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1, or ws, Jegal owner. _ of the propenty sifaste in Baitimore
Couniy and which i described in the description and plat sttz-hed hereto and tasde a part herwof,
Iharby patition (1) that the toning siatas of the herein described property be reclmsified, purmant

o the Zosing Law of Baltimers County, from an...--...PRzh oeoeeeioooean w00e e
cnernnneecaRBMLAEL ... ....2008; for ‘e following ressons:

Erros
which

and for changes in ard in the since
of the Zoning Map, which change is more fully described in the Memor-

andum

in the Zoning classification of DR-1 placed on the Zoning Map.
error is more fully in the ¥ filed

£iled herewith.

See attached desoription

Preparty is to by posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning

Regulations.

L or wa, sg1ee to pay expensss of sbove re-clamification sad/or Special Esception advertisiag,
posting, wic., upom Aling of this petition, and further agree 1o aad are to be bound by the Jaing
ragulstions and restrictiens of Baitimors Cousty sdopied purruant io the Zoning Law for Baltimore
Couaty.

ROCKLAND HOLDING CORPORATION

Ak Tyl fyense i
u%.!ﬂl.&. Commissioner of Batimore County, .'ﬁb.“.”ﬁ:] faiis

_____ -, 198KT3, that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, »s
e Joning Law of Baltimore Counly, in two newspapers of general cireulation through-

LA day of September. -, 19873, at 10: M w'elock

Truiag, Comsalactones of Baliinore Cousky.
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e et e

Wates Compeny have been modified to suil their [dets and opinions Gs to the proer
development of this orea,  The entire residential population of the Ruxien-Riderwood-
Lake Roland area wos circularized ond meetings were held ot whicl action wos taken to
support the proj ect as I now exists. Furthermore,. thera wos ploced in evidence a
binding covenant entered inko between the Rouss Company and the Johnson heirs who have
formed the Rocklond Holding Corporotion for this purpose, which would prehibit them from
doing anything with the property other thon os is shown on the proposal on the plons in the
wvanious exhibits and the testimany of their experts. | believe that this should bo
sufficient profection to satitfy any of the cbiections expressed by the improvement associa-
tion.  Furthermore, the small portion of B.L. zoning required could not pessibly within
reuson be developed as a commerciol orea without development of the rest of the tract
according io the:a plans. 1t simply would net moke sense, ond the special exceptions
requested for communiky facilities for recreation, meetings and so forth are o necessity to
corry out the plans in the adequate manner and the excellent way in which they have been
presented to this Board.

To reiterate, it is the fecling of this dissenter that the Majerity of the Boord
has completely ignored the weighly evidence in this case and has made @ mistoke in
denying the rezoning and the special exceptions requested, which denial is not in the best
interest of Baltimore County at lorge and certainly, in my opinion, there wos error when it
wos originally zoned os D.R. 1 without, by that conclusion, meuning anything derogatory
to the eminent members u§ the County Council who voted five te twe to 2ane this property
DR, 1. its development under thot clensification, | feol, would be detrimenta!
1o the long range planning s to how Baltimore County should be developed Inside the
wrban el demascation line. |, therefore, disogres with tha findings of the Board

and bolievs that the petition os presented should have been gronted.
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:lwhare os experts in rhis field. Among those who uppeored os the result of the connection

RE: PETITION FOKX RECLASSIFICATION BEFORE
fronD.R, | to D,R, 10,50nd B,L,,

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS for Community ¢ COUNTY BOAKD OF APPEALS
Recreation Areas and Community

Facility 1 OF

/5 ond W/ of Falls Rood batween

Baltimore County Beltway and 1 BALTIMORE COUNTY
Jones Falls Expressway, ond

W/S of Jones Falls Exprovway, 1 No, 73-231-R%
367" W, of Falls Rood

3ed ond 9th Districhs T and

Rockland Holding Corporation, ' No. 74-57-%
Petitioner

1
1 ST I SR S U et RIS VT SR R
DISSENTING OPINION
This mamber of the Board has previcusly filed a statement with the Majority
Opinion stating that he dissented, and this represents an Opinion stating the reasons for the
previcusly noted distent,
The Opinion of the Majority of He Boord in this case hos ignored many of the
mosk importont facts in the cose and has glossed over other important features,  In the first
ploce, In ten years on the Board this member hos never seen a cose more thoroughly pre=
paved or o piece of property more thoroughly studied and planned in accordonce with good
modern practices of. planning and zoning than this tract by tha experts employnd by the
Rouse-Wates Company, including of course meny of the experts in its own employ, but alio
including several representatives of the firm of Walloce, McHaorg, Roberts and Todd, a fiem

of landscape architects and plonners of world wide experience ond recognized almost avery-

with this firm was Mr, M, R, Dlbandian, a geologist ond regional planner, who hos made
jone of the most tharcugh studies from the basic geologicol foundotions of this tract up to and
including the landscape architecture, o5 well as the best way to contral storm woter runoff
land to preserve the trees now growing on this cld property.

" The exhibits show that under the present plons seventy-two percent of the
entire troct will be maintained as open space, and that seventy-six percent of tha irees on
lthe property will remoin undisturbed under the present plans of devalopment a3 submitted,
[The hydrelogieal studies indicate the plan is not only feasible but called for, ond the

lengineering festimony wes that there will be no problem with sewnge disposal or water supply
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OPINION

This petition. involves the properties of the Rockland Holding Corporation.
The same are located in the southwestern quadront of the Beltway ond the Jones Falls
Fxpresswoy.  The Falls Road runs between ond through these properties.  Same are

situgtz in portions of the 3rd end %1h Election Di

1s of Baltimoro County.
This caze represents a consolidated hearing upon two petitions filed by the
Rockland Holding Cerporation.  These petitions may be identified o5 Cose No. 73-231-RX

ond Case No. 74-57-R.  An cull

e of the subject property mey be examined as set out
on Pelitioner's Exhibit Ne. 8.

The fint witness for the Petitioners, Dr. Ju T. H. Johmson, told 1he Board of thy
ownorship of this tract. It secras that the Rockland Holding Corporation is a family entity
which represents the nine ownen of this propesty,  Tho subject property has been in the
Johnson family since 1690.  The Rocklend Holding Corporation, as ihe awner of this
proparty, hes enhaind Sk ol coitinaent controct of sale with the Rows=Wetes, It Tt
being the desin of the Rouse=Wates Corporalion to develop the subject property as proposed
in these petitions.  The coniroct of sale is contingent upon the requested zoning reclossi-
fications and speciol exceptions that are ot issue in the subject case.  This consolidated

10.5.  Each of theso trachs is now zoned DuR. 1. The arecs proposed in the petition *
for reclassification are outlined on Petitioner’s Exhibit No. B.  Petitioner’s Exhibit No.
19 sets out clearly the existing conditions on the Johnson tract,  If this Pstition be granted

the Rousu-Wales Corporation proposes fo develop the Johnson fract as set out on Patitionar's

petifion seeks the reclassification of 9.4 acres to B.L. and approximately 65.25 acres to [.R.
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by the time the project would get underway in normal caurse,  In any event, no building
permits would be issved were odequate sewoge disposal facilities not avallable ot thet time,
and it is my finding that the evidence shows that any problems with respact to sewoge
copacity affxcled by this project are approoching a ir.asenable solution within a foreseecble
time in the necr futwe. - Mr, David A. Wallace, head of tha firm mentioned cbove,
testifled as 1o the work done Ly his firm end their studles in connection with this case, and
stated that rot only in his opinion was this an excellert plan, but that he felt that error had
boan comnitted by the County Counci! in zoning this property @ D. R. 1, whether thoy
took the recommendation of the Plorning Board, the Planning Staff and the other planners
Into account or nat . He felt that the Council did not cons’der corract basic planning
«concepts and, in any event, to zone this property D.R. | was in error.

