang tim restri’ “ive

ts under the conditlons existing prior to
1067 is not relevant to circunstancas
after 1967, Any waiver that cay have existed was
limited to tha use of the effice incidental to his
living on the propexty, Once Appellees
moved, howaver, such use ceased to be incidental
and the appellants could stili assert their rioghts
to enforce the restrictions.”

In the instan’ case tha evidence will sher that the Defendants

haw: not been guilty of laches but to the contrary lave euen gone so
far as to pursue thair legal rights as regards restrictive covenants
to the Court of Appeals of Maryland,

&, Undar the doctriuu of td should

tha Court decline to snforce the restrictive rovenants?
The Court held that the doctor should have been

aware of the restrictlve covenanis even thouph there was only i.

from June 30, 1963 until Decesper 6, 1967. Thers has boen no restaurant

oparatica at Hausom House since that date. On October 26, 1970 Hansom

House, Inc. was incorporsted by Sidney L. Weinbacg, Richard Mull and
Gaocge H. Casels-Saith. These ssse parties, Weinberg, Mull and Casels-
Sedth, had, prior t~ the foimal incorporation oo Cctober 2%, 1970,
#pplied for trarafar o' Class B Liquor License vo their nases from
Arthur Gnau and Bstelle Gnau, which transfer wac granted. Their
purpose in bringing this suit is tc seek a change from residantial

to commercial all of Lot No. 13 which would be used in conjunction

with a nenly operated restaurant business of Hansos Houre in the futuze.
1t is to be noted that a rortion of Loch Knoll Manor which im
subject to the

was zoned for use when
placed on the comprehensive zoning aap o November 14, 1955, 7ha lots
in quastion, which were so included, are known as Lota Nos. 10 ‘through

13, in:lusive. It is anticipated that in the instant case evidenca

will again be introduced by the Plainiiffs to show changes in zoning
classification o7 & portion of Loch Knoll Manox, as well

woanges
in the general vicinivy of Loch Knoll Mamor. Again the opinion of
Judpe Raine is applicable to the instant case. On pace 3 of his
opiatont

"The main question in the case is whather the
character of the reighborhood has c 5 a3 to d
defeat the purpose of the restrictions. It is |
clear that restrictions will not bs enforced if the
character of the neighborhocd has deteciorated to
an extent that the restrictions can no lenjer be
sald to be r

classification of the subject property and vue

general vicinity. Zoning csnnot nullify binding

restrictions, the latter being coatzolled b;

Contract and Real Estate Law are entirely independent
¢. Perxy va, Board of Appeals, 211 Md. 194.

The use of property may change the characier of a

and lesd 1o but zoning
status alome w!ll not have the same effect.”

The Zoniag Map adopted by the Baltimore County Council on March 24, 1971
shows the seme canmercial area as the Map of 1035, but the nase has
been changed from B.L. to B.L.-CC, The only aaterial change in the
area on the 1971 Zoning Map is & slightly higher residential density
from 3.5 heuges to the acre to 5.5 huuses to the acre.

‘e subait that there has been very little change fn the

neighborbood since v.s restrictinns were imposed in 1947. The land

zeference i1 his dr:d to covenants in his predeceasora' deed. The

sase can be said in the instant cas

Richird Mull, Sidney L. Weinberg and George H. Cassels-

smith, the incorporators of liacsom House and the owners of ihe Clu

Liquor License, had unly to search tna title to the Lot 13 to find 4

that restrictive covenants applied to tais property. There was no
need for their expenditure of any sums of money had they taken the

precaution of the prudent busiress =man.

Respectfully submitted,

JRGS A, PINE

GUARLGITE W, PINB

Attorness for Georpe J. Seidel,
Bdith M. Seidel, Mildred H.
Jaworski and the Reverend Claude
M. Kinlein, some of the Defendants

to the south, routheast and west of Loch Knoll Hano: has been developed
residentially and has unhanced the i

idential charscter of the pro-

| perty. Judge Hall Hammond, in the Court uf Appeals opininn, supra,
| stated at p. 497:

"In disposing of the final rontention of s
sppellants--that tbs neighborhood has cl =
substantially as to requirs a finding that the
revtrictions are 40 longer wurthwhile or signi=
ficant-- the chancellor found, we think correctly,
that tho svidence did not support the claim, Whew
the restrictions were imposed in 1947, the four
Farmars of loch Rave. Boulevard and Tayler Avenue
vare comercial, The rest of the area vas almost
entirely residential. Thare has been on intensi-
of the uses at the
#ince 1947, but the testimony and photographs in
evidence show that the area immediately surrounding
Loch Knoll Manor remains esseatially residential in
character and fully support the chancellor's find-
ing that the change in the neighborhnod has been
neither completerr radical. Texas Company v,
Harker, 212 Hd. 1A8, 120 A.2d 384."

The Gnau cdse of 1957 was most recently affirsed 5y Chevy
s0 Village, ot al v, Frank ¥. Jaggers, Jr., et ux, 261 d, 309, 273
A.2d 167, decided in March 1971. Chevy Chase Village, n 'sndowner and
municipal corporation, sought to enjoin a resident of the subdivision
from using his property as an office for the practice of medicine in
contravention of covenant:. Dr. Jaggers purchased his home in 1947,
spent §5,000.00 in 1545 2 convert a garage into office space and in
1959 spent an additional §15,000,00 to enlarge his office. Ha lived

on the preaises during a 20-year pariod and n» one objected to the

profeccional use of the prosises. In 19%4 Dr. '‘aggers applied to the
Mentgomery County Board of Appeals for & special exception tn use hig
IToparty both as a dwelling and for the p.actice of medicine with
another doctor. There were no protests and the special exception waa
granted. Dr. Jaggers moved fruom the preaises in 1567 but continued
his practice on the presises. After Dr. Jaggers moved from the

Pprenises injunctive reliof w

wought,
The Court of Appeals held for the appellants, upholding the

restrictive covenurts of the deed. There were four siions presented

in the _se which ace also pertinent to the instant caser
1. Was there sufficient evidence to wetablish a uniform

penaral scheme or plan of development to eatitle the appellants 1o

ARTE JR F. GMNAW, ET 1% NO, 72-176=-XA

£ S Loch Raven Blvd. 1084' S, of Taylor A uenue Fth Disteice

- Service Goroge

VARIANCE - from Sec. 2123 - to pamit rear yord of 9" inytead of required 20°

Jon. 4, 1972 an filed
@, 18 7.C. DENIED PENITION
Nov, 15 Appealed 1o C. B, of 4
oy 18, 1973 Hearing before Soard
Aug., 18 Show Couse Ovcler signed by Judge Proctor
21 Petition for Writ of Mondomus filed in the “ircu.t Court
Mov, 7 Oraur of Court ordering €. B. of A. fo reschaduled
hearing for the toking of test imony
May 2, 1974 Hearing on appeal before €. 8. of A,
Feb. 6, 1975 Order of C. B. of A. GRPANTING PETITION, subject
to restrictions
Mar, & Qrder for Appeai filed in the Circuit Court by Mrs, Pine
on behalf of Rev, Claude M. Kinlein & Geo. J, Seidel (File #5541
Apr. 29

Recerd of proceadings filed in the Circuir Caurt

Mar. 18, 1776 Crder of the Soard granting Voriunce AFFIRMED, 1A sce )
Sreciol Exception REMANDED 1o the Board

Apr. 15 Watien for Rehearing fijed by ottamey for Defendant

July I} Motion for Rehearing denea (1, Haile) ..

Jen. l]z?' 1978 Reriand hearing before Boarc of Appeals (1.G.)

Jan.

Supplemental Oginicn and Order reaffitming i.. 1ot Or-- o7 4/6/75
(Reiter, Gilland) (on remand)

enforcemant of me covenants?
To ths the Uourt said at p. 169:

*Tue first contention which the appelless made
4s that there was insufficient evidence to estrblish
a unifors general pleu of development as would an-
t.tle appellants to enforce the covenants. Howsver,
cvan if such a pian were absent it would not

1y defeat their The law in

Marylend is well settled on this question, In

Rogers v. State Poads Comm,, 227 Md. 560
177 A.2d 050 (1962) we said: 'There need .
any general plan of development in order to make
a restrictive covenant enforceable if it is imposed
by a grantor on a single tract conveyed by him for
the bensfit of adjacent property retained by hiw,'"

Continuing on p. 170t

"In the present casa we aeed not decide whether
there was a uniform general plan of devels T,
though the ovicence may well support such a finding.
The covenants are enforceable in any event because
of tha speci language used in the deeds."

Sinilarly, ir the case at bar, the express ianguage of tho covenants
mae thew enforceable without any =nifors geners) plan. However, it
14 subnited that tho Grantor Gmau had a basic plan to kuep all land
i his home + His vestrice

tions that houses must cost at a minidua sum and be of stona or
brick construction was an obvioun plan to keep ihe area u~icorm in
character.

As in the Chavy Chasy casa, tha civenants are clearly binding
on successive owncrs. The wording of the restrictions is as follows:

" ® %8 ghall runiwith and bind the land and
each and all of the above mentioned 1nts and
pread, and every part thereof and the heirs
personal represcntatives, successors or assigns
of each and all of the parties hereto and shall
be kept and perforsed by and inure to the banefit
of and be enforceable by all and every person and
persons, politic or corporate at ary time
ewning or occupying said land property premises
or intergst or ostates or any of thes * ® ¢

3. Wus ‘here any abandonment and failura 27 the original
Floa of development. and such & chance in the general characteristics

of tha neightx riood v» render the covenants unenforceable?

