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IN THE MATTER OF 
RUSSELL AND BRENDA KAHN - LEGAL 
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• 

BEFORE THE * 
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OF* 

BALTIMORE COUNTY * 

* Case No.: 08-425-SPHA 

* 


* * * * * * 


OPINION 

This matter comes before the Board of Appeals for Baltimore County on appeal of an 

order of the Zoning Commissioner dated October 28, 2008 in which the Petitioners request for 

Special Hearing relief pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations 

("B.C.Z.R.") and Section 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code ("BCC") to allow a 

building lot access to a road through an existing right-of-way was denied; and Petitioner's 

request for Variance from Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the Baltimore County Code to approve 

access to the subject property by way of a private use-in-common right-of-way of 3,810' in lieu 

of the maximum 1,000' was denied. A public de novo hearing was held by the Board on June 

to,2009. Petitioners Russell and Brenda Kahn, were represented by Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., 

Esquire. Protestants were represented by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire. Messer's Borgerding and 

Holzer agreed to submit Post-Hearing Memoranda to the Board in lieu of closing arguments. A 

public deliberation was held by the Board on August 12, 2009. 

Backeround 

The subject property is a rectangular shaped parcel consisting of 5.98 acres, zoned R.C.2, 

and located at 14225 Longnecker Road in the 4th Election District and the 3rd Councilmanic 
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District of Baltimore County. It is improved with a two-story residence, and is setback 

approximately 2,940' from Longnecker Road. Access to Longnecker Road from the subject 

property is via a 16.5' private right-of-way that is shared by 13 other lots (9 of which are 

improved with single family dwellings). The Petitioners propose to subdivide the lot into one 

additional residential lot. The address for the new lot would be 14223 Longnecker Road. The I 

Petitioners are requesting access to Longnecker Road for the new lot via the existing right-of­

way or, in the alternative, a Variance to allow a panhandle driveway in excess of the maximum 

1,000' requirement to permit access to Longnecker Road. 

Testimony and Evidence 

Testifying on behalf of the Petitioners were Joseph Larson, a zoning technical consultant 

and land surveyor; Mark Daneker a title attorney; MitcheIl Kellman an expert in planning, . 

development and zoning regulations; and RusseIl and Brenda Kahn, Petitioners. Mr. Larson was 

accepted as an expert witness in land surveying. Testifying on behalf of the Protestants were 

neighbor George Mahoney, Jr., Neal Kravitz, Victoria Kravitz, Joan Bildstein, Nancy Baldwin, 

Michele Engelskirch, and David Flowers an expert in urban planning. 

Mr. Larson described the property as a 5.9 acre tract situated on the southwest side of an 

existing 16.5' plivate right-of-way that is extended off Longnecker Road approximately 386'. 

He con finned that the Kahn property is zoned R.C. 2. He testified that the right-of-way is the 

only access to Petitioner's lot and served several other lots as shown on Petitioner's Exhibit 1. 

He testified the Petitioners have the right, pursuant to the R.C. 2 regulations, to subdivide one 

additional lot from their 5.9-acre parcel. He testified that Baltimore County estimates that a I 

single-family lot generates an average of 10 trips per day and that amount would not have an 

impact on the health, safety, and welfare of the surrounding community. 
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Mr. Daneker was accepted as an expert title attorney and described the investigation he 

did with regard to the titling of the right-of-way. His title certification with regard to the right­

of-way was entered as Petitioner's Exhibit 4. He concluded that the Petitioners had the right of 

use of the right-of-way and the right to a')sign the use of the right-of-way to any property they 

may subdivide. A copy of the original document that granted the right-of-way was entered as 

Petitioner's Exhibit 5 and the chain of title with regard to the right-of-way stemming to the 

Kahn's was entered as Petitioner's Exhibit 6 and 7. Mr. Daneker also entered as Petitioner's 

Exhibit 8 a copy of the Maryland case of Mahoney v. Devonshire, 86 Md. App. 624 (1991), 

which supports his testimony that a land owner who benefits from a right-of-way may subdivide 

his property with the use of the right-of-way extending to the subdivided lot. 

Mitchell Kellman testified on behalf of the Petitioners and was accepted by the Board as 

an expert in planning, zoning and development regulations. He testified, in his opinion, Section 

32.4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code applies as the case before the Board involves a right­

of-way not a panhandle. He explained that a panhandle would be an access strip held in-fee as 

an extension of a lot as opposed to a right-of-way, which is not owned by the lot owner. He 

testified the impact of adding one additional house adjacent to the right-of-way would have a 
, 

"very minimal impact" and that whatever condition exists on the right-of-way, he did not believe 

that adding an average of 10 daily trips, as established by Baltimore County on average for one 

additional lot, through the right-of-way would impact the right-of-way. 

Mr. Kellman concluded that the Special Hearing relief should be granted because of the 

testimony of Mr. Daneker, the title attorney, that the right-of-way existed since 1910, the ' 

additional lot is permitted by the BCZR and that it would not burden the existing right-of-way, 
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the Kahn's want to contribute to the paving of the right-of-way, and it is not a panhandle because 

it does not have in-fee ownership. 

On cross-examination of Mr. Holzer, Mr. Kellman testified that the recommendations of 

the Baltimore County Office of Planning (petitioner's Exhibit 12) and Baltimore County Fire 

Department comments (Petitioner's Exhibit 13) would have to be met in the future in the 

subdivision process. When asked by Mr. Holzer on cross-examination, if Mr. Kahn was 

operating a business out of his home, he testified that he did not know. 

Russell Kahn, Petitioner, testified that . he and his wife have lived at 14225 Longnecker 

Road for 6 112 years and works out of his house in the cabinetry business. He is presently 

improving his kitchen. He testified that he would comply with the Zoning Committee's 

recommendations presented as Petitioner's Exhibit 11 to include: a paved driveway, a 30x70 tum 

around at the end of the driveway, 14% grade on the driveway, and placement of trash and a ' 

mailbox at Longnecker Road. 

The first witness for the Protestants was George W. Mahoney, Jr., who lives at 13634 

Longnecker Road. He testified he has driven the right-of-way and that its condition is not very 

good because of potholes and the egress and ingress due to its width. On cross-examination by 

Mr. Borgerding, he testified he does not live off of the right-of-way and opposed it in a 1991 

case. He said he has not been approached to help pave the right-of-way. 

Mr. Richard Deurer testified he moved to the area 13 years ago and appeared at the 

Zoning Commissioner's hearing. He filmed the right-of-way and the tape was played at the 

Board hearing. He testified the road is bad and is used more than it was meant to be. He is , 

concerned about a precedent being set for other properties to develop. He said he moved there ! 

not to develop but for the beauty of the area. He said there are more deer than people. He said 
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paving the right-of-way would be bad. On cross-examination by Mr. Borgerding, Mr. Deurer 

testified that he is happy with the present condition of the right-of-way and does not want it 

paved. He testified that two homes had been added to the right-of-way since he moved there. 

Mr. Neal S. Kravitz testified for the Protestants. Mr. Kravitz lives at the end of the right­

of-way at Longnecker Road. He testified his well is 8' from the road and he is concerned about 

traffic. He declines to participate in paving the right-of-way. He also appeared at the Zoning 

Commissioner' s hearing. On cross-examination by Mr. Borgerding, he testified that he works 

out of his home and gets deliveries in his business. He has 4 vehicles and does not want to pave I 

the right-of-way. He testified he received a valiance in 1975 to operate his business. 

Ms. Joan Bildstein also testified for the Protestants. She testified she has lived there for 

38 years. She also appeared at the Zoning Commissioner's hearing. Her concerns are that the 

area is turning into a development. She can subdivide her property also. Adding another home 

would add more trouble. She is concerned about safety and fire trucks having difficulty. On 

cross-examination by Mr. Borgerding she testified she doesn't want this road paved because of 

the cost and her husband's health. She doesn't want the subject lot subdivided. She is happy 

with the status quo. 

Ms. Nancy Baldwin testified for the Protestants and said the County's 1 ,ODD-foot limit for I 

panhandles makes sense. She is concerned about safety. She testified there is no land use 

agreement for the right-of-way. On cross-examination by Mr. Borgerding, she testified that she 

does not want the right-of-way paved. 

Michelle Engelskirch testified for the Protestants. She is a personal trainer. She testified 

she is not for paving and has been run off the road by Mr. Kahn's people. 
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Protestants last witness was Mr. David Flowers. Mr. Flowers testified he is a Private 

Consultant and processes urban planning. He was employed by Baltimore County for 31 years 

in the Zoning Office, Planning Office and Permits and Development Management. He was 

accepted as an expert witness in urban planning. He testified he was retained one year ago and 

visited the site 3 times. He did not attend the Zoning Commissioner's hearing. He testified his 

impression of the right-of-way is that it is very narrow, consists of dirt and stone, can 

accommodate I car and has numerous turns. He testified that he agrees with Mr. Kellman's 

testimony that the right-of-way is not a panhandle and the Petition for variance is immaterial. 

On cross-examination by Mr. Borgerding, Mr. Flowers testified that the property is not in an 

urban area. He testified there are existing problems on the right-of-way but cannot recommend 

anything. He said paving will not solve the problem. 

On rebuttal, Mr. Borgerding called Mr. Kahn. Mr. Kahn testified that he has contributed 

to repairs to the right-of-way over the six years. 

This concluded the testimony and exhibits. Messer's Borgerding and Holzer agreed to 

submit post-hearing memoranda. 

Decision 

After reviewing the testimony, exhibits and post-hearing memoranda, the Board 

concluded that the driveway to Longnecker Road is not a panhandle driveway but is a right-of­

way. This conclusion is supported by Section 32.4-409(b), which requires the owners of I 

adjacent properties to panhandle driveways to have an in-fee ownership of the driveway. None 

of the adjacent owners in the area have an in-fee ownership of a portion of the driveway. Also 

the uncontested testimony of Mr. Daneker confirms that the driveway is in fact a right-of-way . 

and the new lot has the right of access to the right-of-way. The uncontested testimony of Mr. 
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Larson, also confinns that the Petitioner has a right to subdivide their R.C. 2 zoned lot into one 

additional lot. The testimony of the Protestants centered almost exclusively on the condition of • 

the right-of-way and the impact the new lot would have on it. They testified that it is in lousy 

shape now and difficult to maneuver and adding an additional lot would only make a bad 

situation worse. Their testimony indicated that they are not willing to improve the right-of-way 

such as paving, however, the testimony of the Petitioners indicates they are willing to participate 

. in any improvements. The Board agrees with Mr. Kellman that adding an average of 10 daily 

trips as established by Baltimore County on average for one additional lot, will not have a 

detrimental impact on the right-of-way. The Board detennined that any traffic conditions would 

be addressed during the development process for the new lot and therefore are not an issue in the 

current matter. The Board therefore unanimously agreed that the Petition request for Special 

Hearing relief to allow a building lot access to Longnecker Road through an existing right-of­

way is granted and Petitioner's request for a Variance in the alternative to allow the panhandle 

driveway is denied as moot. 

ORDER 

THEREFORE, IT IS THIS \ \.p+n day of OC::tQbet , 2009 by the 

County Board of Appeals ofBaltimore County 

ORDERED that Petitioners request for Special Hearing relief pursuant to Section 500.7 

of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations ("B.C.Z.R.") and Section 32-4-409(c) of the 

Baltimore County Code ("BCC") to allow a building lot access to a road through an existing 

right-of-way, be and the same is hereby GRANTED; and it is furthered 
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ORDERED that Petitioner's request for Variance from Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the 

Baltimore County Code to approve access to the subject property by way of a private use-in­

common right-of-way of 3,810' in lieu of the maximum 1,000', be and the same is hereby 

DISMISSED AS MOOT. 

Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be made in accordance with Rule 7­

201 through Rule 7-210 of the Maryland Rules. 

COUNTY BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 

4U~ 
Wi"ndell H. 'Grier, Panel Chair 

~--------
-.~ /' Iv ./ /./''' ~'' 

/" / ( A I ' 
I I ~ . L.v~ 

'Robert W. Witt 
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JEFFERSON BUILDING 

SECOND FLOOR. SUITE 203 


105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 

TOWSON , MARYLN~D, 21204 


410-887-3180 

FAX 410-887 -3182 


October 16, 2009 

Francis X Borgerding, Jr., Esquire 1. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 
409 Washington Avenue, Suite 600 508 Fairmount Avenue 
Towson,NfiD 21204 Towson,~ 21286 

RE: In the Matter of Russell and Brenda Kahn-Legal Owners/Petitioners 
Case No.: 08-425-SPHA 

Dear Counsel: 

Enclosed please find a copy of the final Opinion and Order issued this date by the Board of 
Appeals of Baltimore County in the above subject matter. 

Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be made in accordance with Rule 7­
201 through Rule 7-210 of the Maryland Rules, with a photocopy provided to this office 
concurrent with filing in Circuit Court. Please note that all Petitions for Judicial Review filed 
from this decision should be noted under the same civil action number. If no such petition is 
filed within 30 days from the date ofthe enclosed Order, the subject file will be closed. 

Very truly yours, 

IYW1wa &ul-hnL\ kC-
Theresa R. Shelton 
Administrator 

TRSIk1c 
Enclosure 

Duplicate Cover letter 

c: Russell and Brenda Kahn Joseph Larson 
Neil and Victoria Kravitz Douglas R. Grice 
Mark and Michelle Engelskirch Nancy Baldwin and Richard Deurer 
Mr. and Mrs. Bildstein George Mahoney, Jr. 
Lewis and Laury Scharff Gary and Judy Siegel 
F. Evans Elizabeth Ryan 
Office of People's Counsel William J. Wiseman, Ill, Zoning Commissioner 
Arnold f. "Pat" Keller, TlJ, DirectorlPlanning Timothy Kotroco, DirectorlPDM 
Nancy West, Assistant COlmty Attorney John Beverungen, COlmty Attorney 
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LAW OFFICE 


HOLZER AND LEE 


THE 508 BUILDING 


508 FAIRM O UNT AVENUE 


TOWSON. MARYLAND 


21286 


1410) 825-6961 


FAX . (410) 825-4923 


IN RE: PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL HEARING BEFORE THE* 
AND VARIANCE 

E/S Longnecker Road, * BOARD OF APPEALS 

390' N of Piney Grove Road 

(142253 & 142225 Longnecker Road) * OF 


15th Election District BALTIMORE COUNTY* 
3rd Councilmanic District 


Case No.: 08-425-SPHA
* 
Russel A. Kahn, et ux. 