1 recognize that the opinion and the recommendatiom of the Planning Board
and the Plonning Staff are not necessarily binding on the County Council in thei- legislative
capacily.  However, if the Council poys no atention whatever fo the advice of thair
Plenning Staif ond Plonning Board, someone is certainly wosting a great doal of time not to
mention taxpayeid money,  The only testimony before the Boord as to the motivation of
the County Council in this matter was as eppeors in the minutes of the County Council, that
the Counciimen from this district was quoted os soying that "there appeored to be a great

many people oppased fo tiris", This, of course, is not o valid reason and we have not

evidonce boiore us of any other motivatic heless, | unds d of course that
the aciginal zoning of the County Council is presumed fo be comrect, hawever, ihis is not an|
irrebuticble presumption and can ba avercoma by reasonable evidonca of great weight fo
show thot an yrror wos made . 1 feel error means misteke, and that if a decision violates
good planniag end common sense,, it is the duty of this Boord to dotermine that the Council

was in error, ithstonding the p nption of the of the legi ack,

It must be pointed out that thic entire troct is within the urban rural demarza:
tion line as set by the Planaing Boord under the low establishing its responsibilitiss, and thai
the Plonning Board ond Staff are at this very momant doiry their best to prevent urbon sprawl

line.  This T

from going ¢ rer info orecs outside the urban rural de
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Exhibit No, 21, which is lobeled “Land Use Plon = Job son Property®.  Exomining this

petition, one can see that if these reclassifications are granted, it is proposed that the

Johnson tract contain appreximotely 985 gpartment and townhouse units.
has indiested thet eppraximately half of these would be sold, while the other half would be
retoined os rentol unim.  In addition, the 9.4 acres of B.L. zoning would be developed
o a villoge center, with approximately 50,000 square feet of refeil space and 30,000
square feet of office space, and ancompassed within this 9.4 acres would be a porcel with
the onticipated use of o car care center.  Utilizing the advontages of Bill No. 100, the
- Petitioner would dcvnln? the cpartments and townhouses as proposed on Petitioner's Exhibit
No. 21.  The loeation of the apartments and townhowses threughout the Johnson tract mo:
be noted on said Petifionor's Exhibit Na. 21.

in oddition to the reclamsification, the Petitioner secks five () special ex-
coptions of varying sizes.  Each would be used for commwnity recreation type focilities.
Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 24 labeled o "Concept Plan®, ond Petisioner's Exhibit No. 25
labeled "lilustrative Plan®, further detail the proposal . Same note the plan to preserve
and restore the historic village, the location of a community facility and the other recrea-
tion facilities, the villoge center, the cor care center, and a polential county clementa
school site,  In addition, these Pelitioner's Exhibils Nos. 24 and 25 indicate the iocation
of the veoricus residential units throughout the Johnson property.

The presentatjon of this case beforo the Board consumed seven full days of hear-
ings. In addition, each side presented complate dotailed memoranda of law and fact
This Opinion will not attempt to cetail the antice testimony heare! by this Board during the
seven doys;  howwver, ..ie Board will comment upon some of this testimony in order to offe
its reasoniig for the conclution and Order which follows . The memoronda previously
mentioned do fairly summarize muels of tho focts presented to the Boord in this cese, The
Board would wish to odd that the presentation of this cate by bath the Petitioner and the
Protestont wos equal in quality 1o any such presentation reeeived within the recent memory
of the existing Board.  The quality of the expert wiinesses heard by the Board in this case

was oulstending.  Their careful atfention to detall and candor wos particularly impresivel
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line means thot water and sawer are ovailable, and other utilities are ovailable, and that

the lond within this de line should be doveloped first before

developments @ to be sllawed outside of this line in areas not yet serviced by adequate
utilities.  This porticular tract of land cries for development, and to develop this entire
troct in one ocre lots under D.R. 1 clasification, with one house 1a ene lot, would be to
perpetuate the very thing that all planning is trying to avoid; this is, the porpetuation of
surburban sprowl by scvers |imitations on dansity even when the proposed incresie in demsity
is accompanied by excellent planning Tnvolving ot leost teventy-two percent of open space,
and also including facilities for recreotion, park use and other benefiis for the residonts of
the area, and to provide o neighburhacd shopping center that can be used by ho rosidents

of this immadiate area, thercky the traffic

by their having to fravei
a greot distonce to cxisting shopping centers. The petitioner is enly esking for approxi=
mately nine ccret of commerciol in the middle of the planned development to fulfill this

Tubh

purposa, and s asking for special for such things o3

¢ swimming pools,
and other recreational facilities. The big bulk of tho wroperty will be left in its

pristine loveliness os a piece of Maryland countrpside, vwhoveas development in individual

lets would aimost inevitobly reguire the removal of all of the old ond big trees. This
property has been in the Johnson family since 1690, and wos the subject of on entail,
probably the last piece of property of this nature in the State and consequently nothing had
been possible 1o accomplish its dovelopment ovor the years.  The «'scision of the
Maijority in this case, it seems to me, would tend to perpetuate this entail, which certainly
ought to be agoinst public policy for land which is inside the rural urban demarcation line
and that is more than ripe for development.,

It is fuither to be noted that the protest in this case came fundamentally

from the Old G who, as late as Jonuary 11, 1971,
wrote a letier by its President to the Ceunty Cauncil stating that they were in favor of this

project but have apparently chengad their minds, On the other hand, the Ruxten=

' d-Lake Roland | t Asvociation oppeored ond testified that its members

are in favor of this project as it is now planne.! because the original plans of tha Rouse=
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The Board weuld be herd pressed to =ite ¢ tract of lond that hes received the developme-t
study thot hos been mode at the subject progerty.

- Without further comment upon the presentotion of  eome, the Board waul !
like 1o cite its chorge in the wubject imtance, same being simply and solely 1o decide
whether or not the County Council mred on March 24, 1971 when they zaned the subjoct
property DuR. Lin its entirety, and/or whether or ot there has boen substantiol change
in the choracter of the neighborhood since Merch 24th of 1971 to warrant the requested
reclassification,.  As agreed by bath sides, the grunting cf the ssecial exceptions roquires
the hl!:flmgfﬂ of the provisizns of Section 02,1 of the Zoning Reguiations, and in additio
same are directly incident Io tho granting of the reclossifications.  These five speciol ex=
eeptions will be discussed loter in this QOpinion.

The finst principel expert witness for the Petitioner was William Winitead, o
representative of the Rouse-Wales Corporation.  Mr. Winstead ta!d the Board of the con=
tingent contract relstionship between Rowe-Wates and the Rozkland Helding Corporation,
and furthermore, he described 1o the Board that if this potition were suceessiul, th~ Rouse-
Wales Corporation would develap the subject property in line with six mojor goals that
velated o the good land development of this entity.

Following Mr. VWinsteed to the stand on belalf of the Petitioner wos a Jervis H.
Dorton, who was eruloyed by the Rouse Compeny as o lond planner and architeet.  He
further diseussed tiic nroposed dovelopment,

On the third day of hearings the Petitioner ventured into the proof of error
and/or change portion of his uase, preseniing Norman E. Gerber, Chief of fia Communty
Plonning Division of the Department of Planning of Baltimore County.  Mr, Gerber cited
the various espects of the subioct proposal which mot with the approval of bath the Planning
Staff and Plenning Board af variows stages through the history of this petition, up to and
including the present.  Mr, Gerber was questioned by the Protcstants and the Board o3 fo

whetlier or not his feelings were really devoted io the specific plan offered by the Rouse~

Wates Corporation, o in fact rep a general develop plan for the subject fand,

whethr or not same vould be developed by Rouse-Wates, and Mr. Gerber clearly indicated|




. nol conditionally zone same for the villoge conie: concept as proposed, but the B.L., if
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thet he was in favor of a develdpment at 1he subject property ot or neor the density pro-
posed by the Rouse-Wales Corporation, wholher or not said company was involved in the
dovelepmant of some.  His opinion was not especially keyed to this one development
propesal that wes spacifically beiore the Boord at this time.  Mr. Gerber sioted that
he would favor the reclassification of the subject property s proposed in generol and not
specifically tied to the Rouse-Wates plan. There wes cxpressed a concern 1o Mr. Gerbar
in reference fo the B.L., a to whather or ot it would be spot zoning.  The Board con
granted, would be evailable fo any single site use that might desire B. L. land for any one
of many wes.  The questian was whether or not sama would represent good land planning
I't was Mr. Gerber's opinfon that comsiderirs nll mpect: of this location, this small 9.4
acre pareel would not be tantomaunt to spot zoning.  He felr that the smoll B.L. zoning
here was comsistont with the overall policies of the Guide Plon and of the policy of the
Planning Staffl b this time.

An ecolagical planner, one M. Richard Nolbanc.an, of Philadelphia,
followed Mir. Gorber 1o the stand on behalf of the Petitioner.  His testimony wes primar=
ily oriented 1o the storm water runoff thot would be created when the subject property wos
developed,  The sa.me wos thorough ond complete, ond would seem to satisfy anyone that
the proper duvelopment of the subject property as proposed would nal present @ problem in
the local or regianol streams from a storm water runoff standpoint.  Petitioner's Exhibits
No. 30 and No. 31 graphically illustrate some of the discussions presented 1o the Board
by this wilness.

The fourth day of testimony brought to the stand on behalf of twe Petitioner
Robert A. Relyea, a civil engincer with Groen Associates, Inc., of Towsan. M.
Relyea's testimony deolt with the availobility of public water and the availability of publi
sanitory sewer fo the subject site.  In The opinion of this Board his testimony was a mest
crilicol factor in the detormination of the conelusion reached in this cae, particularly as
|t would be unfair o attempt

his testimony related to the availability of sanitory sewer.