The cov/t stated that there had not been a compl+te or

radical change in the causing the to outlive
their usafulness. ©On p. 172
"* ® & minizmal deviations froa the original
plan are not sufficieat to show a change in the
N
PETITION FOR SPECIAL . IN THE
EXCEPTION for & Garage,
Service, and VARTANCE CIRCUIT COURT

from Seccion 232,07 of the
Baltimore County . FoR
Zoning Regulations

of Loca Raves Blvd,

BALTIMORE COUNTY
1074' 5. of Taylor ivorue

9th District . AT LAW
F. Gnau, et ux,
Petitioners
Case No. 72-176 X
s
CHDER FOR APPHAL

FPlease enter an Appeal on bebalf of Reverend Claude M, Kinlein
and Gearge J. Seidel, Appellant, Plaintiff, Protestant, froe the
Opinion and Ozder of the Baltimoie County Board of Zéning Appeals,
dated Pebruary 6, 1975, Case Mo, 72-176 X,

JAMES A. PINE

CHARLOTT® W, PING

607 Baltimore Avesue
fowzon, Maryland 21204
8235404

Attornays for
Protestant, Appellant

I HEREBY CERTIFY taat on this day of March, 1975, a copy of
the aforegoing Order for Appeal vas mailed to J. Carzoll Holzer, Esquire,
County Solicitor, County Office Building, 111 W, Chesspesks Avenue,
Towson, Maryland 31204; ‘o Willlsa J. Blondell, Esquire, 628 Ecstern
Avenue, Baltimore, Maryiand 21221 and to the Baltimere County Baard of
Zoning Aphauls County Office Buflding, 1.1 W, Chesapeske Avenue,

Towson, Muryland 2i204

JAMES A, PINE

CHARLOTTE W. PINE
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Snesis

(Potitioners' Memorandum fu.,

5/11/.5 4 Appellantst (CLAUDE », KINLEL:

'RGE J. SEIDIL) Motlon
_ to Disabsy Answer of Appellees £d. and

Stiow Zause Order of

Court fd. (wRH)

N s Mise. 10 .. 22
Lol No. % LAW opocket "% 10 g 22
y
Qa_ ssn 0 LAW bpocket_mic. 10 Folio_22 CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
CIRCUIT COURT FOR BALTIMOFE COUNTY - 4
RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL Ji A, - °
!S:)ac:ﬂ"nm for a Gnrage, harl e 0. z :
vice, and VARIALCE £07 Baltt Ava.
from Se4tion 232.2 of the aeg_sﬂm. mors hves (k) g
— Baltimore County L 3
<1 Zoning Hegulations ~
v E/S of Loch Ravea ulvd, ! -
1074' S. of Taylor Avenuo
9th District
/ Arthur F. Gnau, ot ux Ragmord J, Cannoles
Petitionors cWilliam J. Blendell, Jr.
Case No. 72-176 X 628 Esstern Avenue
Balto. (21) 687-7878 "
: ©
REVEREND CLAUDE M. KINLEIN JENEL SR it
o GEORGE J. SEIDEL AT < =
=z Protestanta 20
I
AN Ny V"
= J‘\'\/- - 5
DATE CLERK'S MEMORANDUM NO.
— R 3/19/76 | opinton and Order of Court fro Judge Halle fd. 1
o Ko, /15776 | Petltloner!s (ARTHUR F. GNAY] Hotlon for Rehoaring [-. >
3/5/75 Frotsatants Order for Appeal from the deciulon of the Baltir m— > T =
s . - . -
County Board of Zoning Aoy:zls rec'd and fd. 1 '7,“”’7‘ L — fswiglonrd; o o s )
3/5/75 Protestants' Appeal Petition fd. 2 =
| 3/7/75 | Qertificate of wotice S =
3/21rrs ht}fioﬁ for Extanaion ot time to Tranamit Record apd Order L - |
3/27/75 | Petitioners' (ARTHUR F. GNAU « ESTELLE B. GNAU) Answer to o &= -
Tetition on Appeal ra. ) i -
:T,/a/?s Aczwer of County HBosrd ol Appeal of Baltinors County and —
Transcriot of Record (d. - T

_6/24/75 | Appellasa Memorandum rd. N 9
6424775 Aigwar to Mobion to Dismiss Anawer of Appalless fd. 0

&M%Agﬁ el ) et

.D:‘V:w\n’r;[;%
2 Lo it (/

Eod s, ol

Feens

|| Arthor . Goau, o x = No, 72-176-XA #5541) a
{

| prordues any and all weh rules and regulations, tagether with tha zaning we disirict maps
| at the hearing on this petition, or whenever directed io do 5o by this Court,

Respecifully sibmitted,

County Board of Avpeals of
Baltimore County

| ee: Wm, J. Blondell, Jr., Esq. |
| . Pine, Esq. |

/ PETITION FOR SPECIAL . BEFORE THE
el ~prapm. . ) A J {CEPTION AND VARIANCE !
e “cenzn ) R [ / 5\ | - of Loch Raven Blvd, . BOARD OF APPEALS
(2l J it \ 10617 S of Taylor Avenuc
= -*(J‘*/ﬁeﬁ*"’ LS . | Arthur F, Cnau, et ux . or
] — } Petitioners
i . BALTIMOTE COUNTY
| @ ® ZONING VIOLATION
6501 Loch Raven Boulevard . Case Nos, 72-176-XA
9th District
Arthur F. Gnau T2-10=V=Z V=TI

Defendunt o

ORDER TO STRIKE APPEARANCE

Mr. Clerk:

Please strik: our appearances, o5 counsel far the above-cajtioned

Petitionacs/ Delendamts,

ard
614 Bosley AveRu
Towson, Md. 212
26

F. Vernon Boozer
614 Bosley Avenue
Towson, Md, 21204

828-9441
| Attamey for Petitioners/Defendants

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /¢ day of January, 1973, a copy of

| the foregoing Order to Strike Appearance was malled to James Pine, Esauire, 607
Baltimore Avense, Towson, Md. 21204, Charlotte Pine, 607 Saltimore, Avenue,

| Towson, Marylsd 21204 attorneys for Protestants and Mr. Harold Bacela, 3522

| Drumwood Road, Towson, Md, 21204, Protestit.

Tdward C. Cov ey/

N S e I
Yuinm)

‘; & ®

Em mmﬂ;mu 14 THE
VAMANCE from Sis<tlon 22,3 f CIRCUIT COURT
&umtw 1 7or

| % :5”::-."2:"‘.;..; ' BALTIMORE COUNTY

|! A’:?l.ﬂnu.u-m ' AT LAW

1 et t Misc. Dockat No. 10

| Zonlng Flle No. 72=176-XA ; e n

| m%mm“ ' File No. B4

| Protestents = Appallann :

} CERTIFIED COPIES OF PROCIEDINGS

!TOMIDNOM,MMOIWDEOW“

I And now coma Waltor A, Raiter, Jr., W, Glles Parkas and Robert L.
;}olllcnl, comstitutiiy the County Board of Appeals of Baltimore Counly, and In answer to

| the Ordar for Appeol directed agalnst thom tn ths cee, herewth retum tha record of pro=

|| coudings hod in the cbove sntltled matber, comlsting of the following cartifled ceples cr

H-uun-nm. n the offlce of th Zoning Department of Baltimore Countys

\1 ZONING ENTRIES FROM DOCKET OF ZONING COMMBSIONER

| No. 72-176-XA

\Jon. 4, 1972 Petition of Arthur F. Goow, o v, for Spaclal Exception for Service
I Garage, and Variance from Section 232.3 of Beltimors County Zoning
It ations, on property located on the ecst side of Loch Raven Bouleverd |
1084 oot south of Taylor Avenus, 7th Dishict = filed
I
| 4 ‘Order of Zoning Commisslonsr directing odvertiement and posting of
| property = date of hearing set for February 14, 1972 ut 1100 p.m.
“n Commantr of Balt'more County Zoning Advisory Committes
" Centifiente of Publication In nowspapers~ flled
Feb, 3 Certificate of Poating of property = filed
L. ] Commants of Director of Planning = filed
“ 4 At 1:00 p.m. hearie; held on petition by Tanine Commissionur = cose
held sub curla
Oet. 18 ©-dor of Zoning Commim'onar denying Special Exception and Variace
PETITION FOR SPECTAL . BEFORE THE
EXCEPTION AND VARIANCE
£/3 of Lock Raven Blvd. A ZON"NG COMMISSIONER
1064' 5 of Taylor Avenue
Arthur F. Gnau, et ux * FOR
Petitioners |
No. 72-176-¥A * BALTIMORE COUNTY
R R
OFDER TO ENTER AFPEAL
Mr. Clerk:

Please enter an appeal from the decision of the Zoning
commissioner of Baltimore County dated October 18, 1972 denying

the -equest for a special erception and variance.

Edward C. Corahey,Jr.
“ary. for Petitioners
614 Bosley hvenue
Towson, Md, 21204

— W 828--9441
%ﬂ{!l?{ fs{,

F. Vernon Roozer
Atty. for retitioners
614 Bosley Avemue
Towson, Md. 21704
828-9441

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /y day of s U/7mor; 1072,

a copy ol che foregoing Order to Enter Appeal was mailed to James |

Pine, Esrmuire, 607 Baltimore Avenue, Towson, Md. 21204, Charlo.te s

Pine, 607 Baltimore Avenue, Towson, Md. 21204 and Mr. Harcld

Boccia, 85322 Diuiwood Real, 1 on, Md. 21204.

