LAY OFFICES
HOWARD AND STONE

PROFESSION

HRO8H 1

CHARLTON T HOWARD.
HORMAR R SVONE. I DUNDALK, MARYLAMND

BERNARD F. MURFHY

March 31, 1975

County Board of Appeals
County Office Building
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Case Ho. 73-279-A
Henry J. Knott; for Variances from See. 1B01.2C4
L/5 Lodge Farm Rd. bet, Bay Fromt Rd. & Sparrows
Point Bouievard
15th Distriet

Dear Sir:

I have recclved notice that the above captioned matter has heen assipgned
for hearing on Tucaday, April 8, .75 at ten o'clock a.m.

In accordance with Rule 527b of the Maryland Rules of Procedure, pleasc

continue the above captioned wntil ten (10) days after the current
ninety (90) day Legislative S on.  (The Session ends April 8, 1975)

Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

Very truly vours,

Jdorman . Stone, Jr.

NRS,JR:slh

ce: Thomas N. Biddison, Jr., Esquire APR '5'7G AM
C. Ldward Jones, squire
Hr. S.k. Jidenna
J.o Carroll Nolzer, Esquire

ZONING Lo ATMENT
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@ouuty Board of Apprals
COUNT™ OFFICE BUILDING
111 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

August 26, 1975

Mr. §. E. DiNenna

Zoning Commissioner’

County Office Building

Towson, Md. 21204 s

Re: Henry J. Knoit )
Bldg. Per. #63255 and 63256 S

Dear Mr. DiNenna: *
Notice is hereby given in accordance with the Rules of
Pracedure of the Court of Appeals of Maryland that an
appeal has been taken to the Circuit Court for Baltimore
County from the decision of the County Board of Appeals
rendered in the above matter. 2

Enclosed is a copy of the Certificate of Notice. £ RS

Very truly yours,

Q) e

riel £, me ier AT EE

Encl.
MG 27 75 PM

ZONING . i -

REs PETITION FOR DEMIAL 3 IN THE
OF BUILDING PERMITS By
E/S of Lodge Farm fnoad i 1 CIRCUIT . COURT
beiween oy Front Rood
ond Sparows Polnt Boufoverd 1 FOR
V5th Disirict
t BALTHMORE COUNTY
Henry J. Inott "
Fetitienor = Appellant -~ t AT LAW
Bldg. Pommit No. 62255 ' Nisc. Docket No 19
e Ne. 63256 Bl
[} Folie Mo,
=
: File No, A

FF e 0 B B O TSR R
CERTIICATE OF MOTISE.
M, Clogks
Purssent to the provie'ons of Rufe B=2{d) of tho Merylond Rules of
Prozedure, Welier A. Rolior, X, W. Giles Periwr and Robert L. Gillond, comstiiuting tha
County Board of Appecls of Baltiimore County, hove given notice by mail of ths fifing of
the appodl o tha represeniotivo of every party fo tho proceeding before it namoly,

Tiwo o W, Dicdivn, dee, Toge, 1100 Ono Chorfea Coniar, Bairimore, Moryiond, 2iZ0i,

attornay for fho Defondents Jo Camol] Hoizer, £34., Office of Law, County OFice Builiting

Towson, Maryland, 2120%, Couaty Suliciior; Mr. Johm Seyffert, Doporimani of Permiis cad
Licerses, County Cifico Suilding, 'I'cw.mn, Mu'ylond, 21204, Dirsctory Mr. C, Elror
Hoppert, Cepariment of Feriifs and Licenses, County Office Building, Towson, Meryland,
21204, Buildings Enginecry end Me. J. Derger, Deparimont of Ponnils end Licerses, County
Citice Building, Towson, Maryland, 21204, Inepecior, a copy of which Notice is atiached
hereto and prayed that §F 1ay ba meds a purt therofl,

Nuriel £, Budcenioicr
County Doard of Appeols of Balilmore Covaty
County Cfflca Buildiag, Tewson, Md, 21204
Telephona = 494=3150

¥ HEREQY CERTIFY thet a copy of e aforogoing Certificate f Motlee
e bean matled to thomes M. Biddfson, Jro, Bsq., Y100 Ono Charles Center, Balimane,

m

L3

Henry Jo Knott = Bidg. Pers Nos. 63235 and 63256 ‘ 2.
Merpland, 21201, attormey for the Dcﬁ.:ndmﬂ §. Carroll Holzer, sq., Cifice of Low,
County Offica Building, Towsun, NMargland, 21261, County Soliciter; M. JohnSayffort,
Departmont of Permiis oad Licenecs, Jounty Office Duilding, Tovsen, Maryland, 21204,
Director; Mre C. Eliner Hoppest, P vimant of Permifs ond Licenses, Comty Offfce
fullding, Towson, Morylond, 21204, Buildings Engincery and Me, J. Berper, Dopartment
of Permiic ond Llcerses, County Office killding, Toveon, Mnylund, 21204, lnsecior,

on this 24 doy of August, 1974,

Morlel E. Budosmater
Cuiiniy boord of Appoals of Deliimore County




or we,. Hency.J.. Koot . __._.__._legs! owner-.of the property situale in Baltinore
uﬂﬂumhhm ‘dlat atiached herelo and mads a part hereol,

wlu for & Variance m- Seetion _1BOL 2C.4 - to pacmnit Jak widthe.of 404,
w.jum_zuz._m 53,6 inatsad of the
a_centerling of atreata af leax thap. the

:.'quu._;l 50' for those loks | _ungdml on the
Mw

of the Zosing Regulations of Baltimore County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimors Cousty; for the
following ressons: practical difficulty)

reasons: (indicate hardship or
s attached desoription
Fxisting area has been daveloped with: lot widths of less

than tie required 55 feet and for this Petitioner to develop

the ramaining lots under the current Regulations, would

cause undue hardship.

af S
Contract purchaser ~HE? RY/I/KNOTT Legal Owner

>
E: Lo Address_ .2 Weat Univacaity FAKkway.
[:_ Maryland_21218
L
' s A S e
o Peliitioner's Attorney Protestant’s Attorney
a
{23

o W™ =

ORDERED By Th. Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, this. 21h..

aw.mmuw
Baltimore

S 1)< S— T

County, In two newspapers of genera) circulation through-
and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning
‘County in Room 108, County Office Building in Towsor, Baltimore

!9 ?ﬁ_o clock

mmmmmammaemeey 197 _3 that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, as
mﬁ;mv; Goning Liw o Butinors

LA OFFICES
HOWARD AND STONE
PROFESSIONAL BUILDING

CxanTON T HowARD e
% NORMAN R STONE. IR DUNDALK, MARYLAND 21222
BLASARD P, My

March 31, 1975

County Board of Appeals
County Of€ice Bullding
111 Mesr Chosapeske Avenue
Towson, Karyland 21204

RE: Case No, 1

| Polne Boulevard
15th Diserice

A Dear Sir:

for hearing on Tuesday, April 8, 1975 ar ten o'clock a.m.

Thank you for your cooperation in this ratter.

Yery truly yours,

RS, JRislh

cc: Thomas N. Biddison, Jr., Esquir,:
€. Edvard Jones, Esquire
Hr. §.0. didenna
J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire

e mcnomN\EU

lienry J. Kuott; for Variznces from Sec. 1B01,204
t EfS Lodge Farm Rd. bet. Bay Front Rd. & Sparrows

L have received notice that the above captioned eatcer has been assigacd

In accordance with Rule 527 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure, please
contdnue the above captioned case until ten (10) days after the current
minety (90) day Legislatlve Session. (The Sesslon ends April 8, 1975)

dorman R. Stane, Jr.