* 

Petitioners 

* 


* * * * * * * * * * * * * 


PROTESTANT'S MEMORANDUM IN LIEU OF FINAL ARGUMENT 

Mr. & Mrs. Bildstein, Richard Deurer, George Mahoney, Neil and Victoria Kravitz, 

Nancy Baldwin and Michael Engelskirch, by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire, hereby submits this 

Memorandum and says: 

FACTS 

This matter comes before the County Board of Appeals for consideration of Petitions for 

Special Hearing and Variance filed by the owners of the subject property, Russel A. Kahn and 

his wife, Brenda Kahn. The Petitioners request a Special Hearing to approve a waiver, pursuant 

to §500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) and §32-4-409(c) of the 

Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), development regulations, to pemlit access to a street 

(Longnecker Road to Piney Grove Road) through an existing right-of-way in lieu of a panhandle 

I strip . In addition, Petitioners request a variance from §32-4-409( e )(2) to allow access to the 

~ltti~WI!ID) 
JUL 2~ 2009 

BALTlMOKE:. COUNTY 
BOARD Of APPEALS 
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subject property by way of a 16.5 foot private right-of-way of 3,420 feet for a proposed lot 

(14223 Longnecker) in lieu of the maximum permitted 1,000 feet. The subject property and 

requested relief are more particularly described on the revised Site Plan submitted which was 

accepted into evidence and marked as Petitioners' Exhibit #1. 

Testimony and evidence offered disclosed that the Petitioners own 5.94 acres ofland, 

located on the northeast side of Piney Grove Road, in the Reisterstown/Glyndon area of the 

County. The subject property is a rectangularly shaped parcel, zoned R.C. 2 and improved with 

a two-story family home built in 2006 that is centrally positioned on the lot and set back some 

2,940 feet east of Longnecker Road. The Petitioners (Kahns) are relative newcomers to this 

Longnecker Road extended community area having acquired the property in March 2006. They 

reside at 14225 Longnecker Road (Parcel 102 on Maryland Tax Map 32) and propose to 

subdivide their lot into two (2) lots marked on the Site Plan (Petitioners' Exhibit #1) as 14223 

and 14225 Longnecker Road. The plat shows an existing dwelling at 14225 and a proposed 

dwelling to be built on a new one-acre lot located on the property's northeast comer to be known 

as 14223 Longnecker. Both lots would be served by the existing access driveway that extends 

from Piney Grove Road to the Petitioners existing house and 13 other lots (ten (10) of which are 

improved with single-family dwellings, some of which historically date back as early as 

circa 1851 and sever others in the early 1900's). The issue here is whether or not the present use 

in common access dJ1veway can accommodate an additional lot. The width of the common 

easement area is 16.5 feet, eight feet (8') of which is currently covered with well-compacted 

crusher run as shown on the many photographs and video submitted by Protestants. None of the 

lots have an in-fee strip often feet (10') as required for three (3) or more lots sharing a 

panhandle driveway. 

2 
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The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments were received and are contained 

within the case file. Of note, comments were received from the Bureau of Development Plans 

Review dated March 28,2008. Dennis A. Kennedy, P.E., the Bureau's Supervisor, indicated that 

the driveway would need to be paved, provide a 30' x 70 ' tee-turnaround at the end of the 

driveway and have a title attorney certify that the Petitioners have the right to burden the existing 

right-of-way. There is no evidence in the record that these recommendations can or will be 

provided. The title attorney did testify before the Board but could not render an Opinion in 

regard to the impact of the additional traffic because he did not visit the site. Panhandle 

driveways and existing right-of-ways - in lieu of in-fee strips - pose problems for ordinary and 

emergency vehicles and are limited by Baltimore County Code §32-4-409(a) to assure new lots 

will not conflict with efforts to provide (or public safety and general welfare. 

The Protestants generally objected to the additional traffic to be served by the proposed 

additional lot on the driveway on the basis that under Baltimore County Code §32-4­

409(a)(1)(iii)(iv) that the subject use of the common drive and the additional lot will be 

detrimental to adjacent properties and will conflict with efforts to provide for public safety and 

general welfare. George Mahoney, an adjacent neighbor testified as to his impression of the 

negative impact of additional vehicles on the common drive . The Protestants generally presented 

a video describing and showing for the Board the narrowness of the road, the difficulties of sight 

distance, curves, and the unimproved nature of the road. Multiple photographs were also 

presented to the Board establishing the meandering and unpaved in portions of the road system 

leading back that serves all of the neighbors on this dead end road. Mr. Deurer testified not only 

3 




e e 

as to the physical condition to the road, but the difficulties in traversing it for the current 

residents . He testified as to the nature of the use by the Petitioners which created problems 

including the operation of a business in which employees drive their vehicle to the Petitioners 

property. 

Nancy Baldwin testified as to the difficulties in traversing the road in the morning on her 

way to work due to Mr. Kalm's employees additional use of the road. The residents try to 

maintain the current road maintenance and her testimony established that the Kalm's had not 

participated in the Community's maintenance of the current road system and condition. 

Mr. & Mrs. Kravitz generally testified as to their opposition based on a number of items 

including incompatibility for the actively farmed area, it would be harmful to the rural quality of 

life, it would increase the risk for public services, it increased the burden on the common use 

drive, it increased the financial cost to existing residents for keeping the maintenance of the road, 

it increased the risk to farm animals and residents of the road who are required to walk the 

current drive. He testified as to the current drive is shared by ten (10) families at the present 

time. 

Ms. Bildstein testified as to her concerns living directly across the street from the 

proposed additional lot. She testified that the road has too much traffic now and that because of 

her husband's medical condition, there is strong concern about the ability of emergency vehicles, 

including fire and ambulance to get back to serve the properties further back on the roadway. 

Mr. Engleskirch echoed the general testimony of his neighbors and strongly opposed the request. 

Thus, the bulk of the neighbors on the existing drive opposed the two (2) Petitions. 
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David Flowers was called as an expert urban planner to testify. He had worked for over 

thirty-one (31) years for Baltimore County Government, in the Zoning Office for two (2) years, 

the Planning Office for fifteen (15) years, DEPRM for five (5) years and Permits and 

Development Management for nine (9) years. In reviewing and observing the subject road and 

the current situation in terms of the maintenance of that road, and analyzing the request for an 

additional lot, he rendered his opinion that this additional panhandle lot and the traffic created by 

it will negatively impact and be detrimental to the adjacent properties and will conflict efforts to 

provide for public safety and general welfare pursuant to §32-4-409. His conclusion was that the 

Board should deny this request as presented by the Petitioners. 

ARGUMENT 

The Protestants submit that the Board should deny the Petitioners request for variance to 

the one thousand foot (1,000') requirement of the County Code as well as reject the Special 

Hearing to approve a waiver to permit access through an existing right-of-way to Longnecker 

Road. The Protestants would submit that the testimony of Mark Daneker, the title attomey, was 

deficient in that he simply looked at the documents and deeds and was unable to form an opinion 

necessary for this Board to conclude that the variance and Special Hearing should be granted. 

He did not observed the overburdening of the easement. He did not see the physical roadway. 

He had no opinion as to the County's request for improvements to the roadway and as such has 

failed to address the issues presented in §32-4-409(e)(ii) of the Baltimore County Code. 
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The testimony established by the Protestants, along with the photographs and the video of 

what clearly is an insufficient and unsuitable roadway for additional traffic should convince the 

Board not to grant the request of the Petitioners. The road improvements suggested by the 

Department of Public Works which would be needed are not going to be accomplished by the 

Petitioner in this case. As a result, traffic will continue to be burdened. 

According to the testimony of the Protestants, the Petitioner has utilized his home and 

still doing so to some extent for a kitchen cabinet making business which creates additional 

traffic from employees, delivery trucks and other vehicles which has added to the burden already 

sustained by the rest of the Community. 

For all the reasons presented by the Protestants, the Board should DENY the Petition for 

Special Hearing and Variance. 

Respectfully submitted, 

flI~~ 
aCARROLL :ROLZ~ Esquire 

Holzer & Lee 

508 Fairmount Avenue 

Towson, Maryland 21286 

410-825-6961 

Attorney for Protestants 


6 




e e 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this t--rf rLday of July, 2009, a copy of the foregoing 

was mailed first class, postage pre-paid to the following: Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., Esquire, 

Mercantile Building - Suite 600, 409 Washington Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204. 

&",CARROLL HOi.21~ Esquire 

C:\My Docs\Mcmos 2009\Bildstein - Memo in Lieu of Final Argument - 7/24/09 
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JUL 24 2009

IN THE MATTER OF: * BEFORE THE 
RUSSELL KAHN and BRENDA KAHN SALTIMORE COUNTY 
14223 AND 14225 Longnecker Road * BOARD OF APPEALS BOARD OF APPEALS 
4th Election District 
3rd Councilmanic District * FOR 

* BALTIMORE COUNTY 

* Case No.: 08-425-SPHA 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

PETITIONERS' CLOSING BRIEF 

Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn, Petitioners, by and through their attorney, Francis 

x. Borgerding, Jr., prepares this Closing Brief and in support of says: 

I. 

TESTIMONY 

Testifying at the hearing in the above-captioned case on behalf of the Petitioners 

were Joseph Larson, zoning technical consultant, Mark Daneker, expert title attorney, Mitch 

Kellman, expert in planning, zoning and development regulations, Russel Kahn and Brenda 

Kahn. 

Testifying in opposition to the Petitioners' requested relief were George Mahoney, 

Neal Kravitz, Victoria Kravitz, Joan Bildstein, Nancy Baldwin, Miche"e Engelskirch and 

David Flowers, expert in urban planning. 

Joseph Larson testified and was accepted by the Board as a zoning technical 

consultant. Entered into evidence through Mr. Larson was Petitioners' Exhibit No.1 which 

is a zoning plat which accompanied the Petitioners' requested relief with a revision date 

of July 30, 2008. Mr. Larson described the property as a 5.9 acre tract situated on the 

southeast side of an existing 16 % foot private right-of-way that is extended off Longnecker 
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Road approximately 3,800 feet. The property is zoned RC. 2 and is served by private 

water and well and private sewage disposal. (T. 12). The right-of-way is the only access 

to Petitioners' lot and serves several other lots as shown on the Petitioners' Exhibit No. 1. 

(T. 13). Mr. Larson testified that the Petitioners had the right pursuant to the RC. 2 

regulations to subdivide one additional lot from their 5.9 acre parcel. (T. 14). Further, 

Petitioners' requested relief, pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) or alternatively Section 32-4­

409(e)(2) of the Baltimore County Code (herein "BCC") is requested to access to the 

proposed lot. (T. 14). 

Mr. Larson testified that based upon his investigation, it was his conclusion that the 

Petitioners have the right to access the right-of-way for the proposed new lot. (T. 14). Mr. 

Larson noted that Baltimore County estimates that a single family lot would generate an 

average of 10 trips per day and further noted he believed that that amount of trips per day 

would not have an impact of the health, safety and welfare of the surrounding community. 

(T. 15). 

When questioned about Petitioners' requested relief for a variance, pursuant to 

Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the BCC, Mr. Larson testified that he believed that the right-of­

way and lot are unique due to the creation of the right-of-way before the existence of the 

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (herein "BCZR"). Also, the said right-of-way has 

been used since its creation by other lots. (T. 16). Mr. Larson also testified that he 

believed that the Petitioners would suffer practical difficulty if the proposed variance is not 

granted because the Petitioners would not be allowed to develop their property as they 

have a right to do in accordance with the BCZR (T. 16-17). On cross-examination, Mr. 

Larson indicated that the paved area of the right-of-way varies from approximately eight 

2 
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to twelve feet. (T. 18). Mr. Larson indicated that the Baltimore County Zoning Advisory 

Comments from the Department of Public Works and Planning did not indicate there was 

a traffic problem in relation to the right-of-way that needed further investigation. (T. 22). 

Mr. Larson indicated that the Zoning Advisory Comment from the Department of Public 

Works recommended but not require certain things. (T. 23). Mr. Larson indicated that the 

Petitioners has gone through, in his opinion, the standard process in attempting to get the 

zoning issues reviewed prior to the minor subdivision process with regard to the requested 

relief. (T. 24-25). Mr. Larson indicated that he did not believe the additional one lot would 

have a detrimental impact from a traffic standpoint. (T. 25). Petitioners' Exhibit No.2 

entered into evidence, per Mr. Larson, which was a comment from Wally Lippincott from 

Agricultural Preservation Section of the Baltimore County Department of Environmental 

Protection Resource Management indicating they do not oppose Petitioners' requested 

relief. 

Mr. Larson confirmed that the Petitioners are willing to accept the conditions from 

the Board requiring the T-turn-around and fourteen percent grade as recommended in the 

Baltimore County Department of Public Works Comment. (T. 34). In addition, Mr. Larson 

indicated the Petitioners were willing to contribute their proportionate share for the paving 

of the 16 foot right-of-way if the Board felt appropriate. (T. 34). 

Mark Daneker testified on behalf of the Petitioners. Mr. Daneker was accepted by 

the Board as an expert title attorney and his Curriculum Vitae was submitted before the 

Board and entered as Petitioners' Exhibit No. 3. (T. 39) . Mr. Daneker described the 

investigation he did with regard to the titling of the right-of-way at issue before the Board. 

(T. 40-41). Mr. Daneker's title certification with regard to the right-of-way was entered 
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before the Board as Petitioners' Exhibit NO.4. Mr. Daneker summarized his findings and 

concluded his opinion as a title attorney and from the examination of the records it is 

unquestioned that the Petitioners have the right of use of the right-of-way and to assign the 

use of the right-of-way to any property that they may subdivide. (T.42-46). A copy of the 

original document which granted the right-of-way was entered before the Board as 

Petitioners' Exhibit NO.5. The chain of title with regard to the right-of-way stemming to the 

Kahns was entered as Petitioners' Exhibits 6 and 7. Mr. Daneker further entered as 

Petitioners' Exhibit No.8 a copy of the Maryland case of Mahoney v. Devinshire, 86 Md. 