/

L~
Covaher, T 1

® @

Arthur Fo G, o x = No, Z2-J76-XA (#5541) 2,

Nev. 15, 1972 Onder of Appeal ‘o County Boasd of Appaaks from Ordar of Zonlng
Commistioner

HMay 16, 1973 Hearing held befors County Board of Aopecks
| Auge 16 Show Cause OzZ2et signed by Judge Kennath C.. Proctor
= a

| Now. 7
| foe reking of foatimony

1975 Qriar of County Board of Appeals grankiny Vs
| % for sarvice garage, sublect fo restrictions liste,

Crdar for Appecl flad In Clrcult Court fof "ithaore County
Transcript of testimony filed

2, 1974 Heoring on appeal befors County Board of Appeals = cae> bald wb curla
, ond Spacial Exceptien
|

Petition for Writ of Mandams filed In Clrcult Caurt for valtimars County
Order of Cour ardaring County Boord of Appaais fo reschedue heoring

I Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1 ~ Plct of subject property, 5/21/47, W.Lloyd
i Wallaca

| . " % 2 - Pt of swhlect proparly, 10/4/71,David
W, Dallas, Je.

3A= Serlos of photogrots
theu 31

" " % A= Series of photogrophs
theu 4D

.. ¥ " 6 = ZoningFlle No. 72-176-XA
Copy of Agreamant

Zoning File Neo. 72=10=V
Officiol Zealng Map, NE 88
Zoning Plat

Record of praceodings filed in Circult Cour’ for Ealtimore County

- LI S

"o

- 4 % 5 - State Roads right of woy plar, 2/15/56

Page 291, Dec. 1973 yeliow pages. el .Dir.

Pocord of procoedings pumsuant to which said Order wee entered and said

| Board acted are permanent records of the Zoning Depariment of Saltimore County, @ are.

ﬁnumm,umwwwymmnmhw

|| venlent and Inappeopriate to file tha same in this proceeding, bun your respondents will

BALTIMONRE COUNTY. MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

0. Mr. §. Eric DiNenna, Zaning Commissiorcy,

Febraary 10, 1972

s, Director of Planning

sumgcr Fetition f7
Petitior or Special Exception for Garage, Service,
Petition for Variance for a rear yard.
Arthur F. and Estelle E. Gnau - Petitione-s

9th District

HEARING: Mondoy, Februory 14, 1972 (1:00 P.M.)

The planning staif is not ent! usiastic about the concept of validating o non=-
eanforming secvice garc i hare. If the petitioner can meel the proois as

sat forth in Section 502. 1 of the regulations, we wggest that a possible
order granting the special exce’ 'ion be m. de subiect 1o © 1erias of conditions;
1) that the screen fencing be revised 1o exsend Iy from ine corner of
the existing building os an extension of ther bullding clang the edge of the
paving. Similarly, the screening clorg the westerly boundary line should
exterd no further than the rear of the uresent garaoe; 2) service garage ue
should be allowed only within i fresent structure and reloted parking thould
not extend beyand the area defined by our suggested revised screening;

3) the balsrice of the tracs should be limited ta nc odditional comrercial
usage and the preent porklike character should be maintained.

GEG:neg;msh

n 72-176=XA. East side of Lach Raven Blvi. 1064 feet south of Taylor Ave.
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ARTHUR F. GNAU » mmE Ay 20 1y

ESTELLE E, GNAU, HIS WIFE, ¥ crRovre OWM- o
Petitioners *  FOR “‘,

vs . BALTINORE COUNTY

JOHN A, SLOWIK, CHATRMAN v ser. # 6'/5;‘/‘/ 5103

WILLIAM A. REITER, JR., MEMBER :

JOHN A, MILLER, ALTERNATE MEMBER 3

CONSTITUTING THE BOAFD OF APPEALS :

BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING E

| TONSON, MARYIAND 2i7 :

‘t"'.llltl-t.!l.'l't'-"nt.'.t'lt

PETITION FOR WRIT GF MANDAMUS

‘PO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COURT:

The petition of Arthur F. Gnou and Estelle E. Grau, his wife,|

fby Paul J. Feeley, their Att i 1ly rep unto |
Eyau: Honor:
! 1. Your petiticners originally filed a Petition for A |
special Ewception for a service garage in the rea: of thaeir
2rorerrias 6811 Toch Raven Blva., in Baltimore Covaty. A

i request for a ruar yard variance was also requested at the same
| time.
I

2. By order of the Zoning Commissorer of Baltimore County

daced October 1B, 1972, the petitioners requests were denied.

| 3. A timely appeal to the Board of Appeals was fileC on

| nehalf of your petitioners.
I
4. On January 10, 1973, the petitiorers then attorneys,

] N
| Edward C. Covancy, Jr., and F. Vernon Boomer, struck their |

appearance from the case.

5. On May 1lt, 1973, the Appeal . was scheduled for a

hearing before the Board of Appeals. No new attorney had entered 1
his appearance or behalf of the petitioners prior to that date, i
but, or the norniag of May 16, 1973, when the Appeal was to be
heard, Arthur F. Gaau, one of the petitinners, advised the Board
that he had engaged the services of John E. Mudd as his attorney
and requested a postponement becausws of the illnas on that date
of Mr. Mudd.

6. The Board poscponed the mather until 1:00 P. M. that
afternoon and instructed your petitioners to have Mr. Mudd
contact the soard and enter his appearance and than request a
postponement if he were sick on that date.

7. One of the petitioners representatives immediately
contacted Mr. Mudd and was advised that he was, in fact, sick at
Low= Dut that the representative could call at his home and
ouvtain the necessary letter from Mr. Mudd so that tae case might
1% postponed to a later date. The petitioners were so advised
by theic representative that cie letter would be obtained by

Mr. Mudd and presented to the Board so that the matter would be
i postponed. Because of this your petitioners did not ratuzn to
|| the Board of Appeals hearing room at 1:00 P. M. |
! 8. The represantative of the petitioners did return to the
lagsica of tna Board of Appeals at 1:00 P. M. with a lettes from
Mr. Mudd but the board did not consider that the letter was in
fact a proper letter of rcpresentation and refused to grant = |

Postpc @ ient.

1 ¢ 72-176-XA * BEFORE THE COUNTY
2 1IN THE MATTER OF L]
% THE PETITION OF e BOARD OF APPEALS

ARTHIR ¥, GNAU, ET UX,
Bxcep POR BA'TTMORE COUNTY.

MR, SLOWIK, Chairman;
RE{TER

* mm xm, *  MESSRS. and MILLER

7 Taylor avenue, in the *

8 9th Zlection District. *

s | * Ok R AAE R *

0.1 Hednasday, Mav 15, 1973, Towson, Marylend

O | HEARDNG RO(K  COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING ‘
w | 1:30 P.M.

3

14 | APPEARANCES:
i ¥RS. GHARLOTTE . PINE, Cownscl for the Protestants. |
6 | e it et

" MR. SLOWIK: This is the afternocon of May 16,

18 1973, at 1:50 p.n. We have before us the case 72-176-XA,

1 “ the pstition of Arthur F. Gnau for property at 6801 Loch

n | Raven Boulevard, in the 9th Election Distrist, for a variance
21 | from Section 232.3 of the Zoming Regulations, to permit

. BEPORTED BY: C. leonard Perkins Lding,

County Office Bui
Towson, Maryland 21204 - 494=3182

e

a Tear yard of [ faet instead of the required 20 feet, and

a request for a sperisl axception tov u service gavage.
Mr. Onau, the patitioner, had as his attomeys

4+ | Edwaxd C. Covahey, Jr., and F. Vernon Boozer, who struck

5 | their appearance from this casy on January 10, 1973. A copy

6 of their letter striking their appearauce i3 in the £iln.

0 | Mr. Goau was given proper notice of this case being
8 scheduled, along with s companion case #72-10-V and

9 ZV~71-64 on the same property, comstitucing mn allaged

10 violation for 10:00 a.m. today. i
i Mr. CGnsu appeared im proper person at the mowvning I
12 sergion without ar ar ornmay, and ststed mth-ludnllgld.
13 | the services of John E, Msdd, Esq., co represect him, but |
4. :i’ that Mr. Mudd was sick coday and could not make ir at the |
15 .‘ hearing. |
6 The Board had mo formal letters of M. Mudd's appears
17 i m-n:mnu,dpmnﬂnhnrﬂncmmf
18| this momnlag, and conclvded 1t at 11:30 a.m. |
1908 At the conclusion of the marlier case the Board

2 | asked ¥r. Onka to put om his cass, #72-176=XA., He said he |
IO | was not prspared and he needed the services of counsel.

§. The petitionars were not present at the afternoon |
session, none of their witnesses were preseit and no testimony I
was taken. The Board of Appeals had indicated it will rerder a
decislon when no hearing was, in fact, lield.

10. There has beer na opinion rendered by the Board of 1
Appeals as of the date o. the filing of this Petition.

11. That by veason of the arbitrary ruling of The Beard of
Appeals in rot granting a postponement of this matter under tue
clreumstances your potitioners have been denied the opportunity
to present testimenv in their behalf concerning their appeal
and therefore would be denied &% appropiate use of their property
without dua process of law.

WHEREFORE, your potitioners pray:

a. That this honorable court pass an Order directing John
A. Slowil, william A. Reiter, Jr., and John A. Miller,
ceantituting the Board of Appeals, to set a date for the tawing
of testimory in this matter.

b. And for other and further relief as the nature of your

pe.itioners case ma, require.

7/

Paul J. Feeley,
Attorney for Petit oners

‘fhe Board then instructed Mr. Gnau that we would
- S mm,udnmulabﬂp.n.,umhtmbmm;
froo that |

3 have Lad an preseat or |
4 | attorcey's uffice, formally entering the attorney's m-!
5 ance in the case as a vepresentative of Mr. Goauj and if he

6 chought it uas necessar, at that time, to request a comtinu-
7 | ance cf Case $72-176-XA.