1o detail his testimony, considering in the mind of 1his Boord its importance fo this deci-

LN
il

i

Tha Board con readily imugine thal i the Council, singly and solely settled upen the sanitary
|
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n3t gronting any commercial zaning at this particular locotian, nar can #he Board find ony
evidence of significant change in the charseter of the neighbarbood te warrent the granting
of the requested B, L. zoning classification.  The -olo evidence that would fndicate that
the sama wauld in any way represent good land plann’sg would bie that evidence presenied
by Dr. Wollace and other witnosses for the Petitioner which wes criented olmest completoly
This Buard cannot use these

to the needs of the propesed Fouse=Wates developmeri.

fol zoning, Conmsidering the ghborhosd es it

recsons for p ly granting
exists feday, with but a small number of single family residerce:, one con conceive of no
possible need for any commercial zening.

As 1o the request for the 10,5 reclassification of the 65,25 ocres, the Board |
waould ite the follcving:  Tha Boord sces nothing incomistent with DLR. 1 zening on the |
subject property, os same correlates and reflects the thinking of the 1980 Guide Plan und ‘
the intent and purpose of the esteblishment of the urban/rural demarcation line.  In fact,
the same, corefully read, would scem lo indicate the epposite, in that there would be
good, logical, sound land planaing recsonings fof Leaping the fringes of this perticular |
sector In-a low density clawification.  Hence if one would, as this Board is forced to do, |
disregard the specific propesol of the Rouse-Wates Corporation, it is difficult to say that
“.:‘::.% emed in their deliberaticns and conclusiens on March 24, 1971 when they placed
the subject proporty n toto in @ DR, 1 classification.

" The Board, of course, a: preiously mentionsd, is porticularly impressed with
the testimony and evidence conceming the sanitary rewer itualun.  As menlioned before,
the system at this time is closed and a diversionary system is plennsd which of some fulure
dote will reopen the Jones Fells interceplor fo some additional waste water flows. A
Reflecting os to whether or not the Council erred in adopting

1
prime question is when?

a lovr demsity classification for the subject propertyon March 24, 1971, the Board thinks nor

sewer siluotion as it existed before them in Morch of 1971, this single remon could have
been sufficiont in the mind of this Board o warrcat the Council's kueping this property of a

low demity. At that time, the divesionary system was not under construction and wos
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sion . Suffice it to say tiat same was detailed ond evidenced a geod attention to the
preblems that cxist in this case by the witness, Mr. Relyea.  Two questions unanswered
by Mr. Relyea concem the Board: une, being the foct that nu oprarent consideraticn was
given to the overall sewer domands that might be anticipated within Boltimore City ifself,
and secondly and more specifically canceming immediate future City problems as they re-
late to the Janes F‘nlls interceptor.  What, if any, impact will the now progressing plan
of the Viliage of Cold 3pring hove upon the capacity of the Cily side of :he Jones Folls

interceptor? It would seeem that these factors would be very important in the decision

making process of the County,

e. both the County Council and subsequest 20-lng author-
ities considering this problem., :

Conceming the sanitary sewer situation, both sides readily acknewledge the
fact that the entire Jones Falls inierceptor is naw under a complete building moratorium,
@ same is not capable of handling any more additional waste water flow ot all.  Both
sides also roadily acknowledge that the County is now putting into the Jones Falls inter=
ceptor ot the City line approximately four and onc-half million gollons per day in cxcess
of the amount which ihe Couniy had contractually ogreed to enter into the system at the
City line.  Again, beth sides ogreed that withcut correction of this problem the develop

ment of the Rockland troct in March 24th, 1971 or new would be a practical Impos:i

Y
The :enter of the controversy conceming the sanilary sewer revclves eround the compleling
of a diversionory system which would relicve the Jones Folls interceptor and "encblo™
sama to handle some additional sewoge eutflew. Al the time of the mop odoption, the
various component ports of this diversionary syster were in the discussion stoge.  Since
that time contracts have been let for a portion of same and the completion of the system
is now being discusied.  The contraveny involves perhaps the timing of the completion
of this diversionary system.
there will'be, from a proctical standpoint, room in the Jones Falls in: sreeplor for some
odditional sewage waito water outfall. At this point in time the County has executed
contracts, and construction is under way for the Long Quarter pumping station and the

Long Quarter forced main.  The proposed Groen Ridge interceptor has not yer been let

Both sides ogree that when the diversionary system is complerod)
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for bids end hence it would be difficult fo accurately forecast the ermoletion date for
this port of tho divenionory system.  All four of the component parts of the diversionary.
system, including o Texe forc > main which has also not boen lat for construction bids,

will be necessary before the diversion system would function, and as cited above, when

this diversionary system is completed, the Jones Falls

pror will likely become

ovailable again for the reception of additional sewage. The timing fer the diversien

systom is the crifical factor; whether samo may be characterized es bei
probability fruition in the foresseable future is a question 1o ba decided by this Boord,
end of course was @ question in the minds of the Counci! at the time of the adoption of
the vse map.  Again at this peint in time, theve con be no doubt 'rhur the diversie:iary
system construction is wnder way ond will be completed.  The only doubt that is difficull
to cetemiine at this lime is the question of when.

Bemard M. Willemain, a recagnized land planner, lestified on behalF of the
Protestonts, ond disagreed with some of the tining dota presented by the Petitioner's

wilness, Mr. Relyea.

Petitioner's Exhibil No. 23 and Profestonts' Exhibit E emph
1o some degree the differing testimony presented by the witnesses for cach side conceming
sanitary sewer problems.  Petitionar's Exhibits No. 35 and No. 36 are also pertinent
to this sonitary sewer siluation.

The ninth witness for the Petitioner wos Herbert R. Plitt, a civil engineer
employod by Green Associates, Inc.  He presented testimony on behalf of the Petitioned
conceming the traffic situotions at the subject property, s might be created if the subjec
petition were granted.  Petitioner’s Exhibits No. 38 through No. 44 deal with the
trafiic study.

The fifth day brought to the stond, on behalf of the Petitioner, onc David A.
Wallace, on orchitect, urban designer and planner from Philadclphia,  Mr., Wallace
restified ot length for the Lest part of two days and generally summarized the basic

reasoning for the petition.  He was the concluding witness for the Petitioner.

Cencening the Protestants' presentation, s previously mentioned, Bemard
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certainly off somewhere into the future.  As we face it today, whather er not this devclop
ing diversionary system by itself could constitute substantial change in the choracter of the
neighborhood, the Board thinks noi.  Frankly, olmast three yeers aficr the adoption of
the existing use mops by the Council, the diversionary system is far from complete.  Tvo
elements of four have yat to be let for construction bids. ‘The Board oyrees that there is
no doubt that the diversionary system will ot sume future time be completsd, and when that
fulure time comes obout, some additional sewer outflow into the Jones Falls interceptor will
and it i

be abl, The itude of this edditional outflow is not

significant 1o note thot Iittle apparent comideration hos been given t2 additional needs in
Ballimore City, including, but not limited 10, the ongoing plans of Cold Spiing,  This
sanitary sewer situation as it existed in March of 1971 could, in the s of this Boord,
have been the rewson for 1he lew density zoning of the subject property, and hence reaon
10 deny the reclamsifications as requested then by the Petitioner; ond in eddition, cven con-
sidering the progress that has been made in this diversionary system, this Board is not ready
to say thot the Jones Falls interceptor will on any given fixed date be olle 1o accept the
sewerage from tho subject property, 5o o5 an evidence of substential change in the
charocter of the neighborhood that is required by law s a pramise for the granting of such
it

the Board is d.  The Board does not foel that the existing eon-

ditions of the completion of the diversionary system is sufficient cvidr . of sutatantiol
change in the charecter of the neighborhood ot this time to warrant the requested ruclassi-

fications.

The traffic fall d by @ dovelopment of this s not

lly be cssimilated into the

to be discounted, While same could likely

withaut catastrophic effects, it is not fair to say that same would rot significanily change

the basically residential single family ct of this general h Hence,

of the troffic icipated by the size of the proposal, IF this re=

the i x
elassification would be granted, would ba one eloment that would teid to discourage such
intersifiod land use at this site.

the Board does not

In summary,

M. Willemain testified o an expert wilness on bealf of the Protestants.  [n additian,
S e
Rocklond Holding Cerporation = No. 73-231-1X & No. 74-57-% 10,

feel that the Petitioner has overceme the burden that the mops os adopted in March of 1971

in the choracter of the neigh to warrant this ifi

It is noted that the
existing D.R. 1 classification seems lo this Boord to ba comsistent with the 1980 Guida Plan,
the Northwest Area Sector Plon, and the Regional Planning Staff suggestions as adopted in

1972, In oddition, it seems reasoncble thot ene cannot ignore the exi:

ng sanitary sewer]
problens which af tac prosent time have completely <t down the Jones Falls interceptor;
nor would it be unreasonable to consider carefully the traffic situatior, as they exist of the
subjset preperty, the oxisting roads and the potential impact of 1 row development of this
size thet would be generated by the reclasification in the subject instarce. Any or all of
the above points cauld have been the factors of final delermination in the minds of the
Couniy Couneil, when in March of 1971 they zoned fhe subject property DLR. 1; con-
sidering seme this Board can find no error on the part of the Council in rendering that
judgment i the some offects the subject property,  The subjec? neighborhood itself has
certainly changed in no way since Morch of 1971, aad perhaps the only chenge warthy of
any corsideration on behalf cf the Petitioner is the dev-lopment to seme degree of the
divenicnary sanilary sewer system.  However, in the mind of this Board, this Factor does
not sume close to being a change of sufficient character 1o warrant the reclasification in
the subject instanco.