App. 624 (1991) case which he submitted to the Board in support of the proposition that 

a land owner's who benefits from a right-of-way may subdivide his property with the use 

of the right-of-way extending to the subdivided lot. (T. 44-46). 

Mitchell Kellman testified on behalf of the Petitioners and was accepted by the 

Board as an expert in planning, zoning and development regulations. (T. 57). His 

Curriculum Vitae was accepted by the Board as Petitioners' Exhibit NO.9. Mr. Kellman 

indicated his present position is director of zoning services with the firm of Daft, McCune 

& Walker (T. 55). Mr. Kellman indicated that before going into private practice he started 

employment with Baltimore County in 1980 and worked there until approximately eight 

years ago working as a planning and zoning associate with Baltimore County in the Zoning 

Office and a planner with the Baltimore County Office of Zoning. (T. 55). Mr. Kellman 

described the investigation he performed on the Petitioners' requested relief. (T. 57-58). 

Mr. Kellman indicated that at various parts of the right-of-way there are areas to pull off the 

paved area. (T. 59) . Mr. Kellman indicated that in his opinion Section 32-4-409(c) of the 

BCC applies to the matter presently before the Board. (T. 60). As the case before the 
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Board involves a right-of-way not a panhandle lot. (T. 60). Mr. Kellman indicated that at 

the time of subdivision Petitioners' requested relief would not go through a development 

plan but rather would go through a minor subdivision process as the Petitioners are only 

requesting a subdivision of one lot and therefore there would be no development plan 

hearing before a hearing officer. (T. 60-61) . Mr. Kellman expressed an opinion that relief, 

pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC would be considered before the Zoning 

Commissioner or the Board of Appeals on appeal pursuant to a special hearing request 

pursuant to Section 500.7 of the BCZR. (T. 61). See copy of 32-4-1 01 (v) attached hereto 

for the Board's reference. 

Mr. Kellman expressed an expert opinion that he believed the Petitioners' request 

for a waiver pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC should be granted by the Board 

based on several reasons. Mr. Daneker, as an expert title attorney, opined that Petitioners 

have legal rights in the existing right-of-way and for subdivision of their additional lot. 

Additionally, they are permitted an additional lot under the property's R.C. 2 zone. Further, 

the right-of-way at issue has existed since 1910. (T. 62). Additionally, Mr. Kellman opined 

that one additional lot would not burden the existing right-of-way. (T.62-63). Further, Mr. 

Kellman indicated in his opinion that the Petitioners have no burden of proof required for 

the granting of a waiver under 32-4-409(c) of the BCC to use the right-of-way once he has 

established that they have the legal right to use the right-of-way as has been done in the 

above-captioned case. (T. 63). 

Mr. Kellman explained that a panhandle would be an access strip held in fee as an 

extension of a lot, as opposed to a right-of-way, which is not owned by the lot owner. (T. 

64). Notwithstanding Mr. Kellman's testimony that the Petitioners are not required to meet 
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a burden of proof once they establish their ability to use the right-of-way. Mr. Kellman 

testified that, in his opinion, Petitioners' requested relief met all the requirements of Section 

502.1 of the BCZR which apply to Special Exception requests. (T. 64-70). 

Mr. Kellman testified if the Board alternatelyfeltthatthe Petitioners' have panhandle 

access to their lot, in terms of requesting a variance from Section 32-4-409(e) of the BCC 

then in his opinion the right-of-way and lot at issue are unique in light of the right-of-way 

dating back to 1910 before the institution of the Zoning Regulations in 1945 and in addition 

the length of the right-of-way. (T. 67-68). Further, Mr. Kellman testified that if the variance 

would not be granted, the Petitioners would suffer practical difficulty because without the 

right-of-way the Petitioners' landlocked. (T. 68). Mr. Kellman, as Mr. Larson had 

previously testified, indicated that pursuant to his discussions with the Petitioners, they 

were willing to accept conditions from the Board to contribute their fair share to paving of 

the right-of-way and in addition to constructing a t-turn around and fourteen percent grade 

as recommended by the Baltimore County Department of Public Works. (T. 72-74). 

Entered in evidence through Mr. Kellman was Exhibit No. 12 permit from the Baltimore 

County Office of Planning indicating their support of the special hearing and variance 

request upon the Petitioners providing that the shared driveway meets Public Works and 

Fire Department regulations. In addition, the Zoning Advisory Comment for the Baltimore 

County Fire Department was entered before the Board as Petitioners' Exhibit No. 13. 

Mr. Kellman, on cross-examination , opined the impact of adding one additional 

house adjacent to the right-of-way would, in his opinion, have a "very minimal impact" and 

further Mr. Kellman indicated that that whatever conditions on the right-of-way exist 

presently, he did not believe that adding an average of 10 daily trips through the right-of­
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way would impact the right-of-way. (T. 84-85). In addition, on redirect, Mr. Kellman 

indicated that he did not spend a lot of time studying the existing conditions of the right-of­

way because they exist regardless of the Petitioners' requested relief. Further, Mr. Kellman 

reiterated in his opinion that once the Petitioners establish his or her ability to use the right­

of-way there is no burden of proof listed in the County Code. Even though he testified that 

in his opinion Petitioners' requested relief would meet the requirements of Section 502.1 

of the BCZR he does not believe that they need to be established for the Petitioners to be 

granted its requested relief on a waiver pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC. (T. 

91 ). 

Russel Kahn, Petitioner, also testified and indicated that he has lived on the property 

which is the subject of the hearing before the Board with his wife, Brenda, for 

approximately six and one half years. Mr. Kahn described his property as 5.9 acres, 90% 

wooded, single family residence, with a circular driveway and lot which is rectangular in 

nature. (T.95). Mr. Kahn indicated that aside from the right-of-way his property is 

landlocked and has no other means of access to the property or to a public street (T. 97). 

Mr. Kahn testified from his personal observation about the ability for cars to pass each 

other along the length of the right-of-way. (T. 102). Mr. Kahn testified that he considered 

any traffic impact from the granting of his requested relief as negligible because it would 

result in one residential household with an average estimated daily trips of 10 per day. 

Further, Mr. Kahn indicated there are already nine or ten lots traversing the right-of-way 

and the condition of the right-of-way has remained appreciably the same for the last six 

years. (T. 103). Mr. Kahn testified that he heard the complaints of the neighbors with 

regard to the condition of the right-of-way at the hearing before the Baltimore County 
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Zoning Commissioner and that those conditions have existed for approximately the six and 

one half years he has lived on the property. (T. 103-104). Mr. Kah n testified that if the 

Petitioners' requested relief, pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC is granted by the 

Board, he did not feel there would be any harm to the health, safety and welfare of the 

community. (T. 104). 

In the alternative, Mr. Kahn testified that in relation to the variance requested, 

pursuant to Section 32-4-409(b) of the BCC, that he believed that the right-of-way and lot 

were unique. (T. 104-105). And, that if the variance was not granted, he would suffer 

practical difficulty. (T. 105). Mr. Kahn indicated that he would accept the conditions from 

the Board to pay his fair share to pave the right-of-way, to construct a t-turnaround if 

required by Public Works, to ensure the right-of-way was at a 14% grade and have trash 

and mail boxes along Longnecker Road. (T. 106-107). 

Richard Deurer, Neal Kravitz, Joan Bildstein, Victoria Kravitz, Nancy Baldwin and 

Michelle Engelskirch testified in opposition to the Petitioners' requested relief. The 

Protestants' opposition centered on the existing conditions of the right-of-way, their 

opposition to development of another lot that would use the right-of-way, the potential 

impact of the use of the right-of-way by the additional lot and the maintenance costs 

related thereto. 

On cross-examination, the Protestants' witness generally opposed the paving of the 

right-of-way as several indicated that they believe that paving the right-of-way would lead 

to further development in the area. Protestants' witness also acknowledged that their 

present complaints with the right-of-way related to existing conditions. Several of the 

Protestants' witnesses indicated upon cross-examination that they were happy with the 
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present conditions of the right-of-way. 

David Flowers testified as an expert witness for the Protestants and was accepted 

by the Board as an expert in urban planning. Mr. Flowers compared the right-of-way to the 

alley way behind his house which is a townhouse in Loch Raven Village. (T. 198). Mr. 

Flowers rendered an opinion that the Petitioners' requested relief, in his opinion, would not 

meet the criteria outlined in Section 502.1 of the BCZR for granting a Special Exception. 

(T. 204-206). Mr. Flowers concluded his opinion a more comprehensive format with 

somewhat more detailed information would need to be provided before the Board could 

grant the applicants' proposed relief. (T. 211). 

Upon cross-examination, Mr. Flowers acknowledged that the property at issue is not 

within the urban rural demarcation line and is, in fact, in a rural area. (T. 212). Further, he 

acknowledged that his testimony was received by the Board as an urban planner. (T. 212). 

Mr. Flowers also acknowledged that the alley way behind his house must have 100 

homes which utilize the alley and has a minimum of 100 trips per day as opposed to the 

26 trips per day which Neal Kravitz indicate occur on the right-of-way at issue in the 

Board's case. (T. 213). Mr. Flowers admitted that nothing in Section 32-4-409(c) of the 

Bee which establishes a standard of proof for the Petitioners for granting of the requested 

waiver. (T. 213). Further, Mr. Flowers acknowledged that Section 32-4-409(c) of the BeC 

does not state that the Board should adhere to the criteria of Section 502.1 of the BCZR 

when considering such relief. (T. 214). Further, he was not aware of any authority that 

said the Board must consider Section 502.1 of the BCZR when considering relief under 

Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC. (T. 214-215). Finally, Mr. Flowers indicated that he 

believed the right-of-way could be safe in its present condition for those who are familiar 
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with it as opposed to those who are not familiar with it. (T. 217). He acknowledged that 

any occupants of the new lot which would result if the Petitioners' relief is granted would 

be familiar with the right-of-way. (T. 217). 

On rebuttal testimony, Russel Kahn testified about efforts he had made in the past 

with regard to the maintenance and repair of the right-of-way. (T. 234-237). 

In addition, Mitchell Kellman testified that in his opinion that the appropriate order 

for consideration of the Petitioners' requested relief would be submittal of the zoning plan 

at issue before the Zoning Commissioner or on appeal with the Board of Appeals and 

subsequently minor subdivision review which would involve more detailed information and 

more detailed requirements for review by Baltimore County. (T. 242). Mr. Kellman 

indicated that his belief that the standard of review for the Board's granting of relief under 

Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC is simply whether the owner and the successor has the 

right of use of the right-of-way. (T. 244). Mr. Kellman reiterated his belief that the Board 

should grant Petitioners' requested relief. (T. 245). Mr. Kellman indicated that, in his 

opinion, under the applicable Section of 32-4-409(c) of the BCC there is no burden of proof 

that the Board must consider. (T. 245). 

II. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. 	 SHOULD THE PETITIONERS' REQUESTED SPECIAL HEARING TO 
APPROVE A WAIVER, PURSUANT TO SECTION 500.7 OF THE 
BALTIMORE COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS AND SECTION 
32-4-409(c) OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE TO APPROVE 
AN ACCESS TO A PUBLIC STREET THROUGH AN EXISTING RIGHT­
OF-WAY IN LIEU OF A PANHANDLE STRIP BE GRANTED. 
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2. 	 SHOULD THE PETITIONERS' REQUESTED VARIANCE FROM 

SECTION 32-4-409(e)(2) OF THE BALTIMORE COUNTY CODE TO 
ALLOW ACCESS TO THE SUBJECT PROPERTY BY WAY OF A 
SIXTEEN AND ONE-HALF FOOT PRIVATE RIGHT-OF-WAY 
THIRTY-EIGHT FEET IN LENGTH FOR A PROPOSED LOT 
(14223 LONGNECKER ROAD) IN LIEU OF THE MAXIMUM 
PERMITTED ONE THOUSAND FEET BE GRANTED. 

III. 

ARGUMENT 

1. The Petitioners' requested Special Hearing to approve a waiver, pursuant to 

Section 500.7 of the BCZR and 32-4-409(c) of the BCC should be granted to permit access 

to an existing right-of-way in lieu of a panhandle strip. 

Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC states: 

(c) Same; exception. In cases where a right-of-way has been 
established before the submission of the Development Plan, the Hearing 
Officer may approve access to the local street or collector street through the 
existing right-of-way instead of an in-fee strip . 

Pursuant to the plain wording of the above-referenced section, the hearing officer 

on appeal the Board of Appeals may approve access to the local street or collector street 

through an existing right-of-way instead of an in-fee strip. 

Mark Daneker, expert title attorney, who testified on behalf of the Petitioners, clearly 

established through his testimony that the Petitioners have not only the right to use the 

right-of-way for their present lot but also any subdivided lot. Mr. Daneker introduced to the 

Board the case of Mahoney v. Devonshire, 86 Md. App. 624 (1991) in support of the 

proposition that if a property owner holds the right to use a right-of-way that right also 

extends to the property owner's use of the right-of-way for any lot which is subdivided from 
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standard of indicating the average trips per day generated from a residential lot would be 

10 trips per day. 

Russel Kahn, Petitioner, also testified that he did not believe that the granting of the 

Petitioners' requested waiver would have a detrimental affect on the health, safety and 

welfare of the surrounding community. Mr. Kahn's testimony was supported by his wife, 

Brenda Kahn. 

Protestants' testimony centered on the problems they contended which are existing 

conditions with regard to the right-of-way. Although the Protestants were clear that they 

wanted no more subdivision along the right-of-way, they presented no specific evidence 

that traffic generated from the Kahns' proposed lot would overburden the easement. The 

Protestants rather simply complained about existing conditions and indicated that they 

wanted to maintain the status quo, therefore allowing no more traffic to be added to the 

right-of-way. 

Protestants' testimony also raised the issue of whether or not the Petitioners' relief 

would establish a precedence for additional subdivision, however, Mitch Kellman testified 

on behalf of the Petitioners that any additional use of the right-of-way would have to come 

through a public hearing and could be scrutinized on its own merits at the time of any such 

request. 