8 As 1 sadd, it is now ten minates of twe, the Board i
S=lRE d, Wrs. Pine ? 10 \
0 | present, aad Mr. onau has failed to retum to the hesriig. \
1" His attorney 18 not presens.

| We do have a letter from Mr. Mudd's office, which
5| will be put into evidence as Board's Exhidit 41, dated |
Hay 16, 1973, addressed %o the County Board of Appeals, and

14 {
15 -wamn.m.-mu;mem-rm:m.mmi
% | mot yet worked out arrengements with Mr, Gaau to reprasent |
1 him in this case, &d Lf and vhen arrangements are made after
s e confers with M. wm,ﬂunh-mh-tdutdﬂumj
19 his appearance in the case. {
0 Mmmnmmudofwmc,uc‘u:
2 the companion case. The companion case goes back o |

;| ¥ ORDER

/
|
ki ORDERED this /é L&day of lq’u‘r\ o STLBH, that the |

L
Dafandants, John A. Slowik, William A, Reiter, Jr. and John A,

gL
15 days from the datae hereof

Miller, show ~ause within

I
| Why the relief pruyed in the foregoing Petitien should not be

allowed, provided a copy of the foregoing Petition nd Order be

served on the Defendants, or anyone of them on or before the

‘ 29¢L day ot }"?'ul".ihau. o

Feonillt © Ao T

True CupY TGG:W Judge

I heroby certify that a copy of the within Petitlon and

A

|order was mailed this

day of August, 1973 to
‘ichr.:lui::e W. Pine, 607 Baltimoru Avenue, Towson, Maryland, 21204,

‘.Atturney for the Protestants.

| o
| Paul’ J. Feelay

May 1971, The Zoning Commissioner's Crder, on the companion

2 | case, #72-10-V, way dated 9/7/71, mid in tha instant case

3 | the Zoning Comfestoser's Grder fs dated the 18th of

4 | Qctober, 1972.

Li The Board feels that the petitionor has had ample

6 . notice to prepare himself t= put on his case. For reasoms
7 :. best known to himse!?, snd cartainly not lmown to the Boaxd,
¢ | he has dismissed his previous counsel and has had ample

9 “I time to engage new comns2l, and to come in prepared o put
10 | onhis case.

1193 He i3 not here. He is not represemtoed by coumsel.
1 Tha Board feels no additional exteusion of time can
13 | be given co Mr. Gnau, and we will take the case under

14 . advisement and fgsue a written decision in tha matier.
15| Appeal time will mm from che fate of our written uecision
16 | and not from today’s rate. Notice will be sent to Mr. Gaau
17 1‘ and to Wes. Pine.

LA | * * ¥

19
20 |




_BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

o e

Janusry 13, 1972

Edward C. Covahay, Jr., Ezqe,
Su'te 305, Heaver Plaza:
Lutherville, Hd. 21093 g

REr Type of Hearingi Special Exception for
servi

ce garage
Locatien: Rear of 6811 Loch Raven Blvd.
Petitonars Arthur F. and Estelle E, Gnau .
ttee Meeting of Jonuary &4, 1972
th District
Ttem 101

ARSIy C bl

Dear Siry

The Zoning Advisoiy Commitice hes reviewed the plans
subnitted with tho above rcferenced patitfon and has mace an on
site field inspection of the propertys The following comments are 3
& rosult of this review and frspaction. N

The subject property is located on the east side of Lech
Raven Blvd., appreximately 1084 foet south of fts intersection with
Taylor Avenus, The property in guestiun 1ies to the rear of the
property owned by Arthur Gnau. This property is already tmproved
with a very large attractive stone garage building, which s
currently befag used to store a rurber of satique wvohicles that are
ouncd by Kr. Gnaus Thove is an existing paved parking lot and
driveiays on this entire property. The front pomticn of this property
fs dnproved with an exfsting restsurant bullcing. On the north side of
the subject site there 15 an existing Crown service station and
the Killendale Shopping Center, On the south side is Hr, Gnau's
residence, To tha resr of the subject sito i3 residant{zl subdivision
that sits scasvhat lover than this prepaty. There Is existing curb
and gutter aiong Loch Paven Bivd, at this locatien, and the entionces
as shown exist at this time.

BUREAU_CF_ENGINEERING:

The follewing comrants are furnfshed in regard to the plet
subaftted to thts office for review by the Zening Advizory Comalttce
fn connecticn with the subject ftem,

Highuayst

Loeh Roven Boulevard (Ne, 5U2) {3 @ State road; tharufore,
all ‘=proverents, intersections and entrinces cn this road o111 be
subject to State Highway Acninfstration requiremcnts. !

#

2ONING ADVISORY COMMITTRE MEETING
OF Jaw 4, 197>

savrivore couvt: sl oF ebucirion

Tetitioner: Graav .
Tocation: Renn oF Gl Locu Ravom B
District: 4

Present Zoning: Bl

Proposed Zomdng: % 5. Fut TiALicE CradtLE
No. of keres: o.5a

Coments: meo BEadmul on ITUISLT Por

Edward C, Covahey, Jr., Esq.
Page 2
January 13, 1972

Sediment Controlt

Develcprent of this property through stripping, grading and
stobilfzation could result in a sediment pollution problem, dumaging private
and public holdings dawnstream of the property. A giding permit fs,
thorefore, necessary for all greding, Including the stripping of tep soil.

Storm Orefns:
Provisfons for accormodating storm vater or drainage have not been
fndicated on the subnftted plen,

Loch Raven Boulzvard (md, 542) is a State road, Therefore, drafnage
requirerents as they wffect the rosd coms under the jurisdiciion ef the State
Highway ADNINISTRATION,

The Potitioner rust provide nacessary drainage factlitles (temporary
or permanent) to prevent cresting sny nufsances or dorages to adjacent
properties, especially by the concentration of surface waters. Correction of
any problen vhi result, dus to frz:oper graing or fmaropar installatfor
of drafnage facilities, would be the full responsibility of the Petitienery

Water_and_Sanitory Sewar:

Public water supsly and sonftary sowerage ore availablz tc serve this
property,

PROJECT PLANING DIVISTON:

This plan has been rev ewed and there are no sfte planning factors
requiring curment,

HEALTH DEPARTHENT :
Metropelitan vater and scuer are evaileble to the site,
Ko health hazard fs anticipated since this §s & service grrage,

BCARD_OF EDUCATION:

¥o hearfng on student population.

STATE_HIGH/AY ADMINISTRATION:

The existing entronce fnto the subjfect property 13 accepteble to the
State Hichmy Adalnistration,

STATE % HWAY Anumls‘nugon
300 Wear Fa on ST
BALTIMORE. MO. 21201

v

L S P —

January 5,472 e

#r. S, Eric Dt Neana

Koning Comaizsioner Ttent FERPELETEnET chEshur Fo

ALt OuLe Locationi Rear of oill Loch
Raven Borlsvard
Present Zonings B.L.
Proposed Zonings Sreciat
Exc-ption for service garaze
District: Sth
No. Aeres: D.52%

Dear ¥r. Di Nenna:

The existing entrance into the subjeot praperty is mcceptable
to the State Highway Administration. e

Very truly yours

Charles Les Chief,
Development Engineering Section

byr Joboy ﬂ.{,{fkf’
Asst. Tevelopaent Enginesr

N
umuo\ ORPAKTMENT

Edmrd Ca Covahay, Jr.,

age
Yonuary 13, 1572

DEPT, OF TRAFFIC ENGIMNEERING:

Yo traffic proslems arc anticipated at thiz sfte.

ZONINC AGMIKISTRATION DIVISTON:

filing certificate,
not less

This petitfon {5 accepted for Filing on tha date of the enclosed
Notfc- of the hearfng date and time, which will be held
n 30, nor more ihan 90 days after the date on *he filing certi-

flicote, will be forwurded to you In the near future,

JID:92

Enc.

Very truly yours,

e 5

OLIVER L, AYERS,

Chalrman

EAg’lMORE COUNTY. MARYI&HD

BEFARTHENT OF YRAFFIC EMOIMEIMING
a N BUILBING.
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

INTER-UFFICE  CORRESPONDENCE

5. Eric DiNenna
Attn: Oliver L. Myers

Michael S. Flanigan

Item 191 - ZAC - January b, 1972
Property Qwner: Arthur F. & Estelle E. Gnau

rear 37 6811 Loch Ra

Special Exception for service garage

HsFinr

Wo traffic problems arc anticipated at this site,

Mi 1N
Traffic En;

Tanigan
gineer Associate

i ‘a

‘ Yl‘W N-HW Key Sheet e

BAIRIMORE COUNTY, MAR D a;g ;;:“! N esirion ttss A0
opa

INTER-OFFICE CORF ESPONDENCE

1 (137 2 »
Owner; Arthur T, and Sstelle I, Onau

Rear of 5311 Loch Raven Foulsvard

Presant Zonings B.L.

Proposed Zoni: Spaclal Fxcept. n for service zarage

bstrict: Sth

No. Acres: 0.922 3

The follewing commants are furnighed in regard to the plat subamitted
to tnis nffice for review by the Zoning Jivisory Committee in connection
ih the subject item.

Highweys:
Loct Eaven Foulavard (Md. Sh2) is a State Koadj thersfore. all improves

=ants, i=.creestions and entrances on this woad will be subject to Siate
Highwsy Administration Tequirements,

Sedipent Controls

Development of this property through stripping, grading and stabildzation
ould result 4n a sediment polluticn problam, damaping piivate and mblic
holdinpa downatremm of the propacty. A prading parmit Ls, thersfome, aecassary
1or all grading, including the stripping of top soil.

ing:

Provisions for sccomsodating storm water or drainage have nou been
inoicated on the submitted plan.

Loth Eswen foulevard (Md. Sh2) s a State Road, Thsrefore, drainage
recuirements as trey affect the road come under the jurtsdiction of the
Highvay Administrat! n.