As 1o the special excaptions, all five of 1ome sholl be denied,  Each are
tied intricotely to the reclas.ification of the subject property. It is the judgmeat of this
Board that the reclossifications are not warranted; hence, the special exceptions shall be

denied.

Rockland Holding Corporation = Mo. 73-231-RX & Mo, 74-57-% 7.

Mathon L. Cohen, a member of the Boord of Taustecs, Treamurer and member of the
Executive Commiticn of the Pork School, testified i1 epposition to the granting of these

reclosifications on bohalf of the Park School. M, Cohen ciled the potential increase

in troffic and the sofety and envirenmental cffects of the subject petition, particulardy
comidering the lacation of ths Purk School immediarely contigueus with the subject
proposal.  He also specificelly cited the entrance to Park School on Old Court Road
ond the effect of increased traffic ot this entrance,
hazordous pain! of ingrees and egress.

Dr. Poul Madison Leard, o resident of Old Court Rocr, testified in spposi=
tion to the granting of this petilion.  Dr. Leard i alzo he Vico Presid: +t of fhe old
C pring I Associati Scid ization is in ition to the

granting of this petition,
Aiter corelully reviewing the testimany and evidenca in this e, it is the
fudgment of this Board that the requested reelmsificotions and special exceptions shall be

denied Intoto. T reaions for the denying of these recl

cutivns and speciol ox-
wotions wiil be diseussed below beginning with the reacning for the decizion concuming
the denial of the requested B.L. zoning clasification,

It is the judgment of this Board that the reclasification fo B,L, o requested
by the Petitioner, of 2.4 acres would be tantamount to spot zoning. Despite the best

evidence presented by the Potitioner, there is absolutely no need for a ial

neighborhood cenier ol this locatien, except perhaps considering any passible need that
might at some future time be created by some sort of higher density development on the
Johnson tract than exists of present, of coune, the use at present being predominanty
vacent and containing the few isolated homes owned and/er occupied by the Johnsan
family.  There would be no other evidznce, in the opinion of this Board, thar could pos-
sibly watrant the tsolated singling out of this pinpointed 9,4 ceres of commercial zoning
in this particular spot,  Seme, in the cpinian of the Boord, would be c—pletely in-
comistent with the 1980 Guide Plan, and wuld ot represent qood land planaing ot this

time.  For theso roasons, the Board sees no eror on the part of the County Council in

Same was duscribed as on extremely

cormry o strong presumption of comrecinss, nor hes there been evidence of substantiol chenge| *

Rocklond Holding Comeration = Ne. 73-231-73 & No. 74=57-R .

HOER

For the recsons set forth in th~ aforegeing Opinion, it is this 22nd_day of
Fobary, 1974, by @ mejority of the County Board of Appeals QRDERED, that the
reclessifications from D.R. 1 fe D.R. 10.5 and D.R. } 1o B L. zanes petitioned for, be
end the some are hareby DENIE™;  and it s

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Special Exceptions for Commuity Recreatior,
Areos and Community Facilities petitioned for, be ard the same are hereby DENIED.
Any oppeal from this decision mnt be in accordanze with Chapter 1100,

subtitle B of the Marylend Rules of Precedure.

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

DISSENT
The undersigned member of the Boa'd dissents in toto from the decision and
Qrder of the majority of the Board in this case, and will file an opinion stating the reasons

for said Dissent o¢ quickly s possible.

W. Giles Parker S
Dated _February 22, 1974




RE: PETITION FOR RECLASSIFI- H BEFORE THE J

| || Zoning Commissioncr with regard to this small segment of the Petitioner's |
| CATION | | f " -
‘W/S of Jones Falla Expressway, & DEPUTY ZONING ‘ | overall tract, could only result in a spot zoae. For these rcasons, the Peti- | ?g;’!‘;:fjlrg ml?%ﬁw 5 A ThE 7. The Jones Falls interceptor consisting of 24" and 8" lines
i .
36T W of Kutle Rond - 2nd Diatxlet - _ | by Hockland Holding Corporation, is avallable to serve the tract.
Rocklapd Haldiag Corpaiation.= & COMMISS ‘ tioner's request must be denicd. . a Maryland Corporation. ZONING COMMISSIONER
| Petitisner | | (Property located on the West | 3
| NO. 74-57-R (Item No. 12) ' oF Il Therefore, IT 1S ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Comraissioner | side of Jones Palls Expressway, FOR 8. 12" water line facilities along 0ld Court Road and 16
| South of Old Court Road in %
it 1 BALTIMORE COUNTY 1 of Bultiriore County this Lod day of September 1973, that the herein the 3rd Election District) % BALTIMORE COUNTY water facilities along Jones Palls Road seurve the subject trace.
| ; | _&_,_ | :
o om:om wom o _‘ requested Reclacsification be and the same is hereby DENIED and that the JEanE §. A BltiEsrescomity firaataion Un Tooated adfacensita

£ Reclassification £ heroin described property or area be and the same is hercby continued as the tract, thus providing fire protection for improvements to
This Petition represents a request for a Reclassification from a
and to remain a D.R. 1 Zone. | HDHCRANDUM be constructed on the tract.

D.R.1 Zone to a D.R.10.5 Zene for a tract of ground that contains 20.25

The existing DR-1 classification, as established by the -
acres and is owned by the Rockland Holding Corporation. The property is il g 10. This Parcel, for which DR-10.5 classification is request-

Baltimore County Eoning Maps cn the land for which roclassification e E Bode F e
located on the west side of the Jones Falls Expressway, three hundred and : ed, 1s abutted on the East and South by other lands &)
lis regquested, is erronecus for the fOiluwing reasons, among others:

Baltimnore County petitioner, on the West by the Park School, and on the North by

sixty-seven (367) feat west of Falls Road in the Third Election vistrict of
1. This land, with convenient access to the Baltimore County othar lands of the Petiticner. Apartment developments are either

T completed or are under construction a short distance South of the

Beltway and the Jones Falls Bxpressway and amply serviced by
| The Petitionor did not present any evidence by way of export

BArea roads, enjoys excellent access and its development, as Parcel.

testimony but simply presented his case based on evidence presently contained

-

proposed, would not place an undue burden on any such area

i '
in the file. This evidence basically consists of the Petitioner's request for L i

" 11. The need for comprehensive development of large tracts
|of land s recognized by the various Planning and Zoning Agencies

Reclassification, site plans, meets and bounds descriptions of the property

|
T. The improvement of the Baltimore County Beltway, begun | and Boards of Baltimore County, Maryland., and here. comprehensive

£ 5 et
in question, comments {rom the County agencies who ruviewed the site plan T A N . St B Y KN eE e M ea Tl BTy o

5 e ; B, AR Eplng R {further increased accessibility to the tract. : water, sewage aisposal facilities, and appropriate access to the
eécommeeditions Witk regardian:the HortimastiBector Maskur Blpnand:ihe site justifies the requestcd Reclassification. The Comprehensives |
3. The present coustruction of a "fly-way" over the saltimore |

Baltimore County 1980 Guideplan. ness of the development is evidenced by the fact tnat Petitloner

County Beltway connecting Charles Stre=* Avenue and I1-83 near the

|
|
a be heard
Several area residents prc ent in protest to the Reclassification, | has requested that this Reclassification Petition be he:

subject property Further will improve traffic flow upon its

4 denial of the Petition based
were by who enial of the Petition based on completion in approximately one year.

reclassification of adjacent and nearby land.
the fact that there has been no change in the area, and the lack of evidence to

4. A 27" sanitury sewer line is at the Eastern boundary of

|

|

i

with a pi request of Petitioner for
. support the Petitioner's case. A list of the name of thoee present has been ‘

|
‘ 12. The modern demand for townhouse and apartment
|

ORDER MECEIVED FOR FILING

g
t. .
‘ \f accepted marked Protestant's Exhibit A, and made a part of the file, FHiatSnbhes“Aract ovned Sodwallals:toxaerye:tho trus facilities was not anticipated by Baltimore County authorities
| I x land so
|I:"— After reviewing the Fetitioner's case, it is apparent to the Deputy 5. The Slawhterhouse Run 18" sanitary sewage disposal | and thus inadequate provision was made in this area fo
g "-‘ classified as to make the construction of such apartments and

| A h .
| Zoning Commissioner that the lack of expert testimony on behalf of the Peti- | system provides sewage disposal facilities for the crac

tewnhouses feasible.

tione

Giec® RECEIVED FOR FILING

case coupled with the fact that any favorable decision by the Deputy 6. The Moores Run sewer line is available for use including

(|its 18" sanitary sewage disposal facilities. 13, the failure of the Baltimore County Council to zone such

| 1and as cequested was error for the reasons assigned above.