It should be noted that the opinions of David Flowers, as an expert witness were 

accepted by the Board as an urban planner, on behalf of the Protestants. The subject 

property and right-of-way, however, are zoned R.C. 2 and are located outside the urban 

rule demarcation line in the rural area of Baltimore County. Accordingly, under the area 

of expertise that Mr. Flowers was accepted by the Board of Appeals, his opinions must be 
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discounted in relation to the Petitioners' requested relief. 

Mr. Flowers admitted that he had no authority to support the proposition that for the 

Petitioners to be granted the requested waiver that they needed to meet the requirements 

of Section 502.1 of the BCZR. Notwithstanding the above, Mr. Flowers' testimony that the 

Petitioners' requested relief does not meet the elements of that section 502.1 of the BCZR 

should be discounted in light of his testimony being received as an urban planner as noted 

above. 

In terms of comparison of the right-of-way at issue in this case with the alley behind 

Mr. Flowers' house not only is the alley way in an urban setting with likely barriers to 

passing such fences, curbs, telephone poles as compared to the rural setting of the right-

of-way with opportunities for passing. In addition, the amount of trips per day is 

approximately four times as many on the alley way. 

When the testimony and evidence as a whole are reviewed before the Board, it is 

clear that the Petitioners' requested waiver, pursuant to Section 32-4-409(c) of the BCC, 

should be granted. 

2. Petitioners' requested variance, pursuant to Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the 

BCC should be granted . 

Section 32-4-409(e)(2)(3) of the BCC states: 

(e) Length of panhandle in DR and RC zones.... 

(2) In an RC zone, the panhandle length may not 
exceed 1,000 feet. 

(3) The maximum permitted length of a 
panhandle is subject to variance under §307 of the Baltimore 
County Zoning Regulations. 
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Petitioners' requested Variance, pursuant to Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the BCC should be 

GRANTED. 

ORGERDING, JR. 
mgton Avenue, Suite 600 

TowsOn, Maryland 21204 
410-296-6820 
ATTORNEY FOR PETITIONERS 

Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

CERTIFICATE OF SFRVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this :Jr day of J!" Lt , 2009, a copy of 
the foregoing was mailed, first-class postage prepaid, to: 7 
J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 
508 Fairmount Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21286 
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

This matter comes before the Zoning Commissioner for consideration of Petitions for 

Special Hearing and Variance filed by the owners of the subject property, Russel A. Kahn and 

his wife, Brenda Kahn . The Petitioners request a special hearing to approve a waiver, pursuant 

to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) and Section 32-4­

409(c) of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), development regulations, to permit access to a 

street (Longnecker Road to Piney Grove Road) through an existing right-of-way in lieu of a 

panhandle strip. In addition, Petitioners request a variance from Section 32-4-409(e)(2) to allow 

access to the subject property by way of a 16.5-foot private right-of-way of 3,420 feet for a 

proposed lot (14223 Longnecker) in lieu of the maximum permitted 1,000 feet. The subject 

property and requested relief are more particularly described on the revised site plan submitted 

which was accepted into evidence and marked as Petitioners' Exhibit I. 

Appearing at the requisite public hearing in support of the requests were the Joseph L. 

Larson, consultant, with Spellman, Larson and Associates, Inc., who prepared the site plan for 

this property, and Russel Kahn, property owner. A number of residents from the surrounding 

"Longnecker Road extended" community appeared in opposition to the requests, namely Neil 

and Victoria Kravitz, Douglas R. Grice, Mark E. and Michelle R. Engelskirch, Nancy L. 
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Baldwin and Richard R. Deurer, and F. Evans and Joan K. Bildstein, adjacent property owners. 

The Protestants also submitted letters from George P. Mahoney, Jr., Lewis and Laury Scharff 

and Gary and Judy Siegel, who were unable to appear but oppose the requested subdivision and 

access to the Petitioners property. 

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that this hearing initially commenced on May 

20, 2008. Mr. Larson moved for a continuance at that time to address adverse Zoning Advisory 

Committee (ZAC) comments and letters received from the community. Despite the passage of 

five (5) months, there remained confusion at the October 21, 2008 hearing regarding the Revised 

Petition for Variance on behalf of the Petitioners and Protestants conceming the nature and scope 

of the request. The Petitioners believe the private driveway should be measured from its 

departure from the centerline of Longnecker Road to the proposed lot (3,420 feet). The 

Protestants, however, contend that the County does not maintain any portion of Longnecker 

Road and that the measurement should therefore commence at Piney Grove Road, a distance of 

390 feet further south of the use-ill-common private driveway (3,810 feet) . A review of the 

subject right-of-way agreement(s) dated February 19, 1910 recorded among the Land Records of 

Baltimore County in Liber W.P.c. 359, Folio 52, and its predecessor in Liber lB. No . 57, Folio 

312, dated December 17, 1870, is instructive, and I shall therefore credit the testimony of the 

Protestants in this regard finding the Variance request should more correctly reflect a total access 

length of 3,810 feet. 

Testimony and evidence offered disclosed that the Petitioners own 5.94 acres of land, 

f located on the nOliheast side of Piney Grove Road, in the Reisterstown/Glyndon area of the 
!:~ I 

County. The subject property is a rectangularly shaped parcel, zoned R.C.2 and improved with a..~ yt
~ "~II ~: two-story family home built in 2006 that is centrally positioned on the lot and set back some 

2,940 feet east of Longnecker Road. The Petitioners (Kahns) are relative newcomers to this 

2 



.. .. 

Longnecker Road extended community area having acquired the property in March 2006. They 

reside at 14225 Longnecker Road (Parcel 102 on Maryland Tax Map 32) and propose to 

subdivide their lot into two (2) lots marked on the site plan (Petitioners' Exhibit 1) as 14223 and 

14225 Longnecker Road . The plat shows an existing dwelling at 14225 and a proposed dwelling 

to be built on a new one-acre lot located on the property's northeast corner to be known as 14223 

Longnecker. Both lots would be served by the existing access driveway that extends from Piney 

Grove Road to the Petitioners existing house and 13 other lots (10 of which are improved with 

single-family dwellings, some of which historically date back as early as circa 1851 and several 

others in the early 1900's). Mr. Larson testified that a subdivision request is not currently 

pending. However, he stated, there would be a subdivision request if the relief requested in this 

case is granted. He maintains that under the R.C.2 zoning governing the property, the Kahns are 

entitled to subdivide their lot. The issue here is whether or not the present use in common access 

driveway can accommodate an additional lot. Mr. Larson asserts that the request for the variance 

as to the length is "academic" because the existing driveway already exceeds the length limit and 

the addition of one more lot would have no affect. I 

The width of the common easement area is 16.5 feet, 8 feet of which is currently covered 

with well-compacted crusher run as shown on the many photographs submitted by Mr. Bildstein 

and collectively marked as Protestants Exhibit 3. None of the lots have an in-fee strip of 10 feet 

as required for three (3) or more lots sharing a panhandle driveway. Mr. Larson testified while 

I Mr. Larson did not provide evidence that the subject property was unique or patently different than any of the other 
lots in this development. The uniqueness and practical difficulty standards are required by B.C.Z.R. Section 307 
and Cromwell v. Ward, however, in this case, the Petitioners rely on the fact that the current length of the panhandle 
access already extends to the existing and proposed dwelling lots. It is in their opinion a nonconforming use and a 
variance for this use is therefore not technically necessary . It exists, albeit nonconforming to current codes 
regarding the length of a panhandle driveway. Most of the entire Longnecker Road extended was plalU1ed prior to 
the existing panhandle code and does not achieve the code's main objectives stated in B.C.C. Section 32-4­
409(a)( I )(i)-(iv). 
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the full ] 6.5-foot width could be paved, it was not necessary for one (1) new dwelling. On 

cross-examination, Mr. Larson testified that a 16.5-foot wide paved surface would be an 

improvement to the current situation; however, the expense (estimated at $35,000 plus) would 

have to be shared equally by all the use-in-common lot owners. He also testified that a 30-foot x 

70-foot T-tumaround could be constructed on the Petitioners property but this is not shown on 

the site plan submitted (Petitioners' Exhibit]) . Mr. Larson acknowledged that no application for 

a waiver of the width requirement had been made with the Plmming Director. Only a Special 

Hearing was requested. 

The Protestants all testified and first presented Neil Kravitz as a witness. The Kravitz 

live at 14207 Longnecker Road, the first lot with access to the right-of-way located closest to 

Piney Grove Road (See photographs received as Protestants Exhibits 1 A and] B illustrating that 

this property is the "gateway" for other lots and homes along the common driveway known as 

Longnecker Road. Mr. Kravitz testified that he sees all traffic traveling on the road that is now 

deteriorating and can't bear any increase in use. He outlined the number of families residing on 

the 14,000 block of Longnecker Road and the vehicular traffic that use the common access 

driveway on a daily basis between the hours of 7:30 AM to 6:00 PM as follows: 

Property and Owners Number of Vehicles and Drivers 

14207 - Neil S. Kravitz 2 
14209 - Vernon R. Walter, et al 2 
]42]1 - Evans F. Bildstein, et ux 2 
]4213 - Doulgas R. Grice 2 
142]7 - Mark E. Engelskirch, et ux 2 
14219 Richard R. Deurel' & Nancy L. Baldwin 2 
]4225 - Russel A. Kahn, et ux 2 + 3 employee vehicles 
14230 - Lewis A. Scharff, et ux 4 (including 2 teenage children & 1 secretary) I f 
]4240 - Gary Siegel, et ux 4 (including 2 adults, daughter & her husband) ~~I 

(p
Rr\) TOTAL - 26 Vehicles x ]0 Average Daily Trips 

I 

I 
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Other vehicles using Longnecker Road on a daily basis: 

• Family and friends of the above 
• Farm equipment including agricultural trucks to move harvested crops 
• Delivery vehicles including: UPS, FedEx (Express/Ground/Home/Freight) and DHL 

Evans Bildstein, a long-time resident of Longnecker Road (since 1971) presented his 

deed and photographs (Protestants Exhibits 2 and 3), He stated that the road in the past could 

adequately support five (5) homes but now with the addition of increased homes and lot owners, 

the road is degrading , He has for 37 years plowed snow and assumed primary maintenance 

responsibilities. He says he's getting "up in years" and no longer can keep up with these 

demands due to the continuing roadbed erosion problems. The others in attendance discussed 

the need of protecting the areas natural, historic and scenic resources and the failed past attempts 

in reaching a cost-sharing agreement and having the roadbed paved. 

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments were received and are contained 

within the case file, Of note, comments were received from the Bureau of Development Plans 

Review dated March 28,2008. Dennis A. Kennedy, P.E" the Bureau's Supervisor, indicated that 

the driveway would need to be paved, provide a 30' x 70' tee-turnaround at the end of the 

driveway and have a title attorney certify that the Petitioners have the right to burden the existing 

right-of-way. There is no evidence in the record that any of these recommendations can or will 

be provided . Panhandle driveways and existing right-of-ways - in lieu of in-fee strips - pose 

problems for ordinary and emergency vehicles and are limited by B.C.C. Section 32-4-409(a) to ' " assure new lots will not conflict with efforts to provide for public safety and general welfare. 
, t 

,' 
,: I 

, ( 

There is no evidence in the record to suppol1 this Commission's granting of a variance.J 

I. 
~~' Therefore, the Petitioners having failed to establish the elements of their case and demonstrate by 

a burden of proof the elements required by B.C.Z,R. Section 307, I shall deny their request. 
, I 

I
" 

"
, 

' 

5 

, " 
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• • 
Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property and public hearing on these 

Petitions held, and for the reasons set forth above, the relief requested shall be denied. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore County, 

this day of October 2008, that the Petitioners' request for Special Hearing )-~a,.. 
relief filed pursuant to Section 500.7 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.) 

and Section 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), development regulations, to 

allow another building lot to access a street through an existing right-of-way in lieu of a 

panhandle strip, be and is hereby DENIED; and 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Variance from Section 32-4-409(e)(2) 

of the Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.), to approve access to the subject property by way of a 

16.5-foot private use-in-common right-of-way of 3,810 feet for a proposed lot in lieu of the 

maximum permitted 1,000 feet in a R.C. zone, in accordance with Petitioners' Exhibit 1, be and 

is hereby DENIED. 

Any appeal of this Order shall be taken within thirty (30) days in accordance with 

Baltimore County Code (B.C.C.) Section 32-3-401. 

i 

Zoning-Commissioner 
WJW:dlw for Baltimore County 

6 
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Pefition for Sp~al Hearing 

to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County 

14223 
for the property located at 14225 Longnecker Road 

which is presently zoned ----..:..:R:..::..C--=2:.-____ 

This Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Deveiopment Management. The undersigned, legal 
owner.(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto and 
made a part hereof, hereby petition for a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore 
County, to determine whether or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve 

REFER TO ATTACHED SHEET 

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations. 
I. or we. agree to pay expenses of above Special Hearing, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the 
zOning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County. 

Contract Purchaser/Lessee.' 

NA 
Name· Type. or Print 

S~n~uffi NA 

~--------~N~A----__________-=~~~-
Address Telephone No. 

NA 
City State Zip Code 

Attornev For Petitioner.' 

Name· Type or Print 

Signature 

Company 

Address Telephone No. 

City Stale Zip Code 

Case No. !t ~~ ~~A 

l/lNe do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of 
perjury, that l/we are the legal owner(s) of the property which 
is the subject of this Petition. 

LegalOwner(s); 

Russel A. Kahn 
Na~~ 
sr9n~e 

Brenda Kahn 

N~~ 

Signature 

14225 Longnecker Road 410-429-5040 
Address Tetephone No. 

Glyndon MD 21136-4845 
City State Zip Code 

Representative to be Contacted: 

Joseph L. Larson 
Name 

222 Bosley Avenue 410-823-3535 
Address Telephone No. 

MD 21204Towson 
City State Zip Code 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING \ H. 

UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING ---r-----­

·..., •••f (,·~..,vL.v.:u Fvri r-I -wed By -"..........J....::L.-:::::.-.-____ Date 3/;('LjtJ8

r(~9/IS/~i Date \ -.0 - .,.L~ ~ 

~ --M 
r.Jy ~~ . ~_ .--...-~....",.,.. 
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ZONrNG PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING 

KAHN PROPERTY 


14223 & 14225 LONGNECKER ROAD 


To allow another building lot to use the 16.5' private driveway for access to Longnecker Road. 