RE: PETITION FOR DENIAL OF 1 BEFORE
BUILDING PERMITS
E/S of Lodge Form Roed ] COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
between Boy Froni Rood and
Sparrows Point Bouevard : OF
15th District
: BALTIMORE COUMTY
Henry J. Knott
Petitioner {3 Bullding Permit Nos. £3255 & 63256
Ere Tl o
orINION

Tiiis case purports 1o be an appeal from a denial of bullding permirs for
twie lots leceted n an area known os Lodge Forest Subdivision, in the 15th District of
Balitmore County.

In preamble ot us say that there is another case pending before this
Board involving the same property, T.0. Ne. 73-279-A, which iz an oppoal from ‘a
danial of an opplication filed Ly onc Henry J. Knott (legol owner) for varionces with
reference fo ot widths end sstbacks in the Ladge Forest Subdivision. Thiz petition
wus Tiled on wench 27, 1573, wd wos denied by i Osder of tie Zoning Commisioner
dated March 15, 1974, from which Order the oppeal ta this Board was token on March
26, 1974. This case has been set for hearing on numerous oceesions und postponed

at the request of the Petiticner, and hence is still on apen cosz an the Boord's dockat,

In the meantime, the Petitioner (or whoever . now the legal cwner)

apparently changed his tactics, if not his strategy, end filed two applicotions far build

pemits concerning two lots in the sauc development, which opplizations listed the ovmer

@ John Ha Rieht, Ill; building r & Sever River Congtruction Compar 7+ ond
eontroct seller's names es "Marge Investors, lnc. " und "Duadec Village Porlnerskip®.

These applic

tions for building pemits were filed in nommel form, correctly filled oul

under date of August 24, 1974, and 5o for cs any eviduace before this Board s conserned,

have never boen grentec ior donfed by

the Buildings Engincer of Boltimore County

o o of tie

Aticie 3, 5 aitimore Lounty Cade 215 forth he dutics ad reauiro

of the Bulldings Enginear with wipact fo pammits for comtruction, and tequine, wmong

things -

Henry J. Knott 2.

*whenevor the buildings engin=ar shall deny, revoke,
suspend, ennul, o modify any pemit, he shall certify

his recsons therefor in writing to the opglicant. Within
fifteen days, if not lenger, the opplicant shall be entitled
to petition the county board of appeals for review of the
action of the buildings engincer.  Such potition, a copy
of which shall be seived on the county seliciter, shall set
jorth in cleor andd zoncise torms the grounds for the appeal .
The buildiegs engincr shell promily cartify and file with
the bourd of appaals a complete tramscript of the record in
the cese, upon paymen of oll vosts for preparation of same
by the cppellont.

Mones of the above provisions have boen complied with in this cose, and
the eppellant before the Board filed an order and petition for eppecl "from thz action of

the Zening Commissioner in denying building permits no. 63235 and 63256, apparently

besing such gppecl on ¢ letter from the Zoning Conmissioner, S. Erir DiNenna, to Jir.

Henry J. Knott under date of Janvary 10, 1975. The Board ean fing no provision in
the Code, and we are edvised by the County Selicitor that no oppeal to this Boord lies
from any latier written in the ordinary course of buziness by the Zoning Commissioner, with

respect to building permits & either the issuance or denial of such pemits is the duty of

the Buildings Enrineer ond nar the Zaning Commissione..

wheze name does not eppear as either cwner, buildina contracicr or seller on the two buildil

permit applications involved. The eppeal to this Boord wes therefore improvidently

taken and w*| be dismised,
As stated above, the case with reference 1o the voriences requested is

still’ pending befare the Board, and we will endeavor ta set an eorly dato for @ heering in

this eose.

ORDER

Fe the reasons sai forth in the oforegoing Opinien, it is this _29th

day of July, 1975, by the County Boord of Appec!s ORDERED, that the cbove entitlad

it further sppears ui the petition was filed by "Henry J. !nott, Petitio

Henry J. Knott 3!

cese Is hereby DISMISSED,
Any appeal from this decision must be in accodance with Rules §-1
fo B-12 of the Marylond Rules of Procedure.

COUNTY BOARD OF AFPEALS
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY %)

Woberi L. Gilland

Marcl 15, 1974

cliy Parkcey
Baltimere, Marylud 21218

RE: Fatitien for Variances
nlldh'l;m‘n:n‘
 Peint Boulevard -
15¢h Dietriet.
Heary J. Kuett - Petitiener
NC, 73-279-A (Dem Ne. 130)
Dear Mr. Knott: "
i e Paseed cuy Ordes In the wbove captionsd
matter. E-n‘n:.ullmhrh-' m
s, Enic '_/n'uwm
SED/sw
Aitachments
ca 'l'h_nll. Nﬂﬂl-. Jv.. Esqui e
“ﬁ"l‘l

Baltimore, w 21201

Norman e
Yorman R. Sieua, Ir.. Eemsire
Baltimere,

DESCRIPTION FOR VARIANCE

Being locoted on the East side of Lodge Farm Road, between
Bay Front Road and Sparrows Point Boulevard and being those 270 lots
spacifically listed and indicated on the accompanyirg plats cs belag
part of the plat of Lodge rorest Sub-division recorded among:t the Land
Records of Baltimore County in Plot Book Me.L.M. 10, folio 76-77

.} ATtA
aw orrices

Garraonen, EveLivs & Joves
OB ONE CHARLES cCuTER
#ALTIMORE, MO, 21201

Tevemong 300 72n r10a

rancs -

soum . Eveuus
= comant Jones
FISHAR & BEAMDT

January 30, 1974

Mr. Eric DiNenna

Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning
Jefferson Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Lodge “orest
Dear Mr. DiNenna,

You have pending before you an application for
multiple —anriu,cu in the captioned subdivision. A hearing

on the application was convened before you several months
ago, but was continued by agreement of counsel.

Please be advised that the applicant intends to
offer no additional evidence in this matter at this time,
and this letter iy :o roquest that ycu decide the case on
the evidence which has heretofore been presented.

Very truly yours,
Hprnna. 77 &{{4{'(«.4‘-:1.{ 7
Thomas N. Biddison, Jr.

TNBIx /8w
cc:  Mr. Francis Knott

SR




mumm&amuwm.upmm-mm petition
and it appearing that by reason of tise following #AdIng Of fACtS weeee oo ccomeooeeeeeiees

et

a Variance should be granted.

IT 15 ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore Couaty this —-........________

<-s 197 ..., that the berein Petition for & Variance should be and the
a

T S—

same I8 granted, from and after the dale of thic order.

“Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

Xﬂwh&-dmwudmmm public hearing on the above Petition

\tficulty.

CARGLE 8 0
BAUL EunaTON

J Iiblﬂ Varlancesshould NOT BE GRANTED.

e
-, IT 1S ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner of Bltimore County, this -.../=...._____day
=]

of _Marsh - 197 4. st tho sboxs Varincesbs and the sam Is ey DENIED,

aw orrices

GaLLaoHER, EveLivs & JoNes
1180 ONL CHARLES CENTER
BALIMORE, MD. R0}

February 8, 1978

County Board of Appeals
Room 219, Court House
Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Case No. 73-279-A - Appeal from Denial of
Zoning Petition by Henry J. Knott for Vari-
ances from Secticn 1B01.2C.4, E/S Lodge
Parm Road between Bay Front Road and Spar-
rows Point Blvd.

Dear Sirs:
Please dismiss the ca_tioned apneal.

Very truly yours,

Tgov-a-o M QI'ﬁ'ﬁ"’“’;//

Thomas N. Biddison, Jr.
Attorney for Petitioner-
Appellant

TNBIR:mb

1326-19-1

cc: C. Edward Jones, Esq.
Norman R. Stone, Jr., Esq.
John W. Hessian, 1II, Esq.
Mr. Henry J. Knott, Sr.