The Petitioner must provide recessery ‘rainage facilitiss (temporary
or parmanint) to prevent creaving amy nulsraces or danages to adjacent
propertien, espacially by the concentration of surface waters. Correction '
of any problen unich may recult, due to improper groding or improper
installation of drainsge facilities, would be the full responsibility of Fl
the Petitioner.

Water and Sanitary Sewar: i
Putlic water supply &nd srnitary sewsrags are available to servs ihis

Rroperty.
N

ELISWRTH ", DIVER, P.E.
Grisf, Bureds of Engireering

END1EAK: FHR 138



May 22, 1973

County Board of Appeals

county Office Building

111 W. Chesapeske Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Case No, 72-176=XA  Arthuz F. Gnau, et ux
SE-Garage, Service: Variance from
Sec. 232.3

Gentlemen:

Please enter my appearance as attorney for the
Appellants in the above captioned matter.

Yours very truly,

R AN
%g;(/gxc oz
Paul. mle‘y/‘\
PIF/sam

cc: Charlotte W. Pine, Esq.

‘THE HANSOM HOUSE, INC., * IN THE CIRCUIT COURT
a Maryland Corpcration
and . FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
RICHARD MULL
i IN EQUITY
vs.
L DOCKET ¢ 93
ARTHUR F. GMAU, ot al FOLIO : 8
® CASE = 69927
.
- *
HENCRANDUM _OPINION

The above entitled .ase came up for hearing on
Cutober 14, 1971, and October 15, 1871, Evidence was received,
testimony was heard, and counsel for each side submitted memc -

rondums. The Court has now iewed the and .

researched and digested the law as applied to the facts of this
case, and is now ready to make its determinaticn.

This ia the second in what is beginning to appear as
the continuing conflict between the rasidents of Loch Knoll Manor
over the restrictive covenants covering that portion of land
which rakes up the Xnoll. Quoted further is a portion of the
opinion of Judge John E. Raine, Jr.. filed on September 5, 1957,
concerning an earlier dispute that deals with the historical

d 1 of this 1 + It remains relevant

and appropriate as the same restriction is again under atuack,
that being Restriction Second.

"on April 30, 1947 the defendant Arthur F. Gnau
and his wife owned a tract of land on the east
side of the Loch Raven Boulevard, south of Taylor
Avenue in the Ninth Election District of Baltimore
ty. The property had been subdivided into
thirtean lots. The owners executed a straw deed
to Pudolph Machovec, which deed expressed the
grantors' desire to subject all of the property
tai and The

zestrictions ara in the ususl form and the one
that is important for this case is the second

-
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restriction vhich states, 'The land included

in said tract shall be used for private reaidence
purposes only, and no buildiny of any kind what-
soever shall be eracted or maintained thereon
other than a brisk ur stone dwelling houue* * *.*
The deed forther provided that there would be

no sale ur transfer otherwise than subject to
the aforesaid covenants, and that all of the
covenants 'shall run with and bind the land, and
each and all of the above mentioned lots and
premises'. On the same date the straw man,

the entire jperty to the

Machevoe, Y
dafendante.”

The Complainant is the purchaser from Arthur P.
Gnau and Estelle E. Gnau, his wife, of the Hansom House business,
good will, equipment and liquor license, and the lessee of a
thircy (30) year lease of the land and building from the Gnaus.

The parking lot to the south of the building is part of the

land leased =ad is a portion of Lot #13 covered by the restrictions.

The Hansor House, Inc., is desirous of having the
restrictions lifted from Lot #13 which is adjacerc to the
parcel of land on which The Hansom House sits. Most of Lot #13
had been macadamized by Mr. Gnau on July 1, 1965, the day of
the opening of The Hansom House. Mx. James P. Byrnes, a planning
zoning technician for Baltimore County testified at tnis hearing
that in order for Baltimore County to issue a license to Tha
Hansom House for operation as a restaurant, one hundred three
(103) parking spaces are required. This figure was based on the
square foot.ye of the existing building and the proposed addi=-
tioms to be built By thu Plaintiff.

Mr. Byrnes also testified thst even on the land on
which The Hansom House lies, and wihou .he proposed adclitions,
there is insufficient space for parking to warrant the granting
of a license by Baltimore County. He further ststed that over

Sl

it

\
N

2

Bl - (AP r 2 5.

Lip:

half of the required parking spaces are on the macadamized
porcion of Lot #13. The Plaintiff contends that without Lot
#13 for parking they will not bo ablz to operate The Hansom
House as designed.

Even though the real interest in this case iies with
the named Plaintiff, Mr. Gnau, who with full knowledge of
these restrictions when he purchased the Eanscm House and its
land, and when he macadamized that portion of Lot #13, blatantly
entered into agreements that would result in violations of the
restrictions in an effort to take advantage of a lucrative
opportunity. It was Mr. Gnau who had these restrictions placed
on the land in order to protect the integrity of Loch Knoll
Manor and now that a profitable opportunity has availed itself
to him, he tries to violate them. He vestified of the many
changes in the surrounding area such as the widening of Loch

Raven Boulevard, the al the 1 roacd-

ways with Goucher Boulevard that justify the lifting of the
zestrictions. But many of the changes were proposed and known
to Mr. Gnau in 1949, and are the very elements he was protecting
himself and the other ownerr of Loch Knoll from when the
restrictions were made to run with the lard and to all succassive
owners, assigns and heirs. The 0ld Hillendals Golf Course that
was adjacent to Loch Knoll Manou: on the east is now a community
of residential pno‘peztia-‘

After listening to the testimony of Mr. Arthor P,
Gnau, this Court believes that on July 1, 1965, when Lot #13
was macadamized, it was with full knowledge that in doing so
he was violating one of his own restrictive covenants, namely,

-3

Restriction Second. Mr. Gnau bought The Hansom House and the
land on which it lays in 1959, ona vear after the Court of
Appeals by Judge (now Chief Judge) Hall Hamaond, affirmed

Judge Raine ia Gnay v, Kinlein, 217 Md. 43, upholding this same
restriction on Lot #13. It wasn't until 1965 that Mr. Gnau
opened The Hansom House as a restaurant and on the stand before
this court he testified he was unaware thut he could not use
Lot #13 as a parking lot when it was opened. The use of The
Hancom House as a public restaurant and cocictail lounge had
been sporadic vntil November, 1970, and since then nsn-cperative
pending the finalizing of the contract of sale and the lease

to the Plaintiff, which u. awaits the out of this

case.
The Pluintiff is basing his position on four conten-—
tions in an atcempt to have the restrictions lifted. Succinctly
stated they are: (1) That tuere has baen numerous and sub-
stantial chinges in this area siace 1949; (2) That Lots 10-11-
12 and 13 have been zoned commercial since 1955; (3) That the

benafit to lne is heavily ovtweighed by the i

‘hardship ‘o the Plaintiff; and (4) Waiver and Estoppei.

It is true that the four corners of Loch Raven Boulevard
and Taylor Avenue have undergone a drastic metamorphsis since
1949. At the time of the 1957 case before Judge Raine, the
four corners were fully dz2veloped and the 1955 zoning map, 9th
District, Section 3-C (agreed Exhibit 6) shows Goucher Boule-
vard proposed and the fire station propcsed. Cases cited by
the Plaintiff tfavozing removal of restrictions from land deal

basically with laad that naver had a geneval scheme of




development. or if they did it was never followed. Testimony

was heard, and photearaphs sumitted into evidence show that

the Loch Knoll Manor »u designed and developed exists today

as it 2id in 1957 and earlier. Surrounding Loch Knoll Manor to

. th: east and 180° clockwise to west is all residential, either

sirgle dwelling individual homes, or row ‘homes and apartments.

The change in this residential zoniny has only been the dagree

of density allowed - from 3.5 to 5.5. houses per acre.

As was stated in Kirkley v, Seiplei, 212 Md. 127 (135),
»The real crux of the inguiry. . . is to ascertain the purposes

. . . 0f the restrictions." Orn reading the dee® from the Gnaus

to Machovec in JWB Ho. 1568 Folio 221, it impresses the Court

that the ulterior motive in the covenants was to create a

planned residential community. The photographc on exhibit

depict that the uniform general schema was carried ouc. All

the hovses have to the icti to make an

attractive and valuable residential community. Loch Knoll has

heen uwnaffected since its development both in design and value

by all the surrounding progress.

Testimony was given by Mr. Seidel that his property,

land and house, are worth today about §70,000.00. The original
cost of the land was $5,000.G0 and the house with its existing
improvemonts cost, §49,000.u0. Father Kinlein testified that
the cost of the Kinlein/Jorworski house was about §42,000.00

- in 1950 and today is worth around $70,000.00. The inguiry then
as to whether there has haen such a radical change in the
neighborhood as to defeat the purpose of the restrictions Linds

that Plaintiff has come up short in his proof. Though there

Chevy_chase has not changed the law fn any way .n reference
to land covired by restrictive covenants, but has only clearly
.aid out thke existing law in Maryland today on the subject.
ghevy Chase hecomes the final word to substantiate this case
that teday, more than ever before, these restrictions on Loch
Knoll Manor ara ¢ven more necessary t? keep this development
from being engulfed by growing commercialism,

: For the reasons hereinbefore stated and discussed
in full detail, the Circuit Court for Baltimorc County rules
this “3¢7 day of Kovember, 171, that the relicf sought by
the Plainciff to release that portion of Lot #13 from the

restrictions running with the land, in the deed betweu¢n Gnau

. Kzﬂﬂﬁaﬁ,«f
T S

Copy s

E. Scott Moore, Esq.

James A. Pine, Esq.
W i

I Admr. Office of Courts
Eugene Creed, Administrator

TH® HANSOM HOUSE,INC.

has been change since 1957 when Chief Judge Hammond affirmed
Judge Raine, much of the changes existing today were proposed
at that time, and even now as in 1957, the change hasn't becn
complete or radical. Loch imoll remains a pleasaat area in
which %o live in a home that has appreciated and continues to
apgpreciate.