I. ""_.\ ."... .J 

" . ~ ~ti~6~ ort~~;~~~ 
to the Zoning Commissioner ofBaltimore County 

for the property located at14223&14225 Longnecker Road 
which is presently zoned _R~C.......;-2~____ 

This Petition shall be flied with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal owner(s) 
of the property situate In Baltimore County and which Is described In the description and plat attached hereto and made a part 
hereof. hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s) 

Refer to attached sheet 

of tt,e Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the zoning law orSaltimore County. for the following reasons: (indicate hardship 
or practical difficulty) . 

Arg4ment in support of this Variance will be fully and thorqughly presented at the Hearing. 

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations. 
I. or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance. advertising, postfng. etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the zon in~ 
regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pt"lrsuanl to the zoning law for Baltimore County. . 

Wle do solemnly declare and affirm. under the penalUes of 
perjury, that lIwe are the legal owner(s) of the property which 

Is the subject of this PeUUon. 

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: LegaIOwner(s}: 

NA Russel Kahn 

Name· Type or Print 


NA 
Signature Slgn.ture \,j 

NA Brenda Kahn 

Company 

Address TeI8p.hon, No. 

Joseph 
Name 
222 Bo
Addreu 

L .. Larson 

sley Ave. Ste . B-3 410­ 823-3535 
Telephone No. 

City State Zip COde · 
: ToWson 

City 
MD 

State 
21204 

Zip Cooo 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING ____ 

UNAVAILABLE FOR HEARING ___- ­
I \U . rfAXce::: - n QM"p gl'1Wi'.Jtio'e Date ___ 

REV 9/15198 ... 

Address 

City 
NA 

Slate 

TelePhoneNo. 
.• 

Zip Code • 

Nam~

Signature 

int ~ 
~.~/

. ­

Attorney For Petitioner: 14225 
Address 

Longnecker Road 

Name · Type or Print 
Glyndon 

CIty 
MD 

State 

Signature 
Representative to be Contacted: 

410-429-5040 
Telephone No. 

21136-4845 
zip COde 
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ZONING PETITION FOR V ARlANCE 

KAHN PROPERTY 


14223 & 14225 LONGNECKER ROAD 


8e~ 
Variance from B9zt{ Section 32-4-409(e) 

To approve access to the subject property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 3420' more or less 
in length in lieu of the allowed 1000' in length. 
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P• · ..c 'v · etItIon lor arlance 
to the Zoning Commissioner ofBaltimore County 

for the property located atl4223&14225 Longnecker Road 
which is presently zoned _R......;C_-2_____ 

This Petition shall be flied with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, legal owner(s) 
of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto and made a part 
hereof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s) 

Refer to attached sheet 

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the zoning law 0; Baltimore County, for the following reasons: (indicate hardship 
or practical difficulty) 

Argument in support of this Variance will be fully and thoroughly presented at the Hearing. 

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations. 

I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance, advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the zoning 

regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County. 


IrNe do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of 
perjury, thalilwe are the legal owner(s) of the property which 

is the subject of this Petilion. 

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: Legal Owner(s): 

NA Russel Kahn 
Name =-rype or Print Nime:Type orp~c; 

NA 
Signature Signature 

NA Brenda Kahn 
Address TelephoneNo. 

NA Fra~:::~~ 
City State Zip Code ' Signature 

Attorney For Petitioner: 14225 Longnecker Road 410-429-5040 
Address Telephone No. 

Glyndon MD 21136-4845 
Name· Type or Print City State LipCode 

Representative to be Contacted: 
Signature 

Josenh L. Larson 
Company Name 

222 Bosley Ave. Ste. B-3 410-823-3535 
Address Telephon. No. Address Telephone No. 

,
Towson MD 21204 

City State Zip Code City -- State- Zip CoiJe 

OFFICE USE ONLY 

- .m <~r',;;) 
... ~~I NJ1 i t ;: , . -..1. .~ ( .p 2 

, \ "=> -d-'l ~VQ "VYl1nH~~. ...Y. 

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING /#/!..
Case No 

, < 

,/ 

.JtVAILABLE Fg~eH¥~g"'-_----
REV 9/15/98 ... 

~v ~.......,-- .. - =­
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ZONING PETITION FOR VARIANCE 
KAHN PROPERTY 

14223 & 14225 LONGNECKER ROAD 

Variance from BCZR Section 32-4-409(e) 

To approve access to the subject property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 2920' more or less 
in length in lieu of the allowed 1000' in length. 



((!D 
ROBERT E . SPELLMAN. P.L .S . 

JOSEPH L. LARSON 

CIVIL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS 

222 BOSLEY AVENUE, SUITE B-3 


TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

TEL (410) 823-3535 I FAX (410) 825-5215 


LEGAL DESCRIPTION TO ACCOMPANY PETITION 
FOR SPECIAL HEARING & VARIANCE 

KAHN PROPERTY 
14223&14225 LONGNECKER ROAD 

BEGINNING for the same at the intersection of Piney Grove Road and Longnecker Road and 
running along the centerline of Longnecker Road 390' more or less to the center line of a private 
16.5' right of way thence 2920.00 feet more or less from the center line of Longnecker Road to 
the place of beginning of the subject property thence running along the center line of the 16.5' 
private right of way for lines of division along firstly the center line of the 16.5' private right of 
way north 49 degrees 53 minutes 30 seconds east 120.67 feet north 31 degrees 53 minutes 30 
seconds east 189.12 feet north 40 degrees 06 minutes 00 seconds east 337.02 feet north 47 
degrees 34 minutes 00 seconds east 29.05 feet to a point in the center line of the said 16.5' private 
right of way thence for lines of division south 42 degrees 49 minutes 40 seconds east 445.18 feet 
thence south 54 degrees 12 minutes 30 seconds west 86.63 feet thence south 47 degrees 30 
minutes 20 seconds west 576.03 feet thence north 43 degrees 35 minutes 00 seconds west 334.00 
feet to the place of beginning. 

Said property being known as 14223&14225 Longnecker Road. 

Containing 5.94 acres of land more or less. 

Al'L) 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND 
OFFICE OF BUDGET AND FINANCE A i 1No. 
MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPT * 

.. '1' J\I Date: 

Sl.Ib Rept BS 
Rev Cat Acct 

~. 

Total: , r - - x -
Ree 
From: 

For: 

CASHIER'S 
VALfDATIONDISTRIBUTION 

WHITE - CASHIER PINK - AGENCY YELLOW - CUSTOMER 



e • 
NOTICE OF ZONINO HEARINO 

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by au­
thority 01 !he Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore 
County will hold a public haarlng In Towson, Maryland on 
tha property Identlflad hareln as follows: 

C ••• : • OI-4211-IPHA 
14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road 
Elslde 01 Longnecker Road, 390 feet north of Piney 
Grove Road 
4th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owner(s): Russel & Brenda Kahn 

Speclll HI.rlng: to allow another building lot to usethe 
16.5-loot private driveway lor access to Longnecker 
Road. Vlrllncl: to approve access to the subject prop­
erty by way 01 a 16.5 loot prtvate driveway 2920 feet 
more or less In length In lieu of the allowed 1000 leat In 
length. 
HI.rlng: TUlidIY, May 20, 2001 1111:00 I.m. In Room 
407, County Courll Building, 401 BOIIIY AWlnuI, 
Towson 21204. 

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN, '" 
Zoning Commissioner lor Baltimore County 

NOTES; (1) Hearings are Handicapped Accessible; for 
spacial accommodations Please Contact the Zoning Com­
missioner's OHlce at (410) 887-4386. 

\2) For Inlormatlon concerning the File and/or Hearing, 
Contact the Zoning Review Office at (410) 887-3391. 
JT 5/606 May 6 172~~2_ 

CERTIFICATE OF PUBliCATION 

5 [g! , 200~ 
THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published 

in the following weekly newspaper published in Baltimore County, Md. , 

once in each of successive weeks, the first publication appearing 

on sIb/ ,20~ 

~ The Jeffersonian 

o Arbutus Times 

o Catonsville Times 

o Towson Times 

o Owings Mills Times 

o NE Booster/Reporter 

o North County News 

S. ff-v--Nu 
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

ATTENTION: KRISTEN MATTHEWS 
DATE: 05/01/08 
Case Number: 08-425-SPHA 
Petitioner / Developer: RUSSEL & BRENDA KAHN-JOSPEH LARSON 
Date of Hearing (Closing): MAY 20,2008 

This is to certify under the penalties of perjury that the necessary sign(s) 
required by law were posted conspicuously on the property located at: 

14223 & 14225 LONGNECKER ROAD 

The sign(s) were posted on: 04/30/08 

~(j'AA--
(Signature of Sign Poster) ., 

Linda O'Keefe 
(Printed Name of Sign Poster) 

523 Penny Lane 
(Street Address of Sign Poster) 

Hunt Valley, Maryland 21030 
(City, State, Zip of Sign Poster) 

410 - 666 - 5366 
(Telephone Number of Sign Poster) 

ZON GNOTICE 
CASE # .Dl· ~),5-Jf1lA -

APUBLIC HEARING Will BE HElD BY 
THE ZONIHG COMMISSIONER 

IN TOWSON, MD 

I.t _mmtl 

! "1I.iI1 Of La 
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BALTltvIUKt:. COUNT'I Requested: February 4, 2009 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
APPEAL SIGN POSTING REQUEST 

CASE NO.: 08-42S-SPHA 

14423 & 14425 Longnecker Road 

4th ELECTION DISTRICT APPEALED: 11126/08 

ATTACHMENT - (Plan to accompany Petition - Petitioner' s Exhibit No.1) 

***COMPLETE AND RETURN BELOW INFORMATION**** 

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING 

TO: 	 Baltimore County Board of Appeals 

The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 (D-e IL 

102 W. Chesapeake A venue 
 it 	&1.1 P.JTowson, MD 21204 

Attention: Theresa Shelton 
Administrator 

CASE NO.: 08-42S-SPHA 

LEGAL OWNER: Russel Kahn 

This is to certify that the necessary appeal sign was posted conspicllously on the property 
located at: 

14423 & 14425 LONGNECKER ROAD 

E/s LONGNECKER ROAD, 390' N OF PINEY GROVE ROAD 

200__ 
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PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD 


Citation/Case No.: o'e-42.5 · SPH A 14~23-+ IL¥tz5 LoN~ t\l ~!'(4?K' t~ 
Date of Photographs: ~ ~ l 5 .. D '7 

·ic~· 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I took the Z-=: photographs set out above, and that these photographs 
(number of photos) 

fairly and accurately depict the condition of the property that is the subject of the above-referenced 
citation/case number on the date set out above . 

~ 

Enforcement Officer "" '.' 

11114/00 .c. 
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PHOTOGRAPHIC RECORD 


Citation/Case No.: Qe.,;!.(2~ SPY B < 1112; -of 1142$" LDN~Nev~~ 
Date of Photographs: fi=lh .0 f . 

<. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that I took the J;- photographs set out above, and that these photographs 
(number of photos) 

fairly and accurately depict the condition of the property that is the subject of the above-referenced 
citation/case number on the date set out above. 

..," 

11 / 14/00 



t e ,., 

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT 


ZONING REVIEW 


ADVERTISING REqUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR ZONING HEARINGS 

The Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) require that notice be given to the 
general pubUclneighboring property owners relative to property which is the subject of 
an upcoming zoning hearing, For those petitions which require a public hearing, this 
notice is accomplished by posting a sign on the property (responsibility of the 
petitioner) and placement of anotice in a newspaper of general circulation in the 
County, both at least fifteen (15) days before the hearing. ' 

Zoning Review will ensure that the legal ' requirements for advertising are satisfied. 
However, the petitioner is responsible for the costs associated with these requirements. 
The newspaper will bill the person listed below for the advertising. 'This advertising is 
due upon receipt and should be remitted directly to the newspaper. 

OPINIONS MAY NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL ALL ADVERTISING COSTS ARE PAID. 

For Newseaper Advertising: 

Item Number or Case Number: 


Petitioner: ' RLJ~~E L.. kAJ-J,J 

Address or Location: ' J4-~ 2 ;2 L (;) ~ Go tJ 6c k:: ;:::. C2 (20 . 


PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BilL TO: 

Name: ~'-.l ~ 5 E-L- LL"A t-j tJ 
Address: 14 ~ 2t:; LO"7~NEcjLLS f2 C2 D. 

, c;L'(~DDt-J MD. ~11?~-48~J?I 

I 

( \/ ~ - , { I ( 

Telephone Number: 4- 'I Q - 4 'Z <77. ? C) A. '.) 

Revised 2120/98 - SCJ 

"r 

-9­
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TO : 	 PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY 

Tuesday, May 6, 2008 Issue - Jeffersonian 

Please forward billing to: 
Russel Kahn 410-429-5040 
14225 Longnecker Road 
Glyndon, MD 21136 

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and Regulations 
of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing in Towson, Maryland on the property identified 
herein as follows: 

CASE NUMBER: OB-42S-SPHA 
14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road 
E/side of Longnecker Road, 390 feet north of Piney Grove Road 
4th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Russel & Brenda Kahn 

Special Hearing to allow another building lot to use the 16.5-foot private driveway for access to 
Longnecker Road. Variance to approve access to the subject property by way of a 16.5 foot 
private driveway 2920 feet more or less in length in lieu of the allowed 1000 feet in length. 

Hearing: Tuesday, May 20,2008 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 407, County Courts Building, 

~01 Boslw Avenue, Towson 21204 


WILLIAM J. WISEMAN III 
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY 

NOTES: (1) 	 HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL 
ACCOMODATIONS, PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'S 
OFFICE AT 410-887-4386. 

(2) 	 FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT 
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391. 



.' • 
BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR . 
County Executive 

TI

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

MOTH~IM.iIKbT~~, Director 
Deparlment 0/ Permits and 
Development Management 

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County , by authority of the Zoning Act and Regulations 
of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing in Towson, Maryland on the property identified 
herein as follows: 

,CASE NUMBER: 08-425-SPHA 
14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road 
E/side of Longnecker Road, 390 feet north of Piney Grove Road 
4th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Russel & Brenda Kahn 

Special Hearing to allow another building lot to use the 16.5-foot private driveway for access to 
Longnecker Road . Variance to approve access to the subject property by way of a 16.5 foot 
private driveway 2920 feet more or less in length in lieu of the allowed 1000 feet in length. 