A%
»
AP

o
‘t@‘s GBS

Mea

4R 26 7400 =

Petition for Variances
E/S of Lodge Farm Road,
between Bay Front Road and
Sparrows Point Boulevard -

Baltimore County

Zoning Commission |

15th District Case No. 73-279-A

Henry J. Knott,

Petitioner

. « * . - - B . * "

ORDER FOR APPEAL

Mr. Commissioner,
Please enter an appeal on behalf of Petitioner, Henry
J. Knott, to the County Board of Appeals from the March 15, 1974

Order of Eric DiNenns, Zoning Commissioner, denying requested

GALLAGHER, EVELIUS & JONES
1100 One Charle: Center

Baltimora, Maryland 21201 |
727-7702 ‘

|
variances.

7-6,27?40

77/97,.’34 Gt 2L
IML’L{_ "‘“"1’7) Sl

1&,1973

Ly i
G

JM o2t ot

pian gl Lo foi g
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NoLlalry, A huw . &e)
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;r-%mmo”m,, S (5o (\’“"W

K40 24t yp AM
| RE: APPEAL FROM DENIAL : N REMAND TO THE
| OF BUILDING PERMITS
#63255 ard 163256 7 Y BOARD OF APPEALS
Mardo Homes, Inc.,, Ownel FROM THE
[Heney J. Knott]
Dundee Villaga Portnership| RCUIT COURT
Contract Purchaser
Severn River C i PO ! FOR
Company, Applicant
: BALTIMORE COUNTY
Petitioners-Appellants
B AT LAW
E/S Lodge Farm Road between
Bay Front Rood ond 1 Misc, Docket No., 10
Sporrows Point Boulevard T
15th District : Folis No._ 99
File No. 5656
R
CERTIFICATE OF NOTICE
Mr. Cler:

Pursuant o the provisions of Rule B-2(d) of the Maryland Rules of Procedure,
Wolter A. Reiter, Jr., W. Giles Porker ond Robert L. Gilland, constituting the County

{tc the tapresantutive of evary party 1o the proceeding bofore it; namely, Thomos N.
Biddison, ., Esquira, Galloghar, Evelius & Jones, 1100 One Chorles Center, Baltimore,
Maryland 21201, attomey for the Petitioners, and Peter M. Zimmerman, Asilstant County
Solicitor, Office of Law, County Office Building, Towson, Maryland 21204, attamay for
 Baltimare County, and Mrs. Virginia Tolbert, 7741 North Point Creek Road, Baltimoro,
Maryland 21219, o copy of which Notice Is ottached hersta and prayed that It may be
made a part thereof.
|

County Board of Appeols of Baltimore Caunty
Room 219, Cou:* House

Towson, Marylan< 21204

494-3180

I hereby certify that a copy of the aforegoing Certificate of Notice hos been

meiled to Thomos N. Biddison, Jr., Esquire, Gallegher, Evelivs & Jones, 1100 One Charles
Center, Baltimore, Maryland 21201, Attorn. y for the Petitioners, and Peter M. Zimmermon,

Assistant County Scliciter, Office of Law, County Office Building, Towson, Marylond
21204, Attorney for Baltimore County, and Mrs. Virginia Tolbert, 7741 North Point Creek
Road, Baltimore, Marylond 21219, on this__ 19th  day of March, 1976.

TG AL 5
z ) A2, Pl

Caunty Board of Appeals of baltimore County

| Board of Appeals of Baltimore County, have given notice by mail of the filing of the appeol

; PRar) f redline
| Edif: % g o 5 f}ﬁnmm;n Socreray |

Eilh 1. Eisonhort, Admintshiotive Seerafory

Al

APPEAL TROM DENIAL OF i B, L
BUILDING PERMITS-F63255 & L IN
£63255 2 gl

2 st . THE S
MARDO HOMES, “INC., Owner ;

... CIRCUIT COURT

DUNDEE VILLAGE PARTNERSHIP, % -

Contract Purchaser % . FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
; &

SEVERN RIVER CONSTRUCTION CO., AT 1AW
. *

Applicant
£ .; WISCELIANEOUS CASE RO, 5861
Petitioner-Appellantss ¥

) : Tk kR -
% T opIimon & ORDER

This case involves n timely appeal from the March
Sth, 1976 order of the Baltimore cqum:y Board of Appeals, which
affirmed dental of two bullding permits by the Department of
Pernits and Licenses of Baltlmore County. .

The Appellants had applied for building permits
No. 63255 and 63256 for construction of homes on two lots.
Each lot measures 50 faet in width by 135 feet in depth, ' The
zoning on the property is D, R, 5.5, and the lots in question
are arong 284 lots owned by the Appellants in a subdivision,
the subdivision plult of u‘l-.i:h was recorded in March, 1929, gome
1€ years prior to ~ ~ advent of zoning in Baltimore County,
There war no approval of this subdivison plat by the Baltimore
County Planning 3oard since the Planning Boaxd was not in

exigtense at that time, - ' {F¢ oToval aandivision

Interspersed throughout and among the lots which the
Appellants own 'and intend to develop sre approximately 100

8

CRE

RE: PETITICN FOR VARIANCES
from Section 1801.2C.4 of

BEFORE

the Baitimore County £} COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS
Zoning Regulations

E/5 of Lodgs Farm Road, betwaen : OF

8ay Front Road o.d

Sparrova Point Boulevord i BALTIMORE COUNTY
15ih District

Henry J. Knott, Petitioner 1 No. 73-279-A

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

Perition of Henry J. Knott or variance from Section 1801.27.4 of the
Baltimore County Zoning Regulations o, ¢ perty located on the sost side of Lodge Fo =
Rood, between Bay Front Read-and Sparraws Point Boulevard, in the Fifteenth Election
|| District of Baltimere County.
WHEREAS, the Soard of Appeals is in receipt of a letter of dismissal of

from the ottorney representing tha Petitioner-Appeiiont in the abeve entitled matter,
WHEREAS, the said atterazy for the said Petitioner-Appellant requests that
|| the appual filed on behalf of said Petitioner be dismissed and withdrawn os of February 10,

|| 1978,

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, this__ 16th __day of February, 1978, that said
‘! oppeal be and the some is DISMISSED,
| 3

rears”

| )

Ut T el ST
cett

existing detached houses ovned by single fam. ’qi. Anpi llants
contended at -the Buard: 6f-Appeals'that:they should be allowed
to erect dwelling urits on lots with 50 foot width. rather than
the newly mandated 55 foot width, and that 4f they were forced
to build with a 55 foot width-requirement, they would lese the

use of 41 lotn,..:dr TS AT B B NS e

The question here is clearly ons of gt:*utory inter-

pretation, The pertinent zoning repgulations are found in

Section .B02.3 entitled Specisl Regulations for Certain Existin

Developments or Subdivisions and for Small Lots or Tracte in

D. R, Zones. (Bill No. 100, 1970,) The appropriate sections

read as follows: S

"A. In D. R. zones, contrary provieions uf this article

of or to

g, the p
this subsection shall apply to the use, occupancy,
and development of, the alteration or expansion of
d with

upon, and
respect to: (Bill No. 100, 19105)
1, Any lot whica ic ina recorded residential sub-
division approv~d by the Baltimore County Planning
Board or Baltimore County Planning Commission and

which has been nsed, oceupied, or improved in

with the app ision plan;
(8411 No. 100, 1970.) it -

2. Any land in a subdivision tract which was 1laid

LEien

| appsal, fled Fabruary 10, 1978 (a copy of which s attached hereto and mods @ part hersof),