Plaintiff also argues, as was brought out in
Ghau v, Kinlein, supra, that Lota 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the
subject property were zoned commercial, and that this is a
strong indication oF radical change. The Court again finds
this claim without merit and hclds ‘that Judge Raine's state-
ment of the law was accurate when he stated:

"Zoning cannot nullify binding restrictions,

the latter being controlled by Contract and

Real Estate Law are entirely independent of

zoning. Perry vs. Board of Appeals, 211 Md.

294. T.e use cf property may change the

character of a neighborhood and lead to

deterioration, but zoning status alone will

not have the same effect."
It was Mr. Arthur F. Gnau, himself, wno had these lots zoned
commercial in 1955, for what appeared to be an attempt to
build an office building on Iot #13. That project was che

bone of contention in the 1957 case.

Plaintiff's next point of attack was the comparative

hardship that would result in great economic hardship to hin
as compared to the owners of Loch Knoll's negligible harm.

:iting Dundalk Holding Co. w. Eastern, 215 Md. 549, as their

authority, they contend that innccent miatake is a factor to

be considered 1n deciding the disproportionate hazm to the

remedy. However, Dundalk Holding Co. v. Eastern, supra, dealt

u!.:i- an insubstantial encroachment of a new building on adjacent

Bl

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FCR

“=r Yarylmd Corporaticn and ke
R CHARD MULL
BALTIMORE COUNTY
Vs 2
ARTHUR P. GNAU,ET AL . e
§ DOCKET OTG 93 FULIO 8
CASE NO. 69927

»

.

CERTIFICATION

STATE OF MARYLAND, BALTIMORE COUNTY, To wit:

1 HEREBY CERTIFY, That the aforegoing is a true copy ‘aken from the

original MEMORANDUM OPINION FILED December 1, 1571

In testimony whereof, I herete
sat my hand and affix the seal
of the Circuit Court tor Baltimore
County this

10thday offebrusry |, 19 72

County

for Baltimore

land. Alse cited is American Weckly, Ince V. " atte-som, 173
Md. 109, in wiich the interest of the appellant in the land

had coased and the Court of Appeals affirmed the lifting of
the restrictions, Judge Johnson stating:

“It has likewise long been a rule of equity
that where the reason for the enforcement

of a restrictive covenant on lard has ceased
as where the neighborhood has completely
chang~d, equity will no longer enforce the
covenant as te do so would be to encumber the
economic use of tie land without at the same
time acliieving any substantial economic benafit
to the covenantee."

Ncither case just cited stands on all fours with the
matter at issue today. Chevy Chase v. Jaqgers, 261 Md. 321,
is the most closely related wherein Judge Digges, at P. 320,
stated:
"Their interert (Cnevy Chase) in presecving the
idential i of their ty is simply
not outweighed by his (Dr. Jagger) desire to move

to an?thgr tashioaable and exclusively residential
area. e

The residents of Loch Knoll have rhown that there does exist an
integrity such as reforred to in Chevy Chase. The arcumea: made
by Plaintiff of an innocent mistoke has not been sufficiently
proven to the Court, A simple matter of researching and

abstracting titles would have put them oa actual notice of the

tricti S0, for reasons they had, they relied
on the free marketability of the land and put themselves in a
fine mess.

kiaintiff's final contention that the residents have
waived thear rights and ars now estopped from relying on
restrictions is not entertainable. The history of this com-
munity and its residents shows that whenever any major violations
occurred legal proceedings were initiated immediately. The issue

-7 -

made is thut the Defondants should be estojped from celiance
upon the restriction becausc si0 e July 1, 1965, that portion
of Lot #13 which has been macadwuized has bheen used exclusively

as a parking lot. Testimony wes heard from Mr. Gnau that when

h opened The Hansom House in July. 1965, his mode of operation

was at best sporadic, and being a residert of Loch Knoll himself

what was said in Schlicht v. Wenmgert, 178 Md. @ 636-637, and

quoted by Chevy Chase, supra, ‘has application here:

wand tol-vation of violations, out of friend-
ship or lack of inclination ¥ntil incidental
annoyanaes grev to make tae Schlichts feel a
orievance, coulc nct pe construed as surrender
of those rights. They refrained from a contest
until experience with the particular violation
stir -od them to enforcement; and they might do
8o without loss of rights Erom it.*

That refrain ended when it became apparent the parti-
~v1n violation was going to be conducted by a third purty,
t1.4+ Plaintiff herein, and as soon as the Defendants were acked
to sign a waiver freeing Lot #13 of the restriction, they
immediately refused protesting their reliance on the restrictions
in the deed. From that protest they all cama before this Zourt.
Many of the cases cited in the Plaintiff's memorandum
Jdeal with land developments in the inner portione of Baltimore
city many years ago. The 1lifting of the restrictions were
finally granted when it became apparent to everyonae that slum
neighborhoods were rearing up. Running through those caser was
a basic olement of a lack of che general scheme of development.
This is, Of course, an element to be considered in allowing
land to continue to be restricted, although it isn't always
necessary as wag stated in Chevy Chase, supra. Tha only case
cited, and relied on heavily by the Defendants, is Chevy Chase
which comes a3 close to being on all fours as possikle.




Tmmh. hﬂm, HELVIR H. CROCKER and ‘O‘HFJII M. wocm,-us ui.mfa! :
&711 Lez~ Raven Boslevard, Towson L, saryland, 'GEORGE J, SLILEL and mm
SEILEL, has wife, of 6709 Loeh kave.. Boulovard, Touson k, ¥aryland, . s
ARTHUR R GHAV and EN0A Ko GEAT, his wife, of 6712 Lach Ruven aunm;a'" ;
Towaon L, Faryland, hereinafter called Fivst Parties, and ARTHUR F. EHA?M
ESTELIZ B. GIAU, his wife, of 6801 Toch Raven Boulevard, Towson L, Haryland,

hereinafter called Jecond Parties, all of Baltimore Gounty‘ Bullt of x.:r}‘llhd

@ i .q..t’q;:l-{d ;‘m ;

dovn 8 “he Plat thereof recorded erong the Land iecorda of - Banim 'em
mmr. Bock JedeFe Noe 1, follo 21j-and wacd ooy
WHEREAS, all of the zaid loto Iﬂ l'uld. and tmnvwema, a;

a‘:zml of Indentrre fros Arthur 7o G and Fstelle Bo anw, his vife,, b
mu J. Machoveo dated April 30, 15UT and recorded among the Lul!.lltu:rdi
of Shtirore County on Junc 17, 1947 in Tver JiaF, Hos 1565, u‘iq J’\’&h—
q.udu.r of s1d Tovenants, agreerents; restrictians, conittions: arad’ e(i.'

“et.ux vga Kigleln, et nl, reported 217 ida, page Udj and: -

to be used by them in and abovt the eare and rmaintenance of their rnuldlnee

ol‘ the lats of land, and improvenents, conprising Loch Knoll Mih‘ldd b

, restrictions, cmdu.\ona ard charges as -n. fcrlh dn

5 tnn al'nr-:clug recitals, of the prenises, and of th agreenents dnd covensits ¢ 3

a0 ;
@), WIS, anong the aforerontioned , an
conditions and charies there aprears the follovings

"Eezond = The land ineluded inm sald tract
shall be u foryprivate resicence rure

roses only and no builaing of any iird
whatnocver shall be erecid or matntained
thercomother than a brick or-ttone ducl *u,.
house except™thot if such-dwelling is two |
siories in aeitht the eecond floor may te
constricted of clapboard. each dwelling belng,
aesipned for oecupation by'a single family
and privete garazes (:on.l.‘mmrd of sirilar
‘building material ns the dwelling for the
sole uee of th- Tecpective owners or
occufants of the 1.-= upon which such garsges

- are erected," _

St ats’ S d bl

N THE CIRCUIT' COURT FOR
BALTIMORE COUNTY

:::.n.cnqn one stery in heght, that said garage building shall be used by,
‘|[Second farties for their ¢un private personal vse, ineluding items of (qutzment

0 be ged and employed £ the maintenance and wpkcep of the residence dwollie’

WIEREAS, the Second Puties erceted on a portion of the propmty Tem .
w.ned L then a stone gorage buillding which they huve used for their om
l?'_i.‘tm wrpoau, in:lmng the garaging of £aven uormercial vehislcs u; 4
m":eam with their Tusiness, and Second Parties are now enlarging tha‘:nn
ntthn lu.d farage bullding and First Parties have mace objestion thereto :
hul;u the use made cr to ba medn of sald bulldiog violates, or will vielate,
the' terma and conditions of tae above set forth Restriction Niunbered 2ndgand

v

WHEKEAS, Second rivties have ripreseated to ﬂral Fru'u!l that the use

their -prxnu purposes, lirited to tho garsging of not more than thcw’u“_"_’)
comeereial vehicles belonzing to them plue certain personal property used and

dwclnra: and property; and

obviate the neceosity of having a judictal doterination made relating thereto
and l'ur the purpose of zetting forth the dafinite agrecrnt and intentien of ' \-
21 of ‘the parties hereto,

-4

mw, THERFFCRE, THIS AGREFFENT . TTU¥SETHr that in constderation dr oY

hulﬂn ccmh&n:d, Snd-8L-tha - [UrLher surs-of-FIVE. LOLIARS (38,00} my Blret
[P ZLLGH—P#II!M Second-Pariles and by MCNId ?H‘l-b»( Palﬂ unto First Plﬂil!.
w;&wﬁmm’ Ao respantivery. anknowt edgla, Mro Purties antEaiont T
Parties do’heredy covenant and agreese AL Clve 1 — Cas Qﬁ‘

=1
1. That Second Purties may emlarze the garage bnildlng llt.lu?-e Dll tkll'
mpertrin accordaace with the plaus and the work :rtsrnt’: undertaber, EL

e ey,
rnxm nmud that the dinensions of sald favage building 15 enlerged skall not.

exces m area, of 2200 square feet, said garage building to be of stong comn i

iz of Jecond Parties and of thelr property, and that Second Partivs will nob

made m: 0 be made of the gursre building, and as erlarged, wi1 be goledy-tar |

9. . WIENERS, in order to settle w{ds.mwmu that nlzhl- zzm. Mth 5;- -
P
latien to the ll'ﬂtﬂ:v}.w' by and bﬂl‘mtn“i‘.ﬁrut ParL-and“bnnend Pu-tb; iu\d 'H }

the herelmvafore agreenents,

eqity vith respeet thireto.

perzonad
position by them'of all or any portien of their pimpertys
L

their beirs and assigns.
- T UTINESS b

| amd cends the day and year firct above written.