LAY

14. The great increase in demand for such townhouse and

apartment facilities since map adoption ia, itself, a change

s DOLLENBERG BROTHERS

s . mouie ROYSTON, MUELLER. THOMAS & MCLEAN ROYSTON, MUELLER. THOMAS 8 MCLEAN
justifying Reclassification. TR % DL Reginrmd Pofesional i Vhuser Baaro ATTRMIS AT LAW prcimsL bt g
Som v ey Dnguen e e woo “
o 708 wasmmaTON AVENUE AT YRR RORD cammotsw pomrox P W . i

oy vriian i wn AREA CODE 301 ot
THONY MUELLH TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 B331-1800 MAMTHMY MURLLER

in AREACODE Wt
v TOWSON, MARVLAND 1201 =

15. The improvements to the Baltimore County Beltway com= TOWEON MOD. 21204

January 19, 1973

pleted or under changes to

Description to accompany Zoning Petition on AILTON & SMITHC “ . o AT

the property of Rockland Holalng Corporation,

justify reclassiiication. © S KLINCELHOF Ex it

€ S KUNCELHOTER @
MARGARET P MAHONET

September 21, 1973

September 17, 1973

By reason of the errors cited, and other errors attandant to Proposed Zoninz DR 10.5

Baltimorc County Board of Appeals
County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21704

ATTN: Mr. John A. Slowik, Chairman

e olassification to the subject land as DR-1 and by ceasom of 1 All that plece or parcel of land situste, lyin and bed
in the Tnird Electlon Jlstrfct of Baltimore County, Stats og Mar, l:n:g
and described as follows to wit: T

Zor'ng Commissionar

Office of Planning and Zoning
County Office Building

Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTN: S. Eric DiNenna, Esquire

the changes in the area, this Reclassification request is made.

Eeginning for the same at a bolnt on the
of way line of Jones Falla Ixpressway at a point d!un::a;:umt:n;g ::EM:
grees 09 minutes LO seccnds West 367.96 faok from the corner formed b
the Interasctlion of tha westernmost right of way line of the Jones h{ls
Exoresaway wltn the aouthwest side of the Falls Road and running thence
and binding on tne westarnmoat Pight of way lino of the Jonss Palls
Expresaway, the eleven following lines viz: South 37 degrees 14 minutes

Ret tition for Recl
W/S of Jones Falls Expressway.
367" W of Falls Road - 3rd District
Rockland Holding corporation-
Petitioner
NO. 74-57-R (Item No. 12)

£

3 omas
Attorney for Petitioner

Re: Petition for Reclassification
W/S of IGnes Falle Expressway ,
367' % of Falls %oad - 3rd Distriet
Rocikland Holding Corporation=

52 seconds Weat 167.92 feet, South 28 dey . -
- ” grees 35 minutes L& seconds Weat i ‘
. ;ti;ssﬂge;:, South 25 degraes 03 minutes 29 seconds West 168,56 faot, Gl i
. L1 minuban 52 sesonds Wers 31:77 Feues Seuth oo’ soarensoh e L STt he deaiion o the'baputy Tonig cosmiesiences 1 o e
‘ ssconds dast 60,26 fast, North 71 dugx"au:uiﬂ; nlon::E:E;u: v b iase g b o
; £6.29 reat, South 22 degrees 52 minutes 02 aeconds W Pt et ekt g i i s ) SO B e
“ B et Sans 2 S s i R eyl T b T 2 Cocporation, the Petitioner in the above entitled matter
| Sinitas, 00 buoenis sasr.a ot :s 39.95 feet, South 21 degrses 16 of Appeals. The cases, of course, involve land owned Cmta oerTAn of Mo, YauR.E. DisE. i .
ek e it s e e sostenl o i S s o e T S e e I Kt s AR
| | (the chord or sald arc bearing South 3 degrees Si minutes us B;Rgnd:.:gat :::‘i:::.:x e e T -

12L.61 feet) and thence leaving

3ald Expresa
degress 20 minutes 20 sesonds ob presaway ond running South 55

3t 1316,56 feet to interas -
ary line of the propsrty of tae patitioner herein, thence ::n:‘i‘; b::nd
the boundary lines, the thres follawing courses and distancas Vlg‘
Horth 13 degrees 03 minutes 10 saconis West 245,55 fase, Nopth 13 4
arees 01 minute 30 seconds West 510,00 feot and North 26 degrass 07"
mlinutes 10 seconds Zast 41.98 fest and thenca leaving sald boundary

A check in the amount of $70 is enclosed.
It is our belief that consolidation of the cases is
in that the evi applicable to one is Very tculy yours,
equally applicable to the other. Counsal for the 187 -
Protustants, Steven H. Sachs, Esquire, agrees with my SMELBTIM
position and has authorized me to request such

gﬂn;:s:::..rggn;:a :m ;éva following courses and distances viz: North couscidation;

nutea seconds East 681,11 fest, South 31 degre

:;:::B;IE::;'::E.Z; :;;sl:; Horth 55 gngw-sl 15 minunnnusali 233'2‘;1“;22, FIRASRSIRS yoie eoustenypumdsoooperstions e
nutes yest 208.71 feet and North a

minutes 40 acconds East 866.49 fest io the place of huaf:nl:gf“. = e e

ZONING UsPARTMENT

N
Centalning 20.25 Acres of land more pr lesa, i Lo A =y
1o/5. Hast vl piassoaetsrioas. W, Loa Thomas

Belng the property of the pstitlionera herein WLT:gs

plat riled with the Zonlng Jepartment,

-- |

e Al LOTA



4ALTIIORE COUNYY OFFICE OF PLAMNNING AND
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Febivory 22, 1973

The Honorchle Harry .. Bestenfelder
Chaimen, 2altimere County Councll 5
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Sir:

Ab its roguler reeling on Thundey, Februery 15, 1973, the Boltimore County
Planning foers, under the provisions of Subsection 22-22 (i) of the o e
Counly Code 1762, s amended, uncnimously opproved a resoluticn to certily
to the Ceunty Council that carly actien is monifestly required in ths public
Inferest on the peiition of Rockland Helding Corporet.an to chorge the toaing
chass Fication of epproximotely £0 acres of land owned by 1ie corperation irom
D. R. 110 D.R. 10,5,

The Comprshensive Planning Committer of the Plenaing Board reported that 1t
would appa e County's interest to have this petition heara ey he
Zoning Corunissioner at the 1ems time o3 the Zoning Cummissianer halds o
on the carlier petition svbmirres by the Reckland Helding Coroerorion in =
Cyele IV s @ reswit, oii cf the quentions and lssues raised oy Lot of e
will be i and resolved si ly. The members of the Boord egreo
with the Conmittee's repari.

Copics of the petition and of the letter addressed 1o the Clzliman of the Planning
Boord are oitached. | will provide odditions| informsiion upon your reguest.

Motificaticn 1o the Zoning Commissiener of the Coun c¢tion on thiy m
nocessory so that Hmely actions can be token by him in aecordunce therewiit:.

Sincerely,

S5 e
/ﬁq(,éw-.'ﬁ,f: P
Williom D, Fromm
Secretary
Baltimore County Planning Bocrd
ce:  The Honorable Frencis X, Beisle
The Honerable Gary Huddler
The Honarsble G, Yalrer Tyrie, Jr.
The Honerable Webater €. Rove
The Honarehle Frencis ©, Berratt
The Honureble Wallace A. Vi
M. Herbert E, Hoherbe:
Me. S. Erlc DiNeana __~

Attachmentz

", . 5

" ROYSTON, MUELLER.THOM & MCLEAN

Mr. Charles B. Heyman - Janvary 18, 1973

Therefore, Rockland Holding Corperation specifically requests
that consideraticn be ¢iven by your Board to reccmmending to the
Baltinore County Council that lecislation be enacted allowing
Rockland Holding Corsoration to apply for Reclassification for this
20 acre tract of land as aforesaid promptly without being bound by
the “cycle zoning" provisions of the Daltimore County Zoning
Regulations. . i

We are filing, simultancously with this letter, our adéitional
Petitica for Reclassificati ing plats and: property
descriptions.