[
|

|
!

i Yl




e = 9 0 o & o w'

B B B

3

out in accordance with the regulations of resi-
. dence roning classifications mow rescinded, for

ywhich a subdivizion plan tentatively qurwnd by

e ., _the Planning Board remains in effect, and which
*y =.. haz mot been used, occupied, or improved in ac-
.17 yar¢ cordance with such plan; (B111 Ko, 100, 1970.)
3.’ Any lot, or tract of lots in einple ownership,
.. -which is mot In an existing development or sub-
.+ 1i1 ~.division as described in Subparagraph 1 or 2 and
which ic too small In gross area to accommodate
: 8ix dwelling or density units in accordance with

the maximum permitted deneity in the D. R. zone

¢ 4n which such tract is located; or 3 (Bill Reo.
t- £ 100, 1970.) 4T I - LU
¢ 4, Any lot, or tract of lots in single owmership,
. .. @o.n which 18 not in an existing davelopment or sub-
«+  : division as described in Subparagraph 1 or 2 and
. which is less than one-half acre in area, regard-

less of the number of dwelling or density units
¢ that would be permitted at the maximum permitted
. i\ dencity in the zons in which it is locared.’
.+ (Bill No. 100, 1970.,) v
5 Any lot, or tract of lots in single ownership

* which 1s in a duly recorded subdivision plat not

.. approved by che Baltimore County Flanning Board

B8

5 R BR

and necespary for the construction of single dwelling resi-

dences in the 1070's. The owacr of the lots har no vested

rights simply by vittue of a rieorded subdivision plat of 1929
vintage, and wiil not bo substantially deprived of his right
to ercet dwellings in nncordznce with the zoning regulations.

All he will suffer is some loss =€ anticipoced profics. This,

of course, while never desiveble from the developers viewpoint,

it o not sufficlent jurtification to elrcumvent the zoning
repgulations in this enlightencd era.

Fhus in the court's vicw, the lots in question are
covercd under the provisions of 4.5 of 1802,3, The savings
clause of Section 304 docs not offer succor to the appellants

because of their ownership of sufficient adjoining land to

comply with the statute, Furthern-ve the fact that there have

been no regulstions fssued purs t to 504 ceems to be of no
importance here. 1In the view the court takes of the matter the
broad languape of 1B02.3 overridecs the other sections of the
stotute,

“Therefore the decigion of Lhe Board of Appeals is

hercby AFFIR(ED '~ this  day of January, 1977,

! Williow U. Brannen, Judge

Diztated in chambers
January 6, 1977

Ao oo

® =

or Planning Comalssien, (BL11 No. 100, 1970.)"
Tae two kots in question are adjoined by Land owned
by the Appellants on either side of sufficient sfze on which to
ercct homes, albeit with the probability of losing lots due to
the width requirement. Furthermore the lots are each less than
ene-half acre in size and cach is too small to accomodate six
dwelling or density units under the existing zoning, .

+ As our Courc of Appeals has stated on many occasions,
courts will not substitute their judgment for that of the ad-
minfstrative authority acting within ite pcuers if the fssue
involved is fairly debatable and if the action of the adminis-
trative authority is not arbitracy and copricious and which
would rerult in a denial of duc process of law as prohibited
by Article 23 of the Declaration of Rights of the Maryland

Constitutlon, American 0il Co. v. Board of Appeals, 270 Md,
301, at prge 310 (1973). It is also fmportant to notc the
lanzuage steted in Shapire v. Kontpomery County Council, 269
Md. 389 (1973), which quoted with approval the case of Eger v,
Stone, 253 Md. 533 (1969): . ... .. . ¢
:* oo .'"e have made Lt quite cleer that if the issue
. . before the administrative body is 'fairly debatable', |
. the courts will not substitute their judpgment for
that of the administrative body..."
"This rule will be adhered to cven if we were of

+the opinion that the administrative body came to a

O R T TS

P LUt

UNREPORTED
1IN THE COURT OF SPECIAL APPEALS

OF MARYLAND

Ne. 120

September Term, 1977
MV 25117 aM 4

P
=]

conclusfon we probably would not have reached om

the evidence," A G
In the ecase at bar it appears to this court that the
action of the Soard of Appeals wag nelther arbitravy nor ca-
pricious and the record suply supports the Doard's.decisfen,

Furthermore even if the usual arbitrory and capriciocud
standard be not applicd, this court is constrained to affirm
because of the inte:pretation chis court places upon the sta-
tute in question.

James E, Dyer, Deputy Zoning Cowmlssioner of Baltimor
County, testified on behalf of Lhe Appelleze and was described
by the Board "as probably the forevost authority,..on ow:
regulations", Mr. Dyer's testivony included an interpretation
of the roning regulations. While the ultimate decision concern-
ing the intention of the zoning regulations wae the Board's
(and now thie Court's), the court feels that the Board was
correct in permitting such Interpretive testimony, as well as
prior testimony by Mr. George Pryor, Mr, James Byrnes and Mr.
Dbonald Johnson #6 an aid in ascertainfog the true intention of
the zoning regulations, Amalgamaced Casualty Ins. Co. V. Helms,
239 Md. 529 (1964). el

. 1 - Furthermore the court agrees with Mr. Dyer's inter-

pretation. He testified that "A.3, A.4 and A.5 category lota
overlap from time to time". This testimony when read in con-

junction with the wording of the regulations clearly puts the
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In th's appeal we are called upon to decide whether the Clrcuit Court
for Baltimore County (Brannan, J.) was correct In Jffirming a decizion of the
Baltimore County Board of Appeals, denying bullding paimits for two lots owned
by appellant, Mardo Homes, Inc. Our conclusion in this regard is dependaut
upon our construction of Article 1B, Section iB02.3 of the Baltimore County Zoning

inatic. as to whether s lots are lots as

» and our d
described In subparagraphs A.3, A.4, and/or A.S of that regulation, If the lots

are A.3 and A.4 (as well as A.5) lots, then thay are subject to certain minimum

width which they do not meet. If they are exclusively

A.5 lots, then they are not subject to these requirements, and the denlal of the
permits can enly be regarder. as arbitrary and capricious,

The facts underiying this controversy are not in dispute, and may be
quoted from Judge Brannan's opinion:

*This c:se involves a timely appeal from the March 5th
1976 order of the Baltimore County Board of Appeals, which
affirmed denlal of two bullding permits by the Department of
Permits and Licenses of Baltimore County.

"The Appe'lants had applied for building permits No.
63255 and 63256 for construction of homes on two lots. Each
lot measures 50 feet in width by 135 feet in depth. The zoning
on the property is D.R. 5.5, and the lots in question are ymong
ZB4 lots owned by the Appellants In a subdivision, the subdi-
vision plat of which was recurded in March, '929, some 16 years
prior to the advant of zoning in Baltimore County. There was no
approval of this subdivision plat by the Baltimore County Planning
Beard sinez the Planning Bourd was not in existence at that time.