Hearing: Tuesday, May 20 , 2008 at 9:00 a.m. in Room 407, County Courts Building, 
401 Bosley Avenue, Towson 21204 

~~~lro~ 

Timothy Kotroco 
Director 

TK:klm 

C: 	Russel & Brenda Kahn , 14225 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21136 
Joseph Larson, 222 Bosley Avenue, Ste. B-3, Towson 21204 

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN 
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY MONDAY, MAY 5,2008. 

(2) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL 
ACCOMMODATIONS PLEASE CALL THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE 
AT 410-887-4386. 

(3) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT 
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391. 

Zoning Review I County Office Building 

III West Chesapeake Avenue, Room 111 ITowson, Maryland 21204 I Phone 410-887-3391 I Fax 41 0-887-3048 


www. balti morecountymd.gov 


http:morecountymd.gov
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 JEFFERSON BUILDING 

SECOND FLOOR, SU ITE 203 


105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 

TOWSON , MARYLAND, 21204 

410-887-3180 

FAX: 410-887-3182 


Hearing Room #2, Second Floor 
Jefferson BuiJding, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 

March 10, 2009 

NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT 

CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brenda Kahn 
- LO/ PETITIONERs 

142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 
4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

RE: SPH - To allow another bldg lot to use the 16.5' private dvwy for access to Longnecker Road; 
Sec. 500.7 and Sec. 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code 

VAR - To approve access to the subj property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 3420' more· 
or less in length, ilo the allowed 1000' in length; Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the Baltimore County Code 

10/2812008 - Z.e.'s Order in which requested zoning relief was DENIED. 

This matter was assigned for Tuesday, April 7, 2009 and has been postponed. The matter will be re­
assigned upon an agreed date by Counsel. Upon the date being established a Notice of Re-assignment 
will be sent to all parties. TO BE RE-ASSIGNED. 

NOTICE: This appeal is an evidentiary hearing; therefore, par1ies should consider the 
advisability of retaining an attorney. 

Please refer to the Board's Rules of Practice & Procedure, Appendix B, Baltimore County Code. 

IMPORTANT: No postponements will be granted without sufficient reasons; said requests must be in writing and 
in compliance with Rule 2(b) of the Board's Rules. No postponements will be granted within 15 days of scheduled 
hearing date unless in full compliance with Rule 2(c). 

If you have a disability requiring special accommodations, please contact this office at least one week prior to 
hearing date. 

Theresa R. Shelton, Administrator 

c: Counsel for Petitioners/Legal Owners 
PetitionerslLegal Owners 

Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., Esquire 
Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

Counsel for Protestants 
Protestants 

Mr. And Mrs. Kravitz 
Douglas Grice 
Mr. And Mrs. Engelskirch 

J. CalTolI Holzer, Esquire 
Mr. And Mrs. Bildstein 

Mr. And Mrs. Siegel Joseph Larson 
George Mahoney, Jr. Mr. and Mrs . Scharff 
F. Evans Nancy Baldwin I Richard Deurer 

People's Counsel for Baltimore County 
William J. Wiseman III IZoning Commissioner 
Pat Keller, Planning Director 
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director IPDM 
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 JEFFERSON BUILDING 

SECOND FLOOR, SUITE 203 


105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 

TOWSON, MARYLAND, 21204 

41 0~887-3180 

FAX: 410-887~3182 

Hearing Room #2, Second Floor 
Jefferson Building, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 

March 26, 2009 

NOTICE OF RE-ASSIGNMENT 


CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brtenda Kahn 
- LO/ PETITIONERs 

142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 
4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

RE: SP" - To allow another bldg lot to use the 16.5' private dvwy for access to Longnecker Road; Sec. 500.7 and 
Sec. 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code 

V AR - To approve access to the subj property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 3420' more or less in length, 110 the 
allowed 1000' in length; Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the Baltimore County Code 

1012812008 - Z.e. 's Order in which requested zoning relief was DENIED. 

This matter was postponed/rom 4/7109 and counsel have agreed to a hearing on the/allowing dale: 

RE-ASSIGNED FOR: WEDNESDAY, JUNE 10,2009 at 10:00 a.m. 

NOTICE: This appeal is an evidentiary hearing; therefore, parties should consider the 
advisability of retaining an attorney. 

Please refer to the Board's Rules of Practice & Procedure, Appendix B, Baltimore County Code. 

IMPORTANT: No postponements will be granted without sufficient reasons; said requests must be in writing and 
in compliance with Rule 2(b) of the Board 's Rules. No postponements will be granted within 15 days of scheduled 
hearing date unless in full compliance with Rule 2(c). 

If you have a disability requiring special accommodations, please contact this office at least one week prior to 
hearing date. 

Theresa R. Shelton , Administrator 

c: 	 Counsel for Petitioners/Legal Owners Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., Esquire 
Petitioners/Legal Owners Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

Counsel for Protestants 	 J. Can'oll Holzer, Esquire 
Protestants Mr. And Mrs. Bildstein 

Mr. And Mrs. Kravitz Mr. And Mrs . Siegel Joseph Larson 
Douglas Grice George Mahoney, Jr. Mr. and Mrs. Scharff 
Mr. And Mrs . Engelskirch F. Evans Nancy Baldwin / Richard Deurer 

People's Counsel for Baltimore County 
William 1. Wiseman III /Zoning Commissioner 
Pat Keller, Planning Director John E. Beverungen, County Attorney 
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director IPDM Nancy West, Assistant County Attorney 
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 JEFFERSON BUILDING 

SECOND FLOOR, SUITE 203 


105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 

TOWSON , MARYLAND, 21204 

410-887-3180 

FAX: 410-887-3182 


Hearing Room #2, Second Floor 
Jefferson Building, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 

June 12, 2009 

NOTICE OF DELIBERATION 

CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brtenda Kahn 
- LOI PETITIONERs 

142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 
4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

Having concluded this matter on 611 0109; public deliberation has been scheduled for the 
following date ltime: 

DATE AND TIME WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 12, 2009 at 9:00 a.m. 

LOCATION 	 Hearing Room #2, Jefferson Building 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Second Floor 
(adjacent to Suite 203) 

NOTE: Closing briefs are due on Friday, July 24, 2009, no later than 4:00 p.m. 
(Original and three [31 copies) 

NOTE: ALL PUBLIC DELIBERATIONS ARE OPEN SESSIONS; HOWEVER, 
ATTENDANCE IS NOT REQUIRED. A WRITIEN OPINION IORDER WILL BE ISSUED 
BY THE BOARD AND A COpy SENT TO ALL PARTIES. 

Theresa R. Shelton, Administrator 

c: 	 Counsel for PetitionersiLegal Owners Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., Esquire 
PetitionersiLegal Owners Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

Counsel for Protestants 	 : 1. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 
Protestants : Mr. And Mrs. Bildstein 

Mr. And Mrs. Kravitz Mr. And Mrs. Siegel Joseph Larson 
Douglas Grice George Mahoney, Jr. Mr. and Mrs. Scharff 
Mr. And Mrs. Engelskirch F. Evans Nancy Baldwin / Richard Deurer 

People's Counsel for Baltimore County 
William J. Wiseman III /Zolling Corrunissioner 
Pat Keller, Planning Director John E. Beverungen, County Attorney 
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director IPDM Nancy West, Assistant County Attorney 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAM ES T. SM ITH, JR . 	 TIM OTH Y M. K OTROCO, DirecTor 

Co unty Exec utive Departmen t oj PermiTS a nd 
De velopment Manageme nt 

May 12, 2008 
Russel & Brenda Kahn 
14225 Longnecker Rd. 
Glyndon, MD 21136-4845 

Dear Russel & Brenda Kahn : 

RE : Case Number:2008-0425-A , Address 

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing ONLY by the Bureau of 
Zoning Review, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on May 12, 2008 

This letter is not an approval , but only a NOTIFICATION. 

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representatives from several 
approval agencies , has reviewed the plans that were submitted with your petition. All comments 
submitted thus far from the members of the ZAC are attached. These comments are not 
intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action requested, but to ensure that all 
parties (zoning commissioner, attorney, petitioner, etc.) are made aware of plans or problems 
with regard to the proposed improvements that may have a bearing on this case. All comments 
will be placed in the permanent case file. 

If you need further information or have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
the commenting agency. 

Very truly yours, 

tIL, 
W. Carl Richards, Jr. 
Supervisor, Zoning Review 

WCRamf 

Enclosures 

c: 	 People 's Counsel 
Joseph L. Larson , 222 Bosley Ave. Ste . B-3, Towson, MD 21204 

Zoning Review I County Office Bu i ldi ng 

III Wes t Chesapeake Avenue, Room III ITowson, Maryland 2 1204 I Phone 41 0-887 -339 1 I Fax 41 0-887 -3048 


w WIV.ba ltimorecountymd·gov 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR . 
County Executive 

JOHN J. HOHMAN , Chief 

Fire Department 

county Office Building, Room 111 March 26, 2008 
Mail Stop #1105 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

ATTENTION: Zoning Review Planners 

Distribution Of: March 24, 2008 

Item Number 

Pursuant ~ your request, the referenced plan (s) have been reviewed by 
this Bureau and the comments below are applicable and required to be 
corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property. 

3. The site shall be made to comply with all applicable parts of the Baltimore County Fire 
Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation. 

Lieutenant Roland P Bosley Jr. 
Fire Marshalls Office 

410-887-4880 (C)443-829-2946 
MS-1102F 

cc: File 

700 East Joppa Road ITowson, Maryland 21286-5500 I Phone 410-887-4500 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 

http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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tv larti n O'Malley, GOI'ernor l State~~ John D. Porcari , Secre/llly 


Anthony G. Brown. Lt. GOI'ernor , Neil J. Pedersen, Administra tor 

Administration t, 

Maryland Department of Transportation 

Date: NlA-~ Z4 \ tDO B 

Ms. Kristen Matthews RE: Baltimore County 
Baltimore County Office Of Item No. B-~"UO'-"'V4-\A. 
Permits and Development Management 14 2.~3 a. ~US ~~4~~~l> 
County Office Building, Room 109 \o(AA ~l\z.o~-ry
Towson, Maryland 21204 ~c..\A'-~~4 

'16.,,\ ~"E-

Dear Ms. Matthews: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review your referral request on the subject of the above 
captioned. We have determined that the subject property does not access a State roadway and is not 
affected by any State Highway Administration projects. Therefore, based upon available information this 
office has no objection to Baltimore County Zoning Advisory Committee approval of Item No.8 -4(:~A.. 

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Michael Bailey at 410-545­
2803 or 1-800-876-4742 extension 5593 . Also, you may E-mail himat(mbailey@sha.state .md.us). 

Very truly yours, 

Permit s 

SDFIMB 


1vly telephone number/toll -free number is ____________ 

A'(arv/al/d Relay Service / or Impaired Hearing or Speech.' 1.800.735.2258 Statewide Toll Free 


Street Address: 707 North Calvert St reet . Ballimore, Maryland 2 1202 ' Phone : 4 10.545.0300 . www.marylandroads.com 


http:www.marylandroads.com
mailto:himat(mbailey@sha.state.md.us
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B A L TIM 0 R E CO U N T Y, MAR Y LAN D 


INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 


TO: Timothy Kotroco, Director 
Department of Permits and 
Development Management 

DATE: April 9, 2008 

FROM: Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, III 
Director, Office of Planning 

SUBJECT: 

INFORMATION: 

Item Number: 08-425 

Petitioner: 14223 & 14225 Longnecker Rd 

Zoning: RC 2 

Requested Action: Special Hearing and Variance 

The petitioner requests a special hearing to allow another building lot to use the 16.5-foot 
driveway for access to Longnecker Rd. The petitioner is also requesting a variance from Section 
32-4-409(e) of the BCZR to approve access to the subject property by way ofa 16.5-foot 
driveway of2,920 feet more or less in length in lieu of the allowed 1,000 feet in length. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The Office of Planning supports both the special hearing and the variance for the above 
properties provided that the following conditions are met. 

1. That the shared driveway meets all Public Works and Fire Department regulations. 

2. That devolution of title can show when the lot was created and that it will meet all the minor 
subdivision requirements for RC2. 

Prepared By: \ «,.+-u;.vv Y r< -</I,II.fl.$y.
:/ I /:;;'> 

Division Chief: \or ''-?Y~'4 / /JI5,~c...p6l///// 
AFK:LLC 

W:\DEVREV\ZA008-425.<.Ioc 
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Inter-Office Correspondence 
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~~©~JlWJblli! 
ill JUL 1 J 2008 1W 
BY: ___________________ _ 

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco 

FROM: Dave Lykens, DEPRM - Development Coordination 

DATE: July 11, 2008 

SUBJECT: Zoning Item # 08-425-SPH 
Address 14223-14225 Longnecker Road 

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of March 31, 2008 

--.X.... The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management offers the 
following comments on the above-referenced zoning item: 

--.X.... 	 Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the 
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains (Sections 
33-3-101 through 33-3-120 of the Baltimore County Code). 

X 	 Development of this property must comply with the Forest 
Conservation Regulations (Sections 33-6-101 through 33-6-122 of the 
Baltimore County Code). 

Development of this property must comply with the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Regulations (Sections 33-2-101 through 33-2-1004, and 
other Sections, of the Baltimore County Code). 

Additional Comments: 
The subject property to be served by the proposed use in common driveway is within 100 feet 
of a Use III stream and is predominantly forested. DEPRM will not approve any subdivision 