Very truiy yours,

W. Lez Thomas

WLT:tng

ccr Mrs. Kathryn D. Barnett iF
mMr. Victor P. DaLibera . 5
Mr. Doninic N. Fornazo " . =
Mr. L. Scott grauel
Mr. Edward A. Griffith
Mr. Lewis M. Hess >
1 Hannah Lindsey . .
Mr. Franklin M. Padgett . ~
Mr, J. Fred Peper 5
Mr. Adan J. Quick
Mr. Albert V. Quinby

PETITION IUR ZONING RE-CLALSIFICATION
AND/OR SPECIAL EXCEPTION R

70 THE ZONING COMINSSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY: OFFICE OF THE DIRCCTOR
HOLDING

1, or we, legal uwner.... of the property siluate In Baltimore
‘County and which is descrihed in the description -nn)!al-l!.uhedbmlu-dmuamwuf.
azeby petition (1) that the zoning status of the herein described property be re-classified, parsuant

19 the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, from an..

FRUTRRRIS 1.1 [ 15250 -2on¢; for thy following reasons:

Brror in the Zoning Classifimation of DR-l placed on the Zoning Map,
which error is morz fully described in the Memorandum filed herewith
and for changes in circumstance and in the neighborhood since adopticn
of the Zoning “ap, which change is more fully described in the Memor-
andum filed herewith.

mmmeemeenn 2008 10 20

Property Is o be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.

&, oF we, agrec to pay expenses of above re-classification and/or Special Exception advertising,
posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are to be bourd by the zoning
Fugulations and restrictions of Baltimare County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baitimore
County.

ROCKLAND HOLDING CORPORATION

e = ST
Legal Owner

Contraci purchaser

Address 10. o1
305sls-pranaydvniy, fyeoue

By The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, UhiS..oo—._ ... oooo.._day

i 196, that the subject matter of this petition be advertised, 35
equired by the Zoning Law uf Baltimore Cuunty, ia Lwo ewspapers of general clculation through.
out Baltimore County, that property be posted, and that the public bearing be bad before the: Zonisg
‘Comyaissioner of Baltimore County In. Roam 106, County Ofice Building in Towson. Haltimare

T — i

RO, JTON, MUELLER.THIOMAS 6 4 LEAN
: g ;

AT Lya

st s

1acom s
TOWSIN, MARLAND 21104 AW,

January 18, 1973

€3 AUINCIINSIER. ST
MARCARTT

T unaney .

Mr. charles 3. Heyman, Chair:
Baltipore County Planning Boar
Maryland National Bank Building
Daltimora, Maryland 21203

x RE: Porticn of that Parcel of Land

) in the 3rd Blecction District of
Baltimore County adjacent ts the
Jones Falls Exprossway
and Park Sci

Dear Mr. Heyman:

his office representr Rockland Eolding Corporation, the own
of the lard bricfly described above and more popularly known as
"Johnson tract." A3 you are gware, proposals hava becn made to
devalop the Johnson tract by the fouse-Wates Company.

Proposed ¢avelogzment plans were cutlined to the Special Sub-
Committec of the Plasning Bes»d in late Novembor, 1972 aud at tlat
time, the Soard was advised that discussions were then being ncld
with various ne orhocd groups and improvement issoclations as to
the form of ultinute land development progssed., We had proposes an
office purk on a 9.9 acre tract in the northernmost section oi the
Property but, after the discussions menticned, it has now heen
deternined :hat this part of the reclassification reguest chould be
withdrawn at the tinme of hearing, and in substitation therafore,
request should be made for 200 additional dwelling units on the
entire Johnvon tract. L

BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

COUKTY OFFICE DLDG il A3, 1903
V. Lee Thoms,
oo 102 M, Pennsy
Towson, Haryland 21204

Esq.,

JOIX [ DILLON, R,

Creirman RE: Reclassification Petitian
Item 12
EhERS Rociland Holding Corparstion - Petitioner
s Bear Nr, Thomes:
ENGINLERING

Tha Zoning Advisory Committes has reviewsd tha plens
submitted with tha above referenced patition and has mrde #n
on site field inspaction of the proparty, The fallowing comments
are » result of this review and inapection,

DEPARTUENT OF
TRAFFIC ENGINERRESG

ATATE ROADS COMMISSION
BUREAU OF
FIRE PEEVENTION

HEALTH LR AR TWENT

These cormerts are not intended to Indicate the anpropriastentss
of the zoning sct?on requested, but to assure that all perties
are made sware of plans or problems with regérd to he devalopment
plans that may heve a bearing on this case. The Director of
Planning may File » written report with the loning Commissioner with
recommndations 43 to the @cpropriateness of the requested zoning,

PR ECT PLANNING

ST DERARTENT

Bonzh o EpE A TI0N

6 ABVILISTANTION

P
Tha subject property is located 600 feet south of O1d Court
Road and west of tha Jones Falls Exaressway, §n the 3rd District
of Baltimore County, This petition far Reclsssificstion from
& 0.R. | 2one to 3 D.R. 10.5 2one rontains aspronimetely 20.25
scres and wis arfginally submitted &5 8n amencment to the
Reclassification petition - Item No, 21 and Case No, 73-231RK,
which wos rd during thy 4th Zoning Cycie. This case i3
currently on appeal to the Baltimore County Board of Appeals.

INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPUENT

The petitioner submitted this oetition with the intent
of modifying the earliar petition nd orooosed to withdraw
& portion of the B.L, zone at the nartheasternmost quadron of
the site, which I3 Jpossd a3 an office oark, This petition was
subsequent Iy turnad down b, Lne 3=1timore County Council 2z an
amargency messura and has been placed in the Sth Zoning Cycle
| to be heard with othar peritions for reclassification. Basicalty,
the Zoning Advisory Conmittee is familiar with the proposal of
the Rocklend Holding Cororstion with regsrd tc tha overs
davelopment of this site, and our cormants ramain eff-ctive
a3 they wara under the orevious zening case. {r cor 7 these
commenta will be sttached with this recort).

the petitioner is reminded that becausa of the
and developrent of this tract, soms of the

Aga
oversli

ROYATON. MUELLER, THOM, % McLFAN 4

Mr. Charles B. Heyman

In arx;or to obtain these 200 additiona) Jwelling units
necessary for us to request DRLO.S Zoning o 2ct of apor
Becoanacy, 17 on a tract of
#3 in our pr
to our figures, tho net gain on Recl
is 9.5 dwelling urits per acre, thus the
wo would obtain an additional 190-191 dwellin: i 1

: 1 v g units.  1n adéi
therete, parcel 41, for which we will no longer r

diately north of that DRLID.5 tract designat
vious Petition for Zoni eclassification.

ssificatinn ment

uest BL zoning

classification, is 9.9 aczes in sizc and would yield anothes 9,5

dwelling units,

In order to pr
it s vital to the
at large thac
Johnson tract as a whole rather
as cycle zcning is in existence in the County,
wo will be ible to cbtain . com :nhnnsiSu ;tzgzinq
I.lnless we are allowed to present, out of eyela, a new potitis:
the reclassification of the mentioned 20 acres Lo DRIC.5, OF
if we are allowed to proceed on this additional patitio;
our hope is that the original Patiticn, as it will bo o

to the <o
ation ts the
itn.  Inas
helieve
on the catire

the Zsaing C

out uf
nded, and

the additional petition can be heard simult

3 3 multancously by the zond
Commissioner in late April, 1973 when we understand the nziglna’l‘?
zoning reguest in cyele is scheduled. s

A3 mentioned, we belicve just
in the fact that :ru ]
wodate i
we feel that cur requast for hearin 4

g, out of
Potitica, is founded in the public interest,

and associatio: Thes

. January 18, 1973

thus making approxirately 200 additic=al dwelling nnit

reduced proposals, we frel

e stification for our request is found
:nten\i xe—.‘uc_mg cur reqguests in order to accem-

W, Lew Thomas, Esq.,
Item 12

Page 2
April 13, 1973

requiremants of the Zoning s rules and p
have been waived at this time. Howsver, the petitioner fs advised
that upon request and/or prior to develasment & proper development

. plan must be submitted and reviewad by all agencies concerned.