‘herein wnuincd and »hall not congtiimie by any of the pavties hereto’

of ey of thedr presently existing rights, privilepes and/or obligations and
arnn not be deemed or construed to hive any éffect or operation nupt as .
nr.run speatfed, it being cpecifinnlly and wneanivocd 1y apreed: t';t allof
conditions and
charges, in whole or in part, are rodified only to the extent provided for in<

this apresment and no further, and eech of the partics hereto retaing any

Tt ta agresd by the Partica hereto thet the wit __a;:mn:'-_ts
n muu-n as to Second Farties uherefors it gnall not enure 1o the

bevefit of em( beirs or assigns upan any voluatary or imvoluntary din-

_thelr helrs and aesirnsy e d&- chall-enure to the herelit of Firet Parti

£3.0F, the Partics hereto have hereunto set their hands

Teorie . oeigel

rights which he or she has or may acquire in the D.ture ta procecd at-law or in

(SE+L)

(sEAL)

Sergel

(s¥aL)

First rarties

T rmmer 1

. WITNESS t4e corporate seal of »aid Body corperate togethar with the siznature of
j%_—nl & Durkhardt the President tharest
THE TOWSON BUILUTHG ASSH 18C

"y Hovard B Burisardt

¥ Boaley Nottman i
Prastdent (carporate Seal)

- Seerctary
SHTE OF WARYLIND BALTIMORE COUNTY to wit
1 MESESY CERFIFY That on this 13th day > Jums 1947 hefore me the subscriber a Batary

| petdie of the State of Maryland in and for Balttxary Clty perscrally aypeared Howard B Jurk-
‘.'il President of The Towson Bullding and e
,'.‘ release to be the act of said body corporale

AS WITEESS mp hand and Botarial Seal

Xarte # Kraus
Notary Pabliz

My comslaston expires Nay 2 193
Jobn ¥ Bianuy
Clorx

(¥otarial Jeal)
Secorded Juza 37 1957 #1005 AN & Ext pas

(roe by L) (Exd by S04T)

1m0 THID TEED AYD AG/ERMENT Mads this J0th day of April 157 by g
Cdrtrur 7 Geauw ot 0 A1 batwasn ANTHTA 7 GHAU and LITELLE B GRAY Bis vife of the
| bedaimte 1ty of Baltisces State of Maryland hererzalter called Grastors =
* Budolph J Machovee parties of the first vart sad RUTOLPH J MACHOVEC of the City bl
) of Baltimore State of Marylani hereinafier called Grantes party =
Lo e second mart =
- MEEREA® the Grantors ows a tragt of lan? in Baltisera Ccunty itate of Naryland wbieh €

Anﬁ.!ilw!-.—ulhhnbdlddn into lets shovm on m Plat entitled ‘Losh Knoll imsar®

141304 (concarrantly herevitn) ant made expre

~ VEEFEAS the Grantors are desireus uf subjecting all of
" Loty shsvn o6 sa14 PNt to certain revenants agissenls Fustryecions cosd tlous and charger.
"7} W hersizarier set out and
© MNEREAS 1n onder to make sald covensnts agresSeats rastrictions conditions and charges

i §rll-n-| and of full force and effect on all tie land included in sald tract end the ots shewm

" 4214 plat and zpon the pressnt and futare owiers asd JECuPARTL SF (e sume thelr and each
o0 thakr hetrs axscators sdanlstrators siceassors and arsiges the 0 alors and Granies sve P
unuguuurmu Inis Desd and Agreement vhersby the Grantors will mumnuﬂu
the lots shows ~) sald PLst snd tmsedistely tharsafter the /radtes will Teconvey ta ibe
A1l the covanarts agneimants Testricticos sonditions and chATEss Bere-

3OV tharefors this Lesd mnd Agresmant Vitnerssth tat
{ prestmts snd the v of Pive Dollars ($5.00) in hand jatd -/ tre Grantes 1o the O

‘GG, Naawy Noey.

(s¥aL)

L

?énny wosmely

DN Y

. aveand Fioor may bi)comstrusted of ol

Tha Grastors da barely grant and conver wte the Graites subiect 10 10 verinady.
agresme=ts castrictions conditiens ard charp  releafies ve. out all the folloving leyy s
oF ground bilng sp4 situste 18 Jaltisors County State of Marylend and beln; marked aad ey,
Lgmated en miid rlat by mabers that ie G0 ur

L% those 1ots of grouns known as Lots Bos 1% 3% 5 678910 11 12 and 13 ungg
sive whown on @ Plat entivled "Lock Kaoll Hanor® :

Sa1d tota eing and somprising ali that 1ot of grows | described 1n o Deed Fron m..
W Bryan umsarried md R Gontes Aose 4od Nink Dister Fote Bis wife to Ariner F Ons ast gy, |
£3110 5 Ganw B vifu Gnind aptaminr 13 1946 and recordsd sests the Land Meserds of Talsts.
more County 1a Liwr £ 7 3 §o 1451 folte 3

TOGEMER vith the builéins and Diprovemnts Uareuson asd the TLEEs allers
\atars priviluges s3portesances 136 aCTatages 1 *~e siee helonglog SF 18 ScTYise appertthe.

70 HAYE AND 70 BOLD tha abor grasied proparty K315 the Grantes his heirs und asilpy
foraver ta fee staple sEblect howver Lo the following e ressents restrict
A1ttons nt charges shich 1t 13 haroby covenanied ard ugreed AALL te BIDHINE G1CO 1he Sriatm
asr hetrs and assipus and vpon the Orsntes his heits perscaal Fepresntitives and assips
and apon <13 the land loclofed in said tract that is to say

A e emiaiad i weeetia phraiat mins ol ureioh o i 8 o
lasd ineladed 1n 3a1d tract any brevery élatiilery majthoare siasghtarbouss Beass fesstry
{18 natl trom of stbar foundry lisekiln stone QUAPFy cenent Eill sugar refinery cremstory
graveyard jatl peis. 'entiary boase of correction hosplisl asylu sxcatorium or natitutiem
of 14k or Yindres mature horpen fowl-yard (F house c4sipsal pPAY vauly oF any forr of jrin
for azy plas purpore of aking or pessaring
stareh vitriol vinagar glie imk tarpentise 011 laap-bisck gun-pove. @macite or otk
losive bakisg powidr eress of tarter gas anphalt or fartilicer nor for Bas-woiling et
botltng &yeing tamming Arassing er parparing of skins Rides or lesther por shail any sezie
Sangercus ur offeastve thing trade or einers hatsorrer be persited or matataleed of afl
property nar shall any liva peultry Ar bugs be Kept tharen

&, Second - The'1and inclsded o sass Tract sball be waed for private resbémes -
3 19 arssted or malnteloed therece st 2

L briek or atons disbling bowes except that 1F seca dvalling 14 to sories i beight 21
vasat Ervas ey ¥4 board esch dwelling being desiened for scsopatise M

o fusily and private ¢ rages (comstracted of statler bullsteg Eetertal the bt
o amen pnuv

=

i

For the sale Gee OF the respective Swmars oF cccupants of the lota upen vhi

e

Futrd - %o balletng or pars thareof shall be srected OF sainteses on oy BfY o
Loth favsr sowieserd than 13 speeified In the “Bchedule of m-" 1

LiGINXD

e




NITRESS { v handh asd seals of the viihin Oranters asd Granies
I e - Arthur ¥ Goeu na?
me - e Eatalie b Onan 3 2 IH THE CINCUIT CCURT FOR BALTII{ORE COUNTY
| B6 12w 150 feat = o e . IR MRS
o me s et 9 PR R i | FATTLARD nALTINORS CITY 1o vit 72 STATE OF JARYLAID :
TN - %o private rsléimce STl be sonatazeted ar srested upon axy oF bhe lois in E 1  NEKERY CESTIVY Thak on (h1s J0th day of AVFiL th the year ninetesn b ; COUIEY °F BALTIIORE ¢
trast unl 53 the sase shall-cost at least Tvelve Thoussnd Dollars - {LPorir-svvia wises we Sn' wbseriber  Matary Publie ot tateof Narylend tn'aad iy = : *
¢ | Eity o Baltimore aforesaid personally appearsd Ariiar 7 Goas and Btalis K Gasibis viry I, ORVILLE T. GCSUELL, Cler!' of the Circult Cou:t for
5 any atruckare 4 the natare of u kemel for dogs 4 - ,{“"l‘*l""_‘ﬂ‘"ﬂ'“"'-'“'r"'-ﬂ"ﬂ"“'-"m“‘"'-\hl"--'uf- :
S Eeventh - No Fence sore than thres (1) fest 11 height shal) Be, consirested erected ¥ 5 + 4f
(e stonained co sy of the a1 ] s 1n sald st and n o seest ebaLl sy Tesee ve of X gd phatostatic copy of the original  DEED ANP AGREEMENT