"Interspersed throughout and among the lots which the
Appellants own and !ntend to develop are approximately .20
exlsting detached houses owned by single families. Appel-
iants contended at the Board of Appeais that they should be
< ved to erect dwelline units on lots with 50 foot widths

provisiens of this arti

1nts in queetion within the purview of the chart printed in
1802,3.C,1, in which the minimum lot wideh for D.R. 5.5 io
55 feat, An annlysis of the Balticore County Zoning Regulations,

Seetion 1B0Z,3,A = 1-5, indfcatez that in 2 D,R. zone, gontrary

> notwithstanding, the pv-visjonc of
the gubsection ghall apr -~ to tha development of any lot, or
tract of lors in single cwnership which g in a duly recorded
pubdivisien plat which has not been appeoved by the Planning
Board,

At oral argument in this c=se, counsel for both

sides placed great weight on the theory that these lots fell
into the A.3 and A.4 catepery as well as the importance of
Sactions 304 and 504 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations.|

Obviously, these sections of the regulations were
meant, inter alia, to bring the lot width of recorded sub-
division plats into the modern era. As Professor Williams
ctates in American Land Plsnning Jaw, Volume II, at page 145
£f, one of the more difficult problems in zoning involves -I:hc
question of whether a developer can build on an existing res-
{dential lot which was of legal sime when subdivided but which
hae become noncorplying becsuse of the adoption of requiremente
for a larger lot size or lot width, Professor Williams leans
to the view that if the redesignation is rcasonable it should
be upheld, The court agrees and finds that the lor width

adopted by Baltimore County of 55 feet is reasonable, desirable

-2~

rather than the newly mandated 55 foot width, and that if they
were forced to bulld with a 55 foot width requirement, they
would lose the use of 41 lots.”

As Judge Brannan noted further on In his opin‘an, the question here is clearly
1

one of statutory construction.

I
The regulatios to be constried provides as follows:

“102.3 -- Special Regulations for Certain Existing Develop-
meats or Subdivisions and for Smail Lots or Tracts in D.R. Zones.

A. In D.R. zones, zontrary provisions of this article
notwithstanding, the pro-isions of or pursuant to
this subsection shall apply to the use, occupancy,

. and 1 of, the or of
upon, and
with respect to:

1. Any lo* which Is In a recorded residential
subdivision approved by the Baltimore County
Planning Board or Balt'more County Planning
Commission and which tas been used, occupled,

ved In with the d
subdivision plan;

2. Any land in a subdivision tra. wvhich was laid

out in with the it s
zonlng classifications now rescinded,
subdivision plan tentatively approved by the
Planning Joard remains in effect, and which hae
not ben used, or improved in

o
for which a

with suci plan;

The construction or Interpretation of & statute is a question of law, not of
fact. Onthis issue .2 are not, " by the fairly deb I
stardard. Kassab v. Burkhardt, 34 Md. App. 693, 704, 368 A. 2d 1064 (1577).
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3. Any lot, or tract of lots In single ownership, which
18 not in an existing development or subdivision as
described In subparagraph L or 2 and which is too
s small in gross arca to accommodara six dwelling or
density units In accordance with the maximum
permitted density In the D.R. zone in which such
tract {s located; or

. - 4, Any lct, or wract of lots In single ownership, which
18 not in an existing development or sutdivision as
described in subparagraph 1 or 2 and which is less
than one-half acre In area, regardless of the number
of dwelling or density units that would be permitted
Gt the, maximum permitted density in the zone in vrhich
it Is located.

§. Any lot, or tract of lots in single ownership which
is in a duly recorded subdivision plat not approved
by the Baltimore Gounty Planning Roard or Ploaning
Commission.

B. Standards Applicable tc ExIsting Developments Ete, The
minimum standards for net lot area, lot width, front-yard
depth, single-side-yard width, sum of widths of both yards,
rear-yard depth, cnd height with respuct to each use in a

x in h A1, above, shall
e zs prescribed by the zoning iegulations applicable to
such use at the time the plan was spproved by the Planniyy
Board or Gommission; however, the same or simllar standard.
may be codified and comparable bulk (helght or area) stand-
ards for different uses may be blished and
codified under Section 504, and these standards shall
thereupon control in such existing developments. Devel-
opment of any d ibed in Az
shall be in d with the tentatively app
subdivision plan therefor. Stiadards for development of
lots or trocts described in subparagraphs A.3, A.4 or A.S
shall be as set forth In Paragraph C, below.

G. Development Standards for Small Lots or Tracts.

1. Any dwelling hercafter censtructed on a lot or tract
described in subparagraph A.3 or A.4 shall comp!
with the requirements of the following table:

3 -7-

units under present zoning. It Is indisputed that appellants’® lots are not in

- an exlsting subd as in lor 2 {§.e., one for which

a plan has been apnroved or tentatively approved) and that they are too small
to accommodate six dwelling or density units under pres=nt zoning. Thu.,

d d

appellants® lats come within the clear and

in subparagraph A.3. With respact to subparagraph A.4, appellanis* lots agaln

are not lcts In an existing or d as i In subpai
graph 1 or 2, and are each less than one-half acre in area. T'us, appellants'

lots are also lots in A.4. While ! lots come

within the description contained in subparagraphs 4.5 as well, this does not
in any way negate the fact that they also come within the clear and unamoiguous
z

in A3 and A4,

Appellants advance a different interpretation of paragraph A in support
of thei: contention that their lots z.e e.-clusively A.5 lots. Appellants contend

that;

2,

Appellee Baltl County has to show a adminis-
trative Interpretation that A.3, A.4 and A.S category lots sometimes overlap.
Appellants have attempted to negate this showing. As we have found the plain
wording of the statute to be clear and unambiguous, we need not look to admin-

Istrative Purifoy v. Deposit and Trust Compary,
supra. We note, however, that the interpretation of the statute by James E.
Dyer, Deputy Zoning Co: of County, Dby the Board
of Appeals “as probably the foremost Y o o o OO OUr o

with our own.

Mot e | Wittt | Sy i
Net Lot »nlea 3 Front=Yord | tngivid.el | Sice-Yood | Yord
£ D | Acen par Widrhe,' | Depth, Side Yord, idrhs,
< ouificetion | Duelling Unitfia Feer " | in Feet | infoot | inFest | o paus
. 1 0,050 T £ £ -l
rvare feot
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Square Feet o ®
o.x. 10.5 3,000 n 0
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bE 15 |7,%0 ) W =
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2. Other stondards for development of small lots or
tracts as so described shall be as set farth in
provisions adopted pursuant to the autl of

. Section 504, i

D. An amendment to any part of a development plan Involying
c:‘llglrlnropehr:y subject to the pravisions of this subsection
shall not be subject to the provisions of Paragra;
subsection 1B01,3," ol

It is readlly apjarent that, while paragraph B states that “[sltandarcs

for aavelopment of lots or tracts described In subparegraphs A.3, A4 or A.5 shall

he as set forth in Peragraph ©. below® (Emphasis added), paragraph C states only
that, "Any dwelling hereafter constructed on a lot or tract descrived In subpara-
graph A.3 or A.4 s 'l comply with the requirements of the foliowing table . , , , *

No is made for a on a lot or troct described in ’

subparagraph A.5, Although subparagraph C.2 states that "[olther standards for
development of small lots or tracts as 50 describad shall be as set forth in

provisions adopted pursuant to the authority of Section $04," no such provisloas

* Were ever adopted.  Thus, It would appear that any lot or tract which falls

exclusively within subparagraph A.S would have no applicable development

requirements,
Appellants contend that thelr lcts are exclusively lots described In

subparagraph A.5 and, thercfore, that there are no development requirements

applicable to these lots. Thus, 2L, that the D of
Permits and Licenses erred in denying their parmits on the geound that the minimum

lot width requirement was not met. If appellants are correct in their assertion that

there are no to their lots, then they are
correct In thelr conclusion that the permits should have been Issued.

Baltimore County {appellee) contends, however, that appellants® lots are
not only lots described in subparagraph A.5, but are also lots described In sub-
poragraphs A.3 and A.4. Thus, Ballimore County contends that és the lots are

zoned D.R.5.5, the 55 fool minimum lot width set out in the table, and made

10 jots in A3 or A4, is applicable to
appellants' lots. As appellants' lots are only 50 feet wide, appellee contends
that the denlal of the permits was not arbitrary or capricious, but rather ¢ atirely

proper.