or development of this property until the aforementioned regulations are met. - Glenn 
Shaffer; Environmental Impact Review 

Agricultural Preservation: Advisory only comment: Do not oppose this petition but as a rule 
for not support variances that enables additional development in Agricultural Preservation 
Areas. - Ws. Lippincott,' Agricultural Preservation 

S:\Devcoord\ 1 ZAC-Zoning Petitions\ZAC 2008\zAC 08-425-SPH revised 14223-14225 Longnecker Rd.doc 
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Inter-Office Correspondence 

Ill:en:xwm";:: 

J6l MAY ~ 9 MOB J 
BY: .............................., 

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco 

FROM: Dave Lykens, DEPRM - Development Coordination if}JL.-­

DATE: May 19,2008 

SUBJECT: Zoning Item # 08-425-SPH 
Address 14223-14225 Longnecker Road 

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of March 31, 2008 

L The Department of Environmental Protection and Resource Management offers the 
following comments on the above-referenced zoning item: 

X 	 Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the 
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains (Sections 
33-3-101 through 33-3-120 of the Baltimore County Code). 

-.L 	Development of this property must comply with the Forest 
Conservation Regulations (Sections 33-6-101 through 33-6-122 of the 
Baltimore County Code). 

Development of this property must comply with the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Regulations (Sections 33-2-101 through 33-2-1004, and 
other Sections, of the Baltimore County Code). 

Additional Comments: 
The subject property to be served by the proposed use in common driveway is within 100 feet 
ofa Use III stream and is predominantly forested. DEPRM will not approve any subdivision 
or development of this property until the aforementioned regulations are met. - Glenn 
Shaffer; Environmental Impact Review 

The request for a variance to pennit a ~ mile long driveway to a new lot is inconsistent with 
the County's established policies and plans to preserve and protect the natural resources of the 
County including farmland and to foster conditions suitable for agriculture by reducing the 
scale and intensity of development. 

Recommendation: Do not support the request. - Ws. Lippincott,' Agricultural Preservation 

S.:\Devcoord\l ZAC-Zoning Petitions\ZAC 200S\ZAC OS-425-SPH.doc 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 


INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 


TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director 
Department of Permits & Development 
Management 

DATE: March 28, 2008 

FROM: Dennis A. Ke~dy, Supervisor 
Bureau of Development Plans Review 

SUBJECT: 	 Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting 
For March 31, 2008 
Item No. 08-425 

The Bureau of Development Plans Review has reviewed the subject zoning item 
and we have the following comment(s) . 

If access is granted through the existing driveway, we recommend that the 
driveway shall comply with the following: 

~ Paved driveway 

>- A 30 x 70 tee-tum around at the end of the driveway. 

>- Max of 14% grade on driveway 

~ Trash and mail box at Longnecker Road 

>- In addition the developer shall have a title attorney certify that he has the 
right to burden existing right-of-way. 

DAK:CEN:clw 
cc: File 
ZAC-ITEM NO OS-425-032S200S .doc 



• • 
RE: PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING 	 BEFORE THE * 

AND VARIANCE 
14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road; E/S * ZONING COMMISSIONER 
Longnecker Road, 390' N of Piney Grove Rd 
4th Election & 3rd Councilmanic Districts * FOR 
Legal Owner(s): Russel & Brenda Kahn 

Petitioner(s) * BALTIMORE COUNTY 

* 08-425-SPHA 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

ENTRY OF APPEARANCE 

Please enter the appearance of People's Counsel in the above-captioned matter. Notice 

should be sent of any hearing dates or other proceedings in this matter and the passage of any 

preliminary or final Order. All parties should copy People's Counsel on all correspondence senti 

documentation filed in the case. 

~rrbK ~~fY{WlOJV
PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

RECEIVED t<MOLL ~ o (;porn'li:o 
CAROLE S. DEMILI 
Deputy People's Counsel 
Jefferson Building, Room 204 

Par ............ . 	 105 West Chesapeake A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 
(410) 887-2188 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 24th day of March, 2008, a copy of the foregoing 

Entry of Appearance was mailed to Joseph Larson, 222 Bosley Avenue, Suite B-3, Towson, 

Maryland 21204, Representative for Petitioner(s). 

~ fTh.t 21~rifematu 

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMITH, JR. UMOTHY M,KQARQCO, Director 
County Executive t-eDrUal))~a~M:af Permits and 

Development Management 

Russel Kahn 
Brenda Kahn 
14225 Longnecker Road 
Glyndon, MD 21136­

Dear Mr. & Mrs. Kahn: 

RE : Case : 08-425-SPHA, 142253 & 14225 Longnecker Road 

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was filed in this 
office on December 2, 2008 on your behalf from Joseph Larson . All materials relative 
to the case have been forwarded to the Baltimore County Board of Appeals (Board) . 

If you are the person or party taking the appeal, you should notify other similarly 
interested parties or persons known to you of the appeal. If you are an attorney of 
record, it is your responsibility to notify your client. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to call the 
Board at 410-887-3180. 

Sincerely, 

''-.4v/ ~l.-oU)
Timo~y Kotroco 
Director 

TK:klm 

c: 	 William J. Wiseman III, Zoning Commissioner 
Timothy Kotroco, Director of PDM 
People's Counsel 
Joseph Larson, 222 Bosley Avenue, Ste. B-3, Towson 21204 
Mr. &Mrs. Kravitz, 14207 Longnecker Road, Boring 21020 
Douglas Grice , 14213 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21071 
Mr. &Mrs. Engelskirch, 14215 Longnecker Road, Reisterstown 21136 
Nancy Baldwin, Richard Deurer, 14219 Longnecker Road, Reisterstown 21136 
F. Evans &Joan Bildstein, 14211 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21071 


George Mahoney, Jr., 13634 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21071 

Mr. & Mrs. Scharff, 14230 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21071 

Mr. & Mrs. Siegel, 14240 Longnecker Road, Glyndon 21071 


Zoning Review I County Office Building 

I \ I West Chesapeake Avenue, Room III ITowson, Maryland 21204 IPhone 410-887-3391 I Fax 410-887-3048 


www.baltimorecountymd.gov 


http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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APPEAL 

Petition for Special Hearing & Variance 

14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road 


E/s Longnecker Rd., 390' N of Piney Grove Road 

4th Election District - 3rd Councilmanic District 


Legal Owners: Russel Kahn 


Case No.: 2008-0425-SPHA 

Petition for Special Hearing & Variance (March 12, 2008) 

Zoning Description of Property 

I Notice of Zoning Hearing (April 1, 2008) 

Certification of Publication (The Jeffersonian - May 6, 2008) 

Certificate of Posting (April 30, 2008) by Linda O'Keefe 

Entry of Appearance by People's Counsel (March 24, 2008) 

Petitioner(s) Sign-In Sheet - 2 Sheets 

Protestant(s) Sign-In Sheet - None 

/ Citizen(s) Sign-In Sheet - 2 Sheets 

Zoning Advisory Committee Comments 

/ Petitioners' Exhibit 
1. 	 Amended Site Plan (7/3/2008) 

Protest.9nts' Exhibits: 

. ,1. Photos 

2. 	 Deed (Rohde to Bildstein) 

13. Photos of Private Driveway 

/ 4. MD Dept. of Assessments and Taxation 


Miscellaneous (Not Marked as Exhibit) 
. 1. Letter dated April 23, 2008 from George Mahoney, Jr. 
/ 2. Letter dated May 14, 2008 from Mr. & Mrs. Engelskirch, Ms. Baldwin and 

Mr. Deurer
h. Letter dated October 21, 2008 from Mr. & Mrs. Scharff & Mr. & Mrs. Siegel 

/ Zoning Commissioner's Order (DENIED - October 28,2008) 

iNotice of Appeal received on November 26, 2008 from Joseph Larson 

c: 	 People's Counsel of Baltimore County, MS #2010 

Zoning Commissioner/Deputy Zoning Commissioner 

Timothy Kotroco, Director of PDM 

See Attached 
 ~ FEe - 3 1:.date sent February 3, 2009, kIm 

SAL f1MUtit CL 
BOARDOFAPF 
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1Ws6rian 

13634 Longneckfr 1Wad 


lID ~ CC ~ ItWI!b 1mq[yndon) 1vtaryfand21071 
IDl APR () Po 200B Jill410-833-5969 
BY: -----_________ .. _. __ 

April 23, 2008 

Mr. William J. Wiseman, III 
Zoning Commissioner 
Baltimore County Office of Zoning 
400 Washington Avenue 
Courthouse 
Towson, MD 21204 

RE: 	 Minor Sub Proposal on Longnecker Road 

Dear Commissioner Wiseman: 

I would like to register my opposition to the minor subdivision at 14223 Longnecker. While I 
realize the special hearing has been scheduled for May 20, 2008, I will be out of the country and 
unable to attend. However, I find this issue much too important to leave unaddressed. 

As the owner of Rosbrian, I strongly support the Valleys Planning Council's efforts to conserve 
open space and protect our natural, historic and scenic resources. Another "minor" subdivision 
is in direct conflict of this commitment. I actively oppose unnecessary overdevelopment of this 
area. 

Be advised since 14223 Longnecker's back lot has no direct access to the road, I am against 
allowing another building lot to use the front lots 16.5' private driveway; and I strongly oppose 
granting a variance to allow a much longer driveway to the back lot (2,920 feet in lieu of the 
allowed 1,000 feet length) . 

Thank you, commissioner, for considering my areas of concern . 

GPM:amk 

cc: 	 Thomas H. Bostwick, Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
Teresa Moore, Executive Director, The Valleys Planning Council , Inc. 

\\monumentalsrvr\users\recept\George P. Mahoney, Jr\minor subdivision opposition 4-23-0B.doc 
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 •May 14,2008 

The Office oftile Zoning Commissiooer 
Baltimore County Office Building, Room III 
III West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

ATIENJ'ION: Kri9fu Ivfattbews 

SUBJECT: 	 Zoning Hearingc; - 14223 & 14225 IooIIDfrlcH:Rood. Localim: 3Id Cooncil DisIrict 
Datelfime: OS/20/2008 9:00 AM -O~ 1000 AM 
CASE NUMBER 8425-SPHA Loottion: Eac;t side Loognecker Rood, 390 feet ncI1h cXPiney Grove Road 4th EIectim District 
Legal Ownos: RlNiel A aIX1 Breail Kalm 

Dear Zoning Commis<;ioner, 

We are FOUR concerned citizens and taxpayers who have lived in the 'Longnecker Road extended' community for 10+ years, 
respectively. Unfortunately we are unable to attmd the above referenced zoning hearing. We are writing to express our opposition to 
the zoning variance for 14223 and 14225 Longnecker Road Even though the current property owners' stated intention is not to develop 
now or in the foreseeable future, the subdivision approval would open the door for additional building on this lot, 14223 Longnecker 
Road, whicb we oppose for the following reasons: 

1. 	 The 'Longneclrer Road extended' comnnmity is a small, quiet, rural comnnmity-not in1e00ed to be a higb--density housing 
environment. The proposed subdivision would cram another house between and very near three existing dwellings, which 
would detract from the original intent of the neighborhood-ruJd the reason many homeowners chose to move to this portion 
of Longnecker Road 

2. 	 The current road for the 'Longnecker Road extended' community is self-maintained by the residents--not by Baltimore 
County. The road is already a hefty burden for the residents (financially and effort wise), many ofwhom are 'getting up in 
years' and can no looger contribute to road maintenance. This subdivision bas the potential to lead to additional housing and 
additional traffic on the road, which we feel would put Wldue bun1en (financially and effort wise) on the residents responsible 
for maintaining the road. 

3. 	 The current property owners at 14225 Longnecker Road are IllDlling a cabinet-making business that has already increased 
traffic due to daily use by employees·and large truck deliveries. This narrow, dirt road was never infeJlded..(o eodure such a 
heavy trnffic load, and this load bas already bad a negative impact 00 the roadmnncreased the maintenance requirements for 
current residents.. 

While we realize development will occur, the current zoning is in place to protect over development-and we agree with the current 
zoning. In addition, we believe that finther building using the current access road is a disastrous plan tba1 will lead to greater hardships 
for the entire 'Longnecker Road extended' comnnmity. We may feel differently if Baltimore COWll)" with greater resources and 
manpower, owned and maintained the road--but the burden is too great for our community to bear. 

We ~""r~~ZOning Commissioner to listen to the opposition from the community and deny the proposed variance. 

Thank you, 

Nancy L. Baldwin and Richard R Deurer 
14219 Longnecker Road 
Reisterstown, Maryland 21136 

Mark. E. Engelskirch and Michele R Engelskirch 
14215 & 14217 Longnecker Road 
Reisterstown, Maryland 21136 
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October 21,2008 

Lewis A. Scharff 

14230 Longnecker Road 

Glyndon, :'-fD 21071 


Dear Mr. \Vjscman, 

In regards to Case # 08-42S-SPHA, we as adjacent property owners are 100% opposed to 
the requested varianee for access to Mr. and Mrs. Russ ~<ahn's requested sub-division. 
\Ve arc opposed to the proposal to widen the drive and to the additional traffic this will 
cause. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Lewis and Laury Scharff 

14230 Longnecker Rd. 


GIzon. MD 2:r ,,' 
Lit/luipcff'JU// 

Gary and Judy SIegel If 

] 4240 Loogr~ecker Rd. 

Glyndon, MD 21071 


tl~1~1 
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March 10, 2009 

1. Carroll Holzer, Esquire Francis X. Borgerding, Jr. , EsqUire 
508 Fainnount A venue Suite 600 

Towson, MD 21286 Mercantile-Towson Building 
409 Washington A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 

RE: In the Matter of' Russell A. Kahn and Brenda Kahn 
Case No. 08-425-SPHA 

Dear Messrs . Holzer and Borgerding, Jr. : 

This will acknowledge receipt of Mr. Holzer letter dated March 4 , 2009 in which he 
entered his appearance on behalf of the Protestants, Mr. and Mrs . Bildstein and requested a postponement 
of the April 7, 2009 hearing in the subject matter. The letter also indicated that the Petitioners, Mr. and 
Mrs. Kahn, had retained Francis X. Borgerding, Jr. , Esquire. I spoke to Mr. Borgerding on this date and 
verified this representation of the Petitioners and that he was not in opposition to the Postponement 
Request. 

Please note that the Board sits on Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday of each week . The docket 
is currently scheduled through the end of May 2009 . In order to avoid future scheduling conDicts and 
pending confinnation from your office as to availability , I will hold the following dates : 

Wednesday, June 3, 2009 at 10:00 a.m. 