This patition ‘or ReclassiFication 15 scceoted for filing on
the dete of the anclosad Filing certifica ver, any revisions
or corrections to petitions, descriptions, or plats, as may have been
requested by this Comwnittee, shall be submitted to this office prier to
Friday, June 1, 1573 in order to allow time for final Committee
revieow and advertising., Failure to comply may result in chis
patition not being schaduled for @ hesring. Notice of the hearing
dats and time, which will be between Seot I, 1973 and Octobar
l{, 1973 will be forwardad to you well in advance of the dete and

L

Vary truly
ap it

Joun 4. orLLow, 57,
Chatfmen, Zoning Advisory Comittee

urs,

Hddr.1d0
(Enclosure)
ecs Dollenberg Brothers

709 Mashington Avenue
Towson, Md, 21204

re,
cycle, on this particular




Waltimers Gouuty, Marglaud Baltimore County Fire Department

Bepartment Of Public Works
COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

Siate Highway Administration Ackog dmnreter

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
JEFFERSON BUILDING  TOWSOW, MARYLAND. 41204

4. Austin Deitz
et

DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING

Fucaur 4, Currons PE Wi T, Meveen
sugcron SERUTY T840 Emaminn

Buraes of Bngivening
CLLewoRTI . OrVER. B 8. CHiIEE

February 6, 1973

Mareh 13, 1973 Towson, Maryland 21204

e Mr. 5. Eric DiNenna Rei Ttem 138 -.2,A.C. Meot, 2/6/7
Loning Commisaioner Property Ganer: Aockland Hold, aur,a.
County Offfce 9uilding Loeation: 4/5 Jones Falis Expy.,
Towsen, Maryland 21204 7' W of Falls Road
P, Wil Present Zoningt 3.¥. | - south of
Mr. S. Erlc DiNenna Office of Planning and Zonin, e - g‘: i Lot v
ning Commissioner Baltimnve County Office Bnilginu 6, ‘I- ::‘r?h?;";l TR
County 0ffice Building Towson, Maryland 21204 s e

Districes 3
No. Acrew: 20,25

Towson, Maryland 2120h

Mr. 5, Erlc DiNenna
Zoning Commissioner
County Office Bui Idlnﬂ
Towson, Aaryland 21201

Attentiom: lir. Jack Dillon, Chairman

-1
Ro: Ttem 138 (1972-1973) Zoning Advisory Conaittee

Roekland Holding Corporation

/S Jones Falls Expressway, 357' W, of Falla Read
Pregsent Zoning: TR, 1

Proposed Zont:(;l Reclass. fium D.R. 1 0 DuRe 10.5
District: 3rd No, Acres: 20.25 acres

Dear Sirs

Re: Property Owner: Rockland Holding Corporation

It will be the devaloper's rasponsinflity to improve 01d Court Road

Re: Item 12 - Cycle Zoning ¥ = April to Oct. 1973 throughout his Frontage. Oevelopment plans must Indicate the improvement.

Property Owner: Rockland Holding Corparation
Jones Falls Expressway W, of Falls Road
Reclass, to DR 10,5 - District 3

Location: W/S of Jones Falls Expressuay, 367' ¥ of Falls Road

Dear Mr. DiNenna: Item o, 12 - Reclassification Zoning Agenda April 26, 1973

this Potition are portions of the larger ‘ract of
land (3T£jﬁ{?$£e:tmunn were supplied October 2k, 1972 in :onjunction
with Item #21 - Gycle IV (October 1972 - April 1973). Those comments remaln valld
and applicable to this Petition, Item #138 (1972-1973) and are moferred *r your

Access From 013 Caurt <oad wil! be subject to agaroval and peralt
from the State Highway Adainistration,

Gentlenen:

Dear Mr, DiNenna:

The 1371 Average Oafly Traffic voust for this section of 0ld Court
3,100 vehicles,

Pursvant to your request, the referenced property has been surveyed
by this Sureau and the comments below marked with an "x" are applicable
and required to be corrected or incorporated into the final plans for

Road i

As presently zoned, this site can be expected to generate spproxi=
mately 251 trips per day. As proposed, It would generate approximately 1300

considaration, the property. trips per day. Very truly yours,
Very tuly yours, (X) 1. Fire hydrants for the referenced property are requircd ind Vary truiy yours, Charle: Lee, Chinf
shall be located at intervals of feet along an 7 / Sevelopnent ‘Enginearing Section
approved road in accordance with Blfimore County Standards (O A .
as published by the Department of Public Works. e | a0
{4) 2, A second neans of vehicle access is required for the site, L Richasd oore byr John €. Meyers
€ ) 3. The vehicle dead-end condition shown at Asistant Trafflc Ergineer Asst. Development Enginesr
BIDLEAN: FoR 186 LrdEMabk
- mm, iE! max imun aIlmﬂ E; ‘“H F!IE ﬁpﬂ ilﬂ IIE;
Sagh Ry St € ) 4. The site shail be made to comply with all applicable parts

of the Fire Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning
of operations.

C£) 5. 7The buildings and structures existing or proposed on the
site shall comply with all applicable requirenents of the
Hational Fire Protection Association Gtandard fio. 101
"The Life Safety Code', 1970 Edition prior to occupancy,

O-NF and ¥W Pesition Sheets
¥W 9 % 10 C Topo
Tax Map

3

{ ) 6. 3ite ginu are approved as drawn.

¢ ) 7, The Fire Prevention Sureau has no comments at this time.
lloted and 2( /cd i

Reviewer: Lt. r R, Heehs, Sr Approved:

anning Group

puty 1€
3pecial Inspection Division Fire Prevention Bureau

--——BartMore CounTy, MARYLAND

BOARD OF EDUCATION conms
,TIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND ==
o= et DeeartMenT oF Hears OF BALTIMORE COUNTY —
JEFFERSON BUILOINS  TOWSOM, Sept. 20, 1972
DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING TOWSON, MARYLAND - 21204 Sehool Errollrent  Capscity  Over/Under
WusEwe J. Guwvoms. RE W T. Moz BUILDING. DONALD J. ROGP, MO, MP:. Smeit Park Klemontary 272 385 =113
Rt Whiees v —" TOWSOM, MARYLAND 21204 February 6, 1973 SamUTe EATE AN COUNTY weALTH .o an Date; February 7, 1973 Pikesville Jr. 133 1220 11
Plkesville Sr. W37 1320 117
¥ Do 2rio Mema erojectionss
Office Suilding Set, Sept. Sept. Sept, Sept,
Touson, Haryiand 2120 Sahool [E R E ' (DTt
i mmAEe B w m w
Mr. S. Eric DiMenna, Zoaing Co Y. Ir. [1] 115! 1100
Tty Omor:  Rookland Holding orporation Pikoaville Sr. 065 1515 151 &0
Toniog Conm o8 lonat Gounts BEeiee perluing IR e WS tones Falla Bpresavey, 67! W of Falla Bad 213 # 1395
- Present Zol ) R
Caunty "::.',:f_::';‘,’;:: Towson, Maryland 21204 pa zunm}ngl Reclsss from D.R. 1 to D.R. 10.5 P SR
Dear Mr. DiNenna: Est_zated
Re: Item 138 - 2AC - February 6, 1973 School Status Gapaos: 2
n:.m owner: Rockland n;ldlng corparation Comments on Item 138, Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting Pikesville Sr. Add'n Coutract Signed —%042 %
Jones Fll‘lll En&m'w-v&l-‘;";'l" Rasd February 6, 1973, are as follows: (Arerdtect}?/72
Reclass. from to .

District 3

Property Owner: Rockland Holding Corporation
Location: W/S Jomes Falls Expressway, 367' W of Falls Rd.
Present Zoming: D.R.

Dear Hr. DiNenna:

Programmed Construction: (Subject to availability of funds)

approxi= |
As prasently zoned, this site can be expacted to generate Proposed Zening: Raclass from D.R.! to D.R. 10.5 Districts E} Yoar o
. s ed, It would generate approximately | & ok 20.25 Sohoal ~
T-ulz'}i: tr:p- P:f day. proposed, ::n::::::s Eiis Ho. Acres hoo Capcity Programmed  To Cpen
vary truly yours, Dear Mr. Difennas "Tollgate Middle School® 1300 s Ll i FY 77

o
Michael S. Flanigan
‘Traffic Enginesr Associate

exteaded to this

Metropolitan water and must
#ite prior to issuance of building permit.

Possible Student Yield: Elemantary Junior iigh Senfor High

Very truly yours,

.

Present Zoning: 5 6 7
_(_m . (,Q@J‘»\ i Very %
Thomas H. Daviin, Diractor <7 I - - .
BUREAU OF ERVIRORMENTAL SERVICES /d leeek foliarid =

VaR/nL W. Nick Fatrovien

L S (Uzed county-wise DR. 10.5 factar since no sampls is avallable for thic area)
pre:

Coments concerning effect on school housiug masters:

Ultinate development of the entire Johnson tract Tequire the censtruction of
another elementary school. i e

4, EMBLIC PARKS, recnanst MANCUS M BOTRAmG T BAYAND wiLLiAME. s
LA T — JOBERN N, maGOwAN RICHARD w. TRATCY, Ve
MRS BOUERT L BERNEY Atvin LORICE MBS HICHARD % WLCH/EL
JOBHUA #. WHETLER, sueramrasi=s




CRIGINAL

OFFICE OF

comfI PORT IS &

RANDALLSTOWN, MD. 21133

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

Mot 77 - 1973

TOWSON, MD.,____izast 23l 1921
THIS IS TO CERTIFY. that the ansezed advertisement — «

1] : e AN
ITER KO, 17 ke nrmamrvation of natural faatures ol the ressevminn of smale and

spaces; fimaibiily i wiwisite eve G isbiciive e
PROPERTY OWNER: ¥ockland Holding Corporation uddunncrol‘lndlvh‘unl Tesidentiol focolvs; ond n.. o,‘pnmnm of residentiol zoning clamifications in THIS 15 TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement of
plors - e Trie Dinenna
foning Comminafoncr of Baltimore fh blish
" County published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a
' @ weekly newspaper printed

UOCATION: W/S of Jones Fells Expwy. , 367 W of Fails Rd.,, 5. of Ol Coud kd.
*nd published i Towsen, Baltimors County, M., sace:iaeach

2oniog for thia 20.25-2.r0 pareel

ELECTION Dish 0,25
ok 1t s therefore recormendad that the patitlonat's tuqueit for D.R. 10.5
GEOGTARHIC] A W e e o i L lond ba grontod. i i 2
vas inserted in THE COMMUNITY TIMES, o weekly nowspapes publ
RECOMMENDED DATZ OF HEAUNG: Wk of Soprember 10, 1973 o Baliimone € papes published e
imore County, Maryland, wce o wee -~ 002 i wermive:

: ZONING PRIOR YO 3/24/Tik .40 yland, wace g week e gng Before the.... 1140
2 EXISTING ZONING: D.R. ) weeky befe . ¥

REQUESTED ZONING: DR 10,5 . F before the 27 day of AugIst 1973 that s 0

: J appearing on the__ ..