The basic les of ¥

were h y set
out by the Gourt of Appeals in State v, Fabri'z, 276 Md. 416, 421-22, 348 A, 2d

275 (1975), cert. dented, 425 U.S, 942 {i974):

“The cardinal rule in the constivetion of statutes is to effect-
uate the real and actual Intention of the Leglslature. Purifoy v,
Merc.-Safe Dop. & Trust, 273 Md. 58, 327 A. 2d 483 [1974); Seoville
Serv., Inc. v, Comptroller, 269 Md. 390, 306 A. 2d 534 (1973
Height v. State, 225 Md. 251, 170 A, 2d 212 (1961). Equally well
settled s the principle that statutes are Lo be construed reasonably
with roference to the purpose to bo accomplished, Walker v.
Montgomery County, 2°4 Md. 98, 223 A. 2d 18] (1966), and in light
of the evils or mischie: sought to be remedied, Mitchell v, State,
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115 Md. 360, B0 A. 2d 1020 (1911); in other words, every statutory
enactment must be “considered In its entirety, and in the context
of the purpose underlying [iis] enactment, * Glant of Md. v. State's
Attorney, 267 Md. 50! at 509, 298 A. 2d 427, at 432 (1973 . Of
course, a statute should be construed according to the ordinary
and natural import of its luiguage, since it is the language of the
statute which constitutes the primary source for determining the
legislative intent. 7"osvenor V. Supervisor of issess., 271 Md
232, 315 A, 2d 75 #4); Helght v, State, supra. Wher there s
no amblguity or o. = urity in the language of a statute, the 2 I=
usually no need to look to rtain the of the
Legislature. Purifoy v. Merc.-Safe Deposit & Trust, supra. Thus,
where statutory language ie plain and free fr~m ambiguity and
expresses a dofinite and sensible meaning, courts are not at liberty
to disregard the natural import of words with a view towards making
the statute express an Intention which is different from its plain
meaning. Gatewood v. State, 244 Md. 609, 224 A. 2d 677 (1966).
On the other hand, as stated in }Misquire v. Stata, 192 Md, 615,
623, 65 A. 2d 299, 302 (1949, '!aldherence to the meaning of
words does no* require or permit isolation of words from thelr
context “***[sincc] the meaning of the plainest words in a statute
may be controlled by the context . . . . ' ' In constiuing statutes,
therefore, results that are unreasonable, illogical or inconsistent
with common serse should be avolded whenever possible consistent
with the statutory language, with the real legislative intention
prevailing over the intention Indicated by the literal meaning, B. F.
ul v, West ‘ark, 250 Md. 707, 246 A. 2d 591 (1968);
nza v, Md. Board ol Censors, 245 Md. 319, 226 A. 2d 317 (1967);
Height v, St:te, supra.

to the

hpplying these

now beling

that under the plain wording of section iB02.3, lots are lots d

In subparagraphs A.3, A.4 and A.5. The 55 foot minimum width requirement made

11 lots.

applicable to A.3 and A.4 lots is, - to

Subparagraph A.3 lots include any lot which Is not In an existing devel-

opment or a5 in 1or 2 [that is, a subdivision

for which a plan has been d (A1) or d and remains

in effect (A.2)] and which is too small to accommodate six dwcllings or dansity

8-

Al deals with lots in recorded and approved subdivisions,
A2 deals In ‘entatively approved subdivisions, A3 and Ad deal with
lots not ' an existing subdivision, ond AS deals with lots ina
recorded subdivision not approved by the Baitimore Gounty Planning
Beard or Flanning Commission. A3 and A4 clearly deal with lots
not in existing subdivisions, and AS deals with lots in recorded
subdivisions, "

This interpretation ignores the plain wording of subparagraphs A.3 and A4,
Categorles A.3 ~nd A.4 Include more th lots not in existing subdivisions, Thoy
include lots "not in an existing developmant or subdivision as_described in
Subparagraph 1 and 2" (Emphasis added), that is, lots not in ¢n existing dovelop-

ment cr subdivision with ved (see sub h A.l) or d

(see subparagraph A.2) plans. As previously noted, appellants' lots are not in an

existing i with or d plans. They come,

therefore, within the definition of A,3 and A.4 lots.

n
Having concluded that appellants' lots are A.3 and A.4 (as well as A.5)
lots and, therefore, subject to the 55 foot minimum width requirement, we must
wext determine whether appellants should nevertheless have been granted a permit
pursuant to Baltimore County Zoning Regulations, Acticle 2, Section 304, That
Section provides: .
"Section 304 -~ USE OI' UNDEKSIZED SlNéLE*FAMlLY LOTS
A one-family dwelling may be erected on a lot having an area

or width at the building line less than that required by the height and
area regulations, provided;

a. That such lot shall have been duly recorded either by deed ur
in a validly approved subdivision prior to adoption of these
Regulations; ard

-9
b. That all other requirements of the height ond area regula-
tions are complied with; and
©. That the owner of the lot does not own suificient zdjoining
land to conform substantially to the widtn and area
requirements,
The lower court, the Board of Appeals and the Zoning Department all found that
the lots In question are adjoined by land on either side, owned by the appellants,
of sufficient size to conform to the lot width requirements. This finding, far from
being “clearly erraneovs® is not even In dispuie. Accordingly, Article 2, Section
304 affords appellants no solace, iz Article 2, § 304(c).
Having concluded that appellants® lots are subject to the 55 foot minimum

width contz ined in

County Zoning Regulations, Article 13,
Section 1B02.3, and that appellants’ lots do not meet this requirement, it follows

that the permits ware projerly denled.

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED, COSTS
TO BE PAID BY APPELLANTS.

Posted for: co—

Petitioner: _._‘M:u_» :I_.ﬁf;ntﬂ»
e LR R

Laocation of Signs:.
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SURJECT. Baltimore_Caunty. s Henty.J. Knott
' Attached please find a copy of the Opinion and Order showing

that we were successful in the ~btve-entitled case.
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Peter Max Zimmerman
Assistant County Solicitar i
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20NING g, TMENT

' 1 APPEAL FROM DENIAL t OMN REMAND FROM THE
g::m‘qﬂ?ﬁ"ﬂ%‘s : CIRCUIT COURT
Homes, Inc., Owner

Dundee Village Partnerhip $ FOR
gx::‘l;is‘u:‘c‘::;mcﬁon Corpany : BALTIMORE COUNTY
m:m = Appellants t AT LAW

: Misc. Docket No. __ 10

i Folio No. 99

H ¥ File No. _5.6!1_

This cose involves an appeal from the denial of application for twe
building permits, @ evidensed by a letter of Ducember 17, 1975 from John J, Fronce,
of the Depariment of Permits and Licenses of Baliimare County, oddressed to Mr. Henry 1.

Knott, reading os iollows:

“The above referenced applications have been dis= |
approved by the zoning department, therefore | have
no allernative but to cancel same.

"Your comstruction plans will be held in this office
for 30 days. Pleass pick them up ! your convenience.

"} am enclezing o copy of the zoning department's
disapproval <nd if you have any furtler questions,
please contact Mr. Eric DiNerna, 494-3331."

The Zaning Deparmentidisopproval was evidenced by the letter from

Mr. 5. Eric DiNenna, Zonfng Commissioner, cited above, which reads s follovis:

“This office ha. reviowed the cbove referenced building
permit epplications, This is e ~dvise you that Section 304
of Ihe Baltimare County Zoning Regulations states that a
one=fomily dwelling, having an arce or width at ihe building
line less than that required by the height end area regulations,
may be erccted, provided that, amony ather requirements, ‘the
ovner of the lot doss not own sufficiet a Yand to

land ta con-
form substantially to the widih and oreo requirements.”