<190 read e AR

Baltimore County, do hereby certify that the aforegoing is a true

o ~ . | ' (Fetarial Seal) .
ELEMN = Neither of the waid lots nos wny of them nor aBy ;AFL of them or any of i ta'en from the Records of the said
Yo 3% sny Ve 0GcEpled OF WML DY ARy BEETO OF-DA[TORN GF PEFACH OT POTSGR My commisslon arpires May 'S 197 !
 fhthar S wbel o 1n park of begre sr Africun dassant sreept only DK nepross oF persons i Circuit Court for Baltinore Cowity as recorded in Lilergws'o.1568
1 eers or Afriesn descent elthar in whole or in part mav %o ezploydd an servauis by aay ‘Bavard L Businsky

U3¢ the ovnars or occapants of said lats and an and wBL1st %0 suployed wip ceside on Ui STATE OF MARTLAYD SALTINORE CITY ts uit
I NENEEY CLAITIY that on this 30th day of April ln the year nivatesn handred asd Tecords of Baltimore County

Folio 1321 s 2ne of the LAND

premizes cccupled by thelr respective rra
Rinth - No buildtng to be oo-urie? s » Tertfsnce shsll b nah i U forty seven before se ihe subscriber & Jotary Public of the State of Maryland in and for

Genlre of its respective 1ot oF 15t in such manner that there shall be fres or opem opaces he Clty of Baltinors aforesaid perscnally appeared Mtsith J Machovee the withls Oraites

o2 both sides of such buildlng vhich free spaces ahall axtend the full depth of the 1ot nad he acknovledged the aforefoing Desd o be Bis ast Iit TESTINOY VHLTECF, i1 hereto
agrrerate viath or Lahiic TESTINONY e reunto set o hand and aTfis my Mot seal . ¢ s

The aggrerate vidth of such frus spaces Ta boih atdus of any butliing shall be not less h { w VEERECT T b - an4 arriz ey Kotarial Ses B oty hand @i GEFIX the seRl oL BAld

Edwars L Bustaky
(Notarial soal} Gotary Public

than tventy (20) feat

Tanth - Thate #hell St ba eractsd on sny 10t in 8ald trect aay dellimy which shall i Coust this Bth day of Juno AuDu,

have than a freat footage of seventr-five (75) feet ani sald dvelling shall ba centared | il My commlarion expires May § 37 . b 1977,
For W By

‘%pir sald seventy=Tive (75) foot fromtage b1 being wnderstood am agreed by the jarties i Racorded Juna 17 1947 at 10145 A¥ & Exd por
| Clark

Pereta That no dvalling shall be erected on a 1ot Witi e fromisgs of rifty (50) fect - 4

And 1t 13 Purthar covsnanted and agreed b7 and betvess \e zariles boreto that 6o .5 tree vy a1 (Ext vy poam) e BN . i b T ‘ml/ 2 gLl
saln lassa mortgsen dlsposttion or transfer thereof shall be mace or crarate etharvise thgn i i Clerk of the Circult Court for

0TS DEED Hade this 30th day of April 17 by rod betwes, Baltinore County

TOMLPE 7 KACHOVEC and KARY A KACHOVEC his vifa of Baltis
more CLty 1 the Suate of Narylend parties of the firee prt
and ANTEUR P GNAU and ESTELLE B ONAT his wife of L o,
|1 -sal City and Stats parties of the seccnd jart i

\ITECSEETH Toat in consideration of the vum of Tire Dollare (45.00) st wther £44)
und Atabia coustdurations the raseist vherdaf 15 bareby acksoiedeed the rald pIEALEL
tha Fires pat 4o hareby geunt 4nd cosvey uate the' partiss of the sscond purt va teeeatl ;

o enitbation 1 ¥ sasigne’and wnto: the:survivue of hsm his sr hev Bales and sneisst 05 [7

9
whbuigers 405 PETITION MAPPING PROGRESS SHEET

s shT LG il FUNCTION Wall Mog | Griainel | Dupiicets Troting
4 date | by ’lﬂ"_ By | dote | by

FUb3act Lo he aforesali sovanants agrassents Testrictions conditions snd charges a3 1o and e { RS )
the ‘use and cecupancy \Bat nelther the ssld, aTt1es BOF e1thar of thew thelr or either . pofolph 7 Machoese 4t 21 )
suscassors o assigna will do of suffer o peralt E eich! Besd ta )

sbavs seutioned sxcesiing ooly »- sforesaid ard then T} " 1 artsar ¥ Goas ot el ?

Time ovning Or mcrupring said land property presises or iaterest er 4eut 'to the covenants agreesents restrictions conditions mnd charges here
S aty part nf tham but no swpers o7 Stoupante shall be respemyible amsupt for bizer arl . r } Lo in fas alaple 51l those Lota f greend 4'tuate 1n Baltissrs Cewaty ia the

1% naty 6 Gefaulte shile Gvber GF OCTHPARLS 4 * 1asa 44 described sy follows that 18 to say 45 T
Ar4 tha sald Orantors harady covecant:that ther bATe ROt Gome mor warfered fa b ' 411 thoss Totr belng Kaova snd Serleaeted as Lote %os 12 3% 5 6 78 9180 2 ! Descriptions checked and
; f : outline plotted on map

iy net matter r ANLig VHATASeTer ts wacumbar ihe.FTIDETLY hareby prested that thay
& Petition nuniber added to
outline

Denied

QFR:E OF i - ® i Granied by
4 CERTIFICATE OF PUELICATION . ZC, Ba, CC, CA

@ TOWSO@ E ME @ 9 = et _—— CERTIFICATE OF POSTING #72 7% <K Reviewsd by; 01 Revised Plans:

TOWSON, MD. 21204 January 31 = 1972 X = Agouary. 27 . TOMING DEFARTASMT OF BALTMIORN COUNTY. Charge in outline or description___ yes
THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the annexed advertisement was men Previous cass: : Map #_ 5 No
: = B0 il

ot |
THIS [STO CERTIFY, that the annexed adver tisement of a i : o
R S T\ publiched n THE JEFFERSONIAN, 2 weekly newspaper printed P ) N— e
Zening Comzissfomer of Baltizore County and published in Towson, Baltin s County, Md., onceinceach Pasted for- . J'.L:u‘.;’_? Wimeclor  Ade 14, 1572 = 2 P LM
o ona-ti fore the..... 1D, petitans: . (L2 L5 misa ) ° 7
day of .. JRBTITZ. - 16...T7the Wt publication Location o propaety:._£/5. ifha’r 'x.?{-a..c&&ﬁ.../éé.{..&..;g]j%..m e or @
weekdbetore the 31 dayol Jenuary  1972thatisio say, thesame s v sppearing on the. . 70 ___day of .. LAY eeeoeeee srmze - e - - TONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE CO: AI2. 9% A
19.72.. : -« Ll Kitwaer. Mens. .. Towsen, Mirylond
was inserted Inthe issuefof  Jwwary 27, 1972, UNTY

‘was Lnserted In THE TOWSON TIMES, a weekly newspaper published

in Baltimore County, Maryland, er.ce aweek for  one SUCCERIIVE:

e . .; . 2 Date of Posting. . /.- 7y - 72
Date of :uum...?’,/-?. A = B 'ﬂ"’é"' . i

Cost of Advertisement, 3. : W'ty
Lot

STROMBERG PUBLICATIONS, Inc. | : =
e 2

totn o gl G,

By,,..{(i.wfm..?f ':?ﬂ'»a. . 35 . - .

- . g IR . BALTIMORE COUNTY OFFICE OF PLANNING AKD ZONING

4 2 County Office Bul1di)
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND Ne. 3629 . ; : : ] A Chasspeake Avanue
OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION i S = Mnmn:fijm' MARYLAND Ne. gm : : i Towson, Maryland 21204

MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEN'T £ o £
ECEIFT 4 ] 2 75 i
May 12, 1972 .. 01662 ; HlactL LA ST e Your Patition hes been rece -<d an acrapted for fi1ing BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND BALTINGRE COUNTY, tiasLanD
o : ] 5 it OFFICE,OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIVISION s
o . 3 un:__'bl_z"_"l'—‘"“'" L ERR A o Ll .#ﬁr_lﬂl : MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECLIPT :‘,',':‘m_ an; ’;“:;:"ﬁ:‘:::ﬁ
avount oo R70LIE i . B | : A E
W smvmmurien A e amount_S50.00 : 479y : oATE.
——TE - CAMBER PR AcEmCY [FpR— b ; e ; i
; o s
Arthie P, Onan : i ey B hamey B [ : : ik e AwaunT 47000
g-‘x;lmc M, km : '\ o Mesars. Covehey § Booxer - i f ) T, - [Bdvard C. Cavahey, ar., Eaquire TR amouny_$19.00
ag Al pouting of property - ; 8 | X | Eﬂ:ﬁ.’:,:":."'{f;,:“ A RN / s i casrcan LA S Do
e TR T T 2 W Fatition for viriance 5 fpectal Exception fur Arthur Gaau e 4 22 ety R i e o e Ml A, Fine, £ Cost of cartifind documents
: i 176 ol gl e 1O i k5 Aoulavard, 1064" ¥
i M2-176-XA pBe 1 1nan 25 5 e ’.“'- by ' 64" S of Taylor :ka;:-u-:;& Cove 720176 A umerds In
Arthur F. Capy,-et.ux s Potiticuors st Arthwr F. Gnav, st ux
! 00 G W33 1 .

17,1972 accol = 5
: uwr___ 01-662 ave Y2077 i T
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