FLANNING (04D Bt i was insertedd in the insued of jumuat 23, 1973 7

LANIING i€ i 3. .

This wu.-w\ 20, 25-nere truet of hml i locuted arcroximately 600 feet south of Old Court Rood, west of the i ' LR L

ray. W it port of the 400-oers deveiopuant that was lier No. 21 of Zoning Cycle r e
(Peluﬂm o 7aeann. R50); this 20.25-acre parcsl cbuts the north sida of the 46, T-aere porcel for which V4 it
10,8 zoning won reeette In Cycle IV, The petitioner 3 weauesting @ charge «rom O B 11068105 # \ * DRIG~
the enfite 400-ccre proserty. i i o
! STROMBERG PUBLICATIONS, fnc. Cost of Advertisement, 3.

dnlm, prc; siing eewelopment o1 pert of the everoll plon
tar 8L, zoning for that r
¢ dated 478773, i

4 by the Plonning Soard. /\ .
\
e con N N Y

et wiibedrew the o
ring Comniuiv

one nat favorc

befors the Zoning Convafssicnsr, the o
eied o1 *Parcel No. a
‘poction of the regeat wos the o

In the heerir

n,..,ﬁg,f e

Tha Planning Boord bulieves that ths sebleel petiilon i
plon for the entire £00-cere prepesty *efemod to abovo N AT !
in revlewing fhe subl) b (
v ;

Item 21, Zeaing Cyelo 1V, be cumidee
ore, for the mozt parl, exiraeted frem thess sarlier commentt
HE R

Tha development propsiots for thls troet cro in accord with the L iies of the Beltimere County 1900
and the propeses Norkurest Sector Master Plon, The Seetor Master Plou prepaaes o el nel“ﬁffm B

conter T the vicini y:l’ Falls and Old Court Roods, Tha Sector e ot Pl aha propores @ madiva
3.1 to 6 4 dwelling valis per sere, fo dvean the Jonss Fells Expreswey, G
1l

neighborheed,
Aveaue, Fiulico Rood, ond the Baltimore Lelivey.

The Boand recogn’ fact that dovelopment of the J=hniaon fract will geamrote increazed woffic princ:ly on =
©Old Court Road, Fn!la Rood ond the Ruxion Rood irrere soze with the Jones Colls Expressway, The read
syatem for the cica, 03 on the Noribwest Secta, /ater Plan, Is desigred 1o handle nal only hia'fic
gencroted by

propased on
by developmeat of the Johnicn tract, bt alia rmaific generated by the devalopmant of the et of L
i the eroa. The plan propores on frters! 1 the Janns Falls Evpeasway ond Finlies Road, the extersion R i e -
O Pimitca Reed wett 1o GId Cou: ¥ond, and o narth-r- th scankctor between PimlTea Rood erd Old Court
Rood. The Boord fecls that this proy scsed rood potterm would provide ralief nat only o the Jones Folls Exprossway=

Rexton Rood interchange bul espscially 1o OId Cour? Suod.

DRIE

The. proposed developmen of this sits In
1920 su.mnm Thes palicies cuvocate
Yirlgs of proon”y e the davalopriont of
unlouehed; should this tract be duveloped
opon spoco under the DR, | zanfng cio
chove the curent properal of 7.2 dwetling st et w3re wwuld nat sigalficontly .mp- i 73

s IR 2
i

acomreduted Ly d
Sahimson +
tiey i wban devolopm
dc

nmeel of wneant bard within
The

,_____/V OR 54

7

3 T stated in the ©
the 1972 Ubon-fur! nemmmn I.\M we® end
:

LR %5

® |-Siew @ 7S TR

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
TOMING DEPARTMENT OF SALTWAORE COUNTY
Vowawn, Morylond

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
Atice Bullding
Towsen, Harylond 21204

TONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Your Patition hes been received snd sccented for Filing

t3 197 Al
M.d“..n...t.._.. ?3 District.. g M,m‘&uéc )
Posted tor: IZ€T0X1OW._Fe it Rechpss (=rcqrion ot tel________ wn
- SO petitioner: 130CkLnwy ok Cokr. ]
(pcaiion ot Wfs oF Tenes faths Exfuy- 327 latoF /2 &
T AT T P , TR AL

Lacation of Signs: ‘ﬁls et Tewes Fihs Exiressway 362 tor— W rJf';

Location of Stgme. WS oF Tewes. Eanis.. Expwy. 367 'tei= W oE
=ty ke, o) Reckhnms. [Shenet 2 Dye tuelks.

Fabhs. RJ-, S oF_ctn (Covar Rese =

Remarks:
Postid by ;IPMQ_R&&“{ ,,,,, pate of returne. COCT L6, 4973

PETITION MAPPING PROGRESS SHEET
Fomonion [ T T e L

o
I BALTIMORE . MARYLAND ; & B .
P e oreice o rallP L 78 BALTIMORE COUNYY, MARYLAND <,
! MISCELLANEOUS cm:‘m w m:’ VENUR OTViBiON BALTIMORE TY, MARVLANG Ne. l% 97
5 EVENUE DIVISion
LANEOUS cAsH MISCELLANEGUS CASH RECEIPT > ‘ & 8331

outline plotted on map

. oate_Qctober 16, 1973 account 01-662

Petition number added to
e Wr 2 U1 ., o660

outline
Denied AMOUNT. 102 V. Pomma. dve,
2y Towmen, Mi, 2120hm AMOUNT__STE 136,57

W. Lea Thomas, E “'"'“ Yiiiow - cusremEn AmOUNT. 00

Grantad by » Esquire casmn: Sews 350, it
Cost of Poating Property of Rockland Holding Corporation Cont for fillag of lllpp#’h, Case No. TASTR i "“"‘: PP pe— - e o T

fones Falls hnlmy. Fosting and Mbveriising fur Bookland Nolding Oorp VELLom - CusToms
L) ] ¢ 5. Sayoten, lh-u- m... o
I-A. % & Nolaan

wru-r an Appeal Nearing i
/5 of the Jones Falls Expressway, 367' W of Falls Road .

3rd Distric|
| Cane Now 7485.5.0°%1 16 5.0Cm

367" W. of Falla Rd, -
Rockland Py e
;ﬁl?snm 4 i 7.6.0 0o

ZG, BA, CC, CA

Petition for Beclassification
MBS 2 =R 11 13657me

h-.
ﬂm—yg for ooklapa.

Re: i bys Revised Plans:
—— Change in outline or description___Yes

O Cmse

Previous case: Map #




PARCEL "C”
- 7 TOTAL 2 acnesd
; QWNED IN FEE OV Wi, FELL JOWNSON . __8.497 -
5 SALANCE IN LIPE ESTATE OF " TITIES ACAES T

T T——

PARCEL “I"
13.368" acaest

B i

aeirerer

PARCEL 0"
3e.748 Acars t

S

PARCEL C"
PFATE OF WM FELL JOMNSON ~
o7 OF & OF OLD COURT R0A0

a7c aches L

JONES FALLS

e

R

AT

Te PARE BEHOSL 84 BALTiNGNE . InG

ZoNinG

Te Accompany ZonNiNG
o e

Rockiamn Howoine

LocaTre

33,0004,

2. toma ompPiTR 0
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,if
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33,000 . 1
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v %1970
ADDITIONS - MARCH 26,1970

: REVISED JUNE 4,964
8GALE: 1"+ 200" APRIL 20,1904
% DOLLENBERG BROTHERS
SURVEYORS B CIVIL ENGINEERS 4}

709 WASHINGTON AVENUE
TOoWSON

MARYLAND
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