"The existing zoning of the subjzct properties requires a lot
lot iew of the foct that

width of 55 feet for coch buildi

1 pormits.
Since it 1= and has beeo for meny yeoa the opproved practice of the

i [N srmiiE witheo! e epmoial
Depadment cf Ten i Licemes 1o refuse fo fsue by g peimits vrithou! e oppoval

of [Zoning) Flanning, loard can find nothing asbilrary of copriciaus by the rofusal of

- Blda. Per, Nos. 63255 and 63256

the Doparimant of Pormits and Licomes fo issus this building permit. ;

This brings s 15 the question of whether or not the Zoning Commissioner |
was a:bitrary and/or capricious in odvising the Doportment of Pormits and Licenses e “
quoted above.  Mr. DiNenna's opinion was predicated upon Section 304 of the Boltionors
County Zoning Regulations, opparently on the theory that the awner of the lots owns :
sulficient adjcining lund 1o confomn substantially fo the widih and orea requirements.

I hias been argued by the Appellant extensively ond with comsiderable
force ihat this provision has been medified by Bill 100 (1970), new codificd ut Section
1602.3.  He pointed out, in ".r‘ argument and memorandum, thet under that Section,
adopied by the Planning Boord, and reference 16 that seetion C 1. ond 2. indicates that
standards were adopted for rouds clasified o 1802.3A. 3 or A4, but that no stardurd:

|
have been adopted by the said paregraph C with regards o proporty deseribed in 102,

!
|
|
parograph A5, his clieat's propeity is nat restricicd by ony standards of development ;
i
|
|
(A5).  Apparently though neglect or inadvertence the Planning S1off and/or the :
Hlanning Boardfuial 15 includo A.5 lots in the minimum reqivements, c: thay were author-
ized fe do under Se<tion 504 of the Baltimory County Zoning legulations (o' Bill 100, |
1970}, The Appellont may, have wall been right in b croument e @ techrical |
matte:, and the Board finds that the Planning Board hes certoinly been remiss or athenvive
in error, for whatever reason, in not odopling olher provisions pursuant fa the authority i‘
of Section 504, (Perhaps becawse of some doubts of the Plrnning Bourd's proper legal |
or comstitulional authority under Section 504). W feel this is a maticr « bich shoutd bs .

detennined, in any cvent, by another forum, bui under the prosent clicunstences we corn

find no rewon to detorming

v en fack or low that the Departmant of Pear'is and Licenses

avied in on arbiltary er copriciow manncr in refusing tn grant the bui

The decision of that Department, es expressed in their latter of Decomber 17, 1975,

therefore, be affimed.

parmits equeted.

Bldg. Pe-. Nos. 63255 and 67256 -3 - -

ORDER

For the reaons set forth in the eforegaing Opinicn, 11 this 5t

day of March, 1976, by ihe County Boord of Appeals ORDERED, that the decision of

the Depastment of Permits and Licemes of Baltimore County dosying the building pormits

o5 expressed i thair lotter of Docember 17, 1975, be ar 4 the same is hareby AFFIRMER,
Any appeal from this decision must ! . accordanee with Rules B-1 to

B-12 of the Maryland Rules of Procedure.

COUNTY BOARD GF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COIJNTY;*

‘r
@

BA

JONN ). DILLON, 1
Chairan

LENRERS
RUREAL OF
ENGINEEAING

BEFARTUENT o
THARFIE EnGINEEw

RUBLAL OF
FIKE PREVENTION

=G The Zoning Advisory Committee has ~eviewsd tis plans
£ ROADS Comuisaim

LTIMORE COUNTY ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Roril 9, 1973 -

#r. teary J, Knott
2 West University Parkway
R Baltimore, Maryland 21218

RE: Variance Petition
Tten 150
tenry J. Knott - Petitioner

Dear Mr. Knotts

submitted with the above refnrenced petiticn and hos made on
on site fleld inspection of tha aronerty, Tha following
comments are a result of this review and insnection,

These corments are not intended to indicate the snoro-
priateness of tne 2oning action recuusted, hut to sssure that
all parties are made aware of olans or nrohlems with regard
to the development plans thet ray heve » hesring on this case.
The Director of Planning may file & written resort with the
* | Zoning Comissicner with recommendrtions a3 to the ~oproarisce-

ness of the requested zoning.

The rubject proparrs is located on the east sice of Lodge
Farm Road between day Front Rord anc Soarraws Point Rund,
fn the I5th District of seltimore County. This preperty,
which {s Zoned 0R 5.5 and fs known as Lodse Forest, consists
of several hundred Tots in the subdivision, The origina!
subdivision was croated severs! yrars before zoming was
established in 3altimore County, 8nd as 4 result there sre
Gany undersized lats [n zomarison to minimum lot sizes today,
The patitionertas accunulsted 254 of these individual lots
2nd {3 now requesting variances ransing from minioums of 40 Feat
in wigth to 53-1/2 feex in width instead of the reduired 55 fest.

The Cosmittae's first imression was for the netftioner
to aaply for a resubdivision of the sroserties and comly with
today's standards, This wouls negate the necessity of miss
varfances. The petitioner, “mwever, would losa & certain nusbor
of these potential housing 35, and he {5 tharefore requesting
this Varfance,

Since watc- ind sewer ars availablead serving most of
the area ang rost of tie rosds are constructed, nd the neritiorer
has alected nat to consider resubdivis’on, this Committes his

Hr, Kenry J. Knott
ITtem 150
April 9, 1973

no further comments.

This petitica is accented for filing on the dite of the enclosed
filing certificate, Notice of the hedring dete and time, which will he
hold not less than 30, wr more than 90 days after the date on the Filing
certificate, will be forwarded to you in the nesr future.

Very teuly yours,
oA & Cdlon 4
Jomn g1 OILLO, R,

C n,

haf¢ma
Zontng Advisory Comittes

/

3420190
(Enclosure)
cct Humin & Schlaefman, Inc,,

15 01¢ Padonta Road
Cockeysville, Maryland 210%)




" Item #1350 (1972-1973)
Owner: Henry J. Kno“t

Paga -
Mareh 27, 1773

Item 4150 (1972-1973)
5 Property Owner: Henry J. Fnott

Page
March 27, 1973 =

Balttmore Gounty, Marglad
Bepartment Of Public Works

COUNTY GFFICE BUILDING

—————BartiMore County, IMARYLAND
DepartMENT OF HEALTH—

. MARYLAND 21204 Highways: (Cont'd)
£ hway improvements, including highuay right-of-vay wide tother with Mator and Sundtuey Sewsr: :(Cont'd)
PrEsmt warch 27, 1973 L1101 S tor ight Biaianoe s1 thn Tt Inapsection i . meSebuiey Pe o s S
easements for slopes will be required in -uan.lu ‘hydran also ‘Tequired JEFFERSON BUILDING CONALD J. ROOP,
of these lots. Therefors, the plan should be revised accordinglys throighout the subidot sres. TOWSON, MARYLAND 31204 Fekcuary 23, 1973 i bt et

Sediment Control: Very truly yours,

ATLEC st s e e SBpntelan
on ., ing Lvai public s
Re: n— #150 (1973491!) h ;\;m property. A gndu. t is, 'u.nrqn, necessary for mwg."', 1fnluding m;ﬂngm, P':'r
rm of Lodgs Farm Rd., batweon Bay Front Bd. and Sparrovs e > ainseriog
Toint N ENDsEAM: FWR:8s Mr. §. Eric DiNemna, Zoning Commis:
Present, M.u: D.B. 55 Cffice of Planning and Zoning
Proposed Z n 1801.2C.4 to permit County Offfce Building
gﬁ‘.“}; ggl :‘ 'lg-’l: JI&; h;.!h' 501, s‘,'d‘. it i mhv'i“:s:lumror accommodating otorm water or drainage have not been indicated on Towson, Maryland 21206
.181, 51.f required

Dear Mr. DiNenna:

permit sstbacks from the senterline of the -uuu of lass
than required 50! for those iots specifically listed and
lm on the submitted plans of the Lodge Forest

The Petitioner mist provide rececsary drainage facilitien (temporsry or permanent)
to prevent creating any mmsnwumm properties, espacially by tha
cencentration u!' -u-hm waters. Correctic: of any problem which may result, due to
improper grading or improper install=tion of drainage facilities, wowld be the full

Samuel A. Bellestri

nts on Iter 150, Zoning Advisory Commlttee Meeting
73, are = follows:

Com
Februacy 20,

Distrist Sen n!wnl!.bluty f the Petitiomr, §§ :h:“uﬂ n Jz,',,f,’ . 3“ e
Dezr Mr, DiNenna: 111 Tax Map Picperty Owner: Henry J. Knoct

Storm drain improvements will be required in connection with the dev:lopmert of Location: EfS of Lodge

luld &
nt Zoainmg: D.

rm Rosd, between Bay Fromt
rows Point Boulevard

‘these lotn,

The following comments are furnished in regard to the plat submitted to this office
for review by the Zonins Advisory Committse in connection with the subject item.

The property to be developed is located adjacent to the watsr front. LB Petaticher
“s advised that the p. per ssctions of the Baltimore County Buildiig Cods r.
followed whereby elevation limitations are placed on first floor lsvels of nnu-nuu
xd commercial development and other spacial features are

Water and Sanitiry Sewer:

Public water supply and -mury ‘sewerage are either available or cm be made
available to serve these lots.

5

ce from Section 1B01.2C.4 to

t lot widths of 40',46.4',47.5',47.56
18° d of

Jenercl:

The 28 lots, which are '-b- Wnt of this Petition for Variances, comprise the
lhrmlhrc!mmdld ta remaining -:mnammmkum
of all of the recorded lots, improwed and bined, within the
indicated on the submitted plan,

Davelopment of the properties saoculd be referred to the Joint Subdivision
Committee and will require execution of Public Works Agreements for highway
and utility improvements raquired.

Bighuays:

The rvads indicated on tha sutmitted plat are as shown on the recorded pll!l
of the subdivisions lmlv'd., generally \mh Jao—rom. righta-of-way, Some tt
Toads will be required to or tes

with Cmd.,

Lodge Farm Road, Lodge i'orest Road, Bay Front Recad and Sparrows loint h:hurd
are proposed to bs improved in the future as minimum k0-foot closed-type roadway

cross e tions on S0-foot hts-of-way. An other roads indicated on the sutmitted
plat are praposed to be improved in the future as 30-foot closed-type roadway
cross-sections on minimum hO-foot rights-ul-way.

Murln
No.Acres:

Construct’sn of public water main and samitary mrago extensions w1l be

required in connsction with the development of these lots. Metropolican warer and sewer must be extended to serve

this project.

Twelve (12)construstion drawings have been prepared for the construstion of
B-inch sanitary sewmrage to serve the existing homes within the subject area per
Job Order 1-2-339 as a proposed HUD project. These plans mre drawings #69-091) thru

7, 70-00L6, 70-0047 and 70-0631, File 1, Further information in this repard may
be cbtained from the Baltinore County Bureau of Engineering.

Very truly yours,

Although many of the subject lots will be sewered by this project, additional
sanitary sewerage will be required to serve the subject area in its entireiy,

e i, Daviin, Dirsctds
BUREAU OF ENVIRONNENTAL SERVIGES

@ .. o

&2
BOARD OF EDUCATION
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Sehool Jituation:

Sept. 20, 1572
School Ensollment Capucity Over/linder
TOWSON, MARYLAND - 21204 Chesapeake Terrace El. 297 37 =TT
: Ganoral Stricker Jr. Hi. |6i: b3 +81
e e Sparrows Polnt Sr. Hi. 14 1705 -299
© M. 8. Zric DilNeans Projections: £
Towson, Maryland 2120), u School LAEreiE 19_Th 19_15 ls;“'fﬁ f;p:‘-"f
¥ 3 z Chesapeake Terr, El. zat 273 on 2
e 2.4.C. Meeting of; Tussday Fabruary 20, 1973 Gedr Stelskor dri M. 154 5 114'3’5 ugg |§§§
Property Owner: H-nx-y.] Knost Sparrows Point Sr. Hi. 30 1280 13k0 1280
Lecation: f Lodge Farm Read, betweon Bay Front Read and Sparzows Point
Present Zoning: n R 3.5 Lvd. Budgeted Construction:

Estimatod
School Status Gapacity  To Open
Chesapeaks Terr. El. Add'n Need Const. Funds 305 FY 75

Prograrmed Constructicn: /Subject to availability of funds)

Setal Gmely Do Doe

¢d, the entire area shauld District: 15

Vary truly yours

| Dear Mr. DiNemna:

Hichael 5.
Traffic

f <
! : SEE ATTACHED SHEET &n;.yh Student Yield: Elementary Jurdor High Senior MMgh

Present Zoning: D.R. 5.5 97 < 57 23

Very truly yours,

Proposed Zoning:  Same JURFT 57 28

WNF/=l W. Nick Fetrovich
- s Fleld Representative

Comments concerning effact on school housing mattrs:
No change that would effect student populaticn.

. EMBUIC PABKE, sviwaenr MARCUS . BETEAMS
EUBENE C MEI, wes. mmtatat HREERN N waGrAn
MRS WOGEWT L SEANCY

T mAvARG wiLLiAns 4
MEMAND w. TRAESY. VM

ALvin Loseze MAS. WIEHARD 5w
SOINUA B WHEELER, worinmrimenns X




® :
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

OFF(CE OF .
Esm TI-M G . 1 TOWSON, MD,,____Apeil 1071
= - ; THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the annexed adverticement was
809 Eastern Bivi vare Couni,
Essex, ¥, 21221 st 30 -1973 : S Comerys PiE" bl published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weckly newspaper printed
and published in Towsoe, Baltimore Count;, Md., cucerincusch
THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement of * xt. oo tise. .. sEEsecsieocuels beforo the. Lith_ ..
3. Fric Dinenna i :
Zoning Comaiasioner of Baltimore Gounty i ¢ay of K ..., 19.73, the finst publication
was inserted in ESSEX TIMES & weekly news- sppearing o the. ---.-264b. day of. .. A1l
paper published in Baltinore County, Marylund, once & week T
o A ssupoossie weelgd before the : Granted by
30 dayof aprid 1973 ; that isto say, ! | 5 £ ZC, BA, CC, CA

the same was inserted in the issuey of ipril 26, 1973. e
o .

R Change in outline or description___Yes

Frevious case: Map # —Ha

Stromberg Publications,

Inc.
Publisher.

o by
fde Foslsd.
CERTIFICATE OF POSTING H3-29G7 7jf,‘.. Tl wbzﬁé"’

ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE
?’u’v fn—/t

sy e g

Conin. Doten 4T B sow Lo Tt Bl
= = .._M.tﬁ}l’-- e X5

< litl'uuhlr i
Sestal, of an Appeal

| _(Twelye (12) Signs! C
E/S p{.?od‘g-)ruip_‘ ’g“

Henry J.
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