Wednesday, June 10,2009 at 10:00 a.m.; and 

Tuesday, June 16,2009 at 10:00. 


Upon notification from Counsel as to which date works for everyone, a notice will be sent, 

reassigning to the confirmed date . Please contact this office upon receipt of this letter to confinn 

availability. 


Enclosed is the Notice of Postponement fro m the ass igned April 7. 2009 date. 

Thanking you in advance for your time and cooperation in th is matter. Should you have an y 

questions, please call me at 410-887 -3180 . 


,~e.ry truly yours, .·· ...L. 
'. IJ. "r ' · I .u.. .....,.···,Il·,~-,\...t" ~ '/", 

Theresa R. Shelton 
Administrator 

Duplicate Original 
Enclosure 

c(w/Encl.): People's Counsel for Baltimore County 


Mr. and Mrs. Bildstein 

Mr. and Mrs . Kahn 
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13634 LongnecRgr ClWacf 

q(yncfon) 9rtaryfancf21071 
410-833-5969 

March 5, 2009 

Theresa R. Shelton, Administrator 
County Board of Appeals 
Suite 203, Jefferson Building 
105 W . Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

RE: Case #08-425-SPHA 

Dear Administrator Shelton: 

My wife Mandy and I will be unable to attend the April ih Board of Appeals meeting. However, 
we would like you to provide this letter to the members of the panel regarding the above 
referenced case . 

Please note that Mandy and I are against subdivision of the Kahns' lot at 14225 Longnecker 
Road . We understand they are appealing the zoning commissioner's initial denial of their 
request and we urge the commission to uphold their decision and deny any subdivision of their 
lot. 

If there are any questions please feel free to contact me. 

GPM:amk 

my 
lID~ MAR - ~ 2 


BALTIMUhl: CUUNTY 
BOARD OF APPEALS 
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OIounty ~ouro of l'ppr'.lls of ~'-1ltimorr~untt1 

• JEFFERSON BU!LDI NG 
SECOND FLOGR. SUITE 20:3 
5 'N EST Cf-lE S,APEAKE AVENU E 
'OINSON, flA~RY '_A.ND 2 ',204 

4 10-887-3180 

FA~, 41 0-887-3182 


February 4,2009 

Mark Gawel 
Permits and Development Management 
Mail stop 1105 

Re: Sign Postings 

Dear Mark: 

Enclosed please find another new sign posting request. 

Once these signs have been posted, you may interoffice the Certificates of Posting back 
to me at Mail stop 2013, 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Should you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

,~;A.\"\ '- \ \.,q ~ ( ',U " I ,-U y.Ttr- I ' ­

Sunn'y Cannington --' 
Legal Secretary 
kCaJmington(a1bal timorecountymd. gov 

cc. Michael Mohler, Deputy Director 

http:flA~RY'_A.ND


ROBERT E . SPELLMAN. P.L .S . 
JOSEPH L. LARSON 

CIVIL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS 

222 BOSLEY AVENUE, SUITE B-3 


TOWSON , MARYLAND 21204 

TEL (410) 823-3535/ FAX (410) 825-5215 


Ms. Kristen Matthews, Supervisor November 26,2008 
Office of Zoning 
Department of Pennits & Development Management 
Baltimore County 

"Hand Delivered" 

Re: 	 Zoning Case No. 08-425 SPHA 
14223 & 14225 Longnecker Road 
Russell A. Kahn Property 

Dear Kristen, 

By way of this letter we wish to formally make an Appeal to the Board of Appeals of the 
decision rendered for the above captioned Case, as we discussed this morning. A copy of the 
Order is herewith attached. 

Attached hereto please find the requisite $400.00 Filing Fee and I would sincerely 
appreciate your processing this Appeal at your earliest convenience. 

Should you need any additional information from this office please feel free to contact me 
at any time. 

Very trl;lly yours, 

. Larson, President 

cc: Russ Kahn 

QC0
J 	\~FileflLll26080 I 
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Search: Baltimore County Code 

AR TICLE 32 PLANNING ZONING AND ~UBDIVIS I ON CONTROL 
TITLE 4. DEVEL(JPMEt IT 

I Search 

Choose search form 

TITLE 4. DEVELOPMENTU'11\s 

Go to ... 

DocuIll9nt 

Prey Chap ter 

Next Ch <1 p ter 

CO lilents 

Sync T OC 

Framed Ve rs ion 

Section 

Subtitle 1. 

J2-.:J-l0 l , 

32-4-102. 

32-4-103. 

32-4-104, 

32-4-105. 

32-4- 106: 

32-4-107. 

32-4-107.1 

32-4-108. 

32-4-109. 

32-4-110. 

32-4-111 , 

32-4-112. 

32-4-113. 

32-4-114. 

32-4-115. 

32-4- 1] 6. 

32-4-117. 

Subtitle 2. 

In General 

Definitions 


Development policies 


Purposes of the title 


Scope of title 


General exemptions 


Limited exemptions 


Waivers 


Notice of limited exemption or waiver 

Prohibition on transfer of land 

Recording an approved plat; prohibited 

Failure of county agency to act 

Fees 

Rules of procedure 

Delinquent accounts 

Compliance with other laws and regulations 

Enforcement and remedies 

Public buildings 

Renaissance Redevelopment Pilot Program 

Development Review and Approval Process 

http://www.amlegal.comlnxtlgateway.dlllMarylandibaltimore_co/article32planningzoninga. .. 6/3/2009 
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(3) The combination of any two or more lots, tracts, or 
parcels of property for any pW"}Jose; 

(4) Subjecting property to the provisions of the Maryland 
Condominium Act; or 

(5) The preparation ofland for any of the pmposes listed in 
this subsection. 

(q) Development Plan. "Development Plan" means a written 
and graphic representation of a proposed development prepared in 
compliance with Subtitle 2 of this title. 

(r) Enhancement. "Enhancement" means the improvement or 
development of resource values resulting in a net increase of resource 
over existing conditions. 

(s) Environmental agreement. "Environmental agreement" 
means an agreement concerning an applicant's obligations required by 
the county, including: 

(1) Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Management; 

(2) Forest buffer protection; 

(3) Forest conservation; 

(4) Grading or sediment control; 

(5) Stormwater management; and 

(6) Wetland mitigation. 

(t) Final action. "Final action" on a Development Plan means: 

(1) The approval of a Development Plan as submitted; 

(2) The approval of a Development Plan with conditions; or 

(3) The disapproval of a Development Plan by the Hearing 
Officer in accordance with § 32-4-229 of this title. 

(u) Front building line. "Front building line" means a line 
beyond which the front foundation wall of a building may not project 
into the front yard as provided in the Baltimore County Zoning 
Regulations. 

(v) Hearing Officer. "Hearing Officer" means the Zoning 
Commissioner or the Deputy Zoning Commissioner. 

http://www.amlegal.comlnxt/gateway .dll/Mary landlbaltimore _ co/article3 2planningzoninga... 6/3/2009 

http://www.amlegal.comlnxt/gateway
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BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 


MINUTES OF DELIBERATION 


IN THE MATTER OF: Russell and Brenda Kahn 	 08-425-SPHA 

DATE: 	 August 12, 2009 

BOARDIPANEL: 	 Wendell Grier 
Andrew Belt 
Robert Witt 

RECORDED BY: 	 Sunny CanningtonlLegal Secretary 

PURPOSE: 	 To deliberate the following: 

1. 	 Petition for Special Hearing to allow another building lot to use a 16.5' private 
driveway for access to Longnecker Road. 

2. 	 Petition for Variance to approve access to the subject property by way of a 16.5' 
private driveway that is 3,420' in length in lieu of the allowed 1,000' length. 

3. 	 Is the access driveway to Longnecker Road a panhandle driveway or a right of 
way? 

PANEL MEMBERS DISCUSSED THE FOLLOWING: 

STANDING 

• 	 Petitioners requested Special hearing to allow another building lot to use a 16.5' private 
driveway for access to Longnecker Road by right-of-way, or in the alternative, Variance 
relief to allow the private driveway access as a panhandle driveway. 

• 	 The Board discussed the testimony, memorandum, and evidence provided. All evidence 
and testimony provided agrees that the driveway has never been established as a 
panhandle driveway. In order to be established as a panhandle driveway, the owners of 
the adjacent properties all have in-fee ownership of a portion of the driveway and the 
driveway has to be a certain width as well as meeting other requirements. In this matter, 
none of the adjacent property owners have in-fee ownership of the driveway and the road 
is too narrow. The Board detern1ined that by these standards, the driveway has been 
established as a right-of-way. 

• 	 The Board discussed the Protestants' arguments with regard to allowing the use of the 
driveway. The Protestants argued that by allowing another property to use the driveway, 
the additional traffic would be detrimental to the neighborhood. The Protestants provided 
evidence and testimony that the driveway is already perilous. It is narrow and meeting 
on-coming traffic can be dangerous. The additional traffic, which the Protestants estimate 
to be an additional 10 trips per day on the driveway, will increase the hazardous 
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08-425-SPHA 
MINUTES OF DELIBERATION 

conditions the neighborhood is already dealing with. The Board determined that the 
traffic conditions are something that would be addressed during the development plan 
process and are not at issue in the current matter. 

• 	 The Protestants also expressed concern with regard to the subdivision of the property 
owned by the Petitioners. The Petitioners ' property is Zoned R.C.2 which gives them the 
right to subdivide their property. The Protestants provided evidence that the house 
currently on the property is not being used in a residential capacity. If that property were 
to be used in a residential capacity and the additional proposed development were to be 
used strictly in a residential capacity, the Protestants concede that the additional use of 
the driveway would not add to the hazardous conditions. The fact that the property is 
being used in a commercial capacity causes additional problems, with large trucks using 
the driveway frequently. The Board determined that the current use of the property is not 
at issue in this matter. If the property is being misused, it would be an issue to bring 
before Code Enforcement for citation. 

DECISION BY BOARD MEMBERS: The Board determined that the driveway is not a 
panhandle driveway. The driveway is a right-of-way. The Petitioners have a right to subdivide 
their property. The property has access to the right-of-way driveway. Upon subdivision of the 
property, the right-of-way extends to the new unit. 

FINAL DECISION: After thorough review of the facts, testimony, and law in the matter, the 
Board unanimously agreed to GRANT the Petition for Special Hearing to allow access to 
Longnecker Road by right-of way and the Petition for Variance, in the alternative, to allow the 
panhandle driveway is DENIED AS MOOT. 

NOTE: These minutes, which will become part of the case file, are intended to indicate for the record that a public 
deliberation took place on the above date regarding this matter. The Board's final decision and the facts and findings 
thereto will be set out in the written Opinion and Order to be issued by the Board. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~ eru' ~~U.C.)bLgton . 



e e 

CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brtenda Kahn ­

LO; PETITIONER 
142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 

4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

RE: SPH - To allow another bldg lot to use the 16.5' private dvwy for access to 
Longnecker Road; Sec. 500.7 and Sec. 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code 

V AR - To approve access to the subj property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 
3420' more or less in length, ilo the allowed 1000' in length; Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the 
Baltimore County Code 

10/28/2008 - Z.C.'s Order in which requested zoning relief was DENIED. 

2125/09 - Notice of Hearing scheduled for Tuesday, April 7, 2009 at 10:00 sent to the 
following: 

c: Appellant Joseph Larson, on behalf of 
Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

Mr. And Mrs. Kravitz 
Douglas Grice 
Mr. And Mrs. Engelskirch 
Nancy Baldwin / Richard Deurer 

Mr. And Mrs. Siegel 
George Mahoney, Jr.Mr. and Mrs. Scharff 
F. Evans / Joan Bildstein 

People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

William J. Wiseman III /Zoning Commissioner 
Pat Keller, Planning Director 
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director /PDM 

3/6/09 - Received Entry of Appearance from 1. Carroll Holzer on behalf of Mr. and Mrs. 
Bildstein, Protestants and requesting PP. Also noted that Mr. Borgerding was 
representing the Petitioners. 

3/9/09 - Received letter from George P. Mahoney, Jr. stating that he will not be able to 
appear at the 417/09 hearing. Letter to file. 

CONTINUED 




e e 

CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brtenda Kahn ­

LO; PETITIONER 
142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 

4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

RE: SPH - To allow another bldg lot to use the 16.5' private dvwy for access to 
Longnecker Road; Sec. 500.7 and Sec. 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code 

VAR - To approve access to the subj property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 
3420' more or less in length, ilo the allowed 1000' in length; Section 32-4-409(e)(2) of the 
Baltimore County Code 

10/28/2008 - Z.C.'s Order in which requested zoning relief was DENIED. 

Page 2 - continued 

311 0109- Called Mr. Borgerding and he advised that he does represent the Petitioners and 
that he had no objection to the PP. Sent a Letter to both Counsel requesting confirmation 
of availability on scheduling. Provided 3 dates. Added counsel to Notification List. 

Notice of Postponement sent to: 
c: Counsel for Petitioners/Legal Owners 

PetitionerslLegal Owners 
Francis X. Borgerding, Jr., Esquire 
Russel Kahn and Brenda Kahn 

Counsel for Protestants 
Protestants 

Mr. And Mrs. Kravitz 
Douglas Grice 
Mr. And Mrs. Engelskirch 

: J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 
: Mr. And Mrs. Bildstein 

Mr. And Mrs. Siegel Joseph Larson 
George Mahoney, Jr. Mr. and Mrs. Scharff 
F. Evans Nancy Baldwin / Richard Deurer 

People's Counsel for Baltimore County 
William J. Wiseman III IZoning Commissioner 
Pat Keller, Planning Director 
Timothy M. Kotroco, Director IPDM 

Both Counsel telephoned this office and were able to proceed on 6110/09. 

3126/09 Notice of Re-Assignment for 6/10109 at 10:00 sent to all parties. 

6110109 Hearing concluded before the Board. (Grier - Belt - Witt). Memos due 
7124/09. 

6/12/09 Notice of Deliberation sent to all parties. Deliberation scheduled for 
Wednesday, August 12,2009 at 9:00 am. 

7113109 Telephone call from Ms. Ryan requesting info on case. 
Ms. Ryan added to notification list. 
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CASE #: 08-425-SPHA IN THE MATTER OF: Russel A. Kahn and Brtenda Kahn ­
LO; PETITIONER 

142253 and 14225 Longnecker Road 
4th Election District; 3rd Councilmanic District 

RE: SPH - To allow another bldg lot to use the 16.5' private dvwy for access to 
Longnecker Road; Sec. 500.7 and Sec. 32-4-409(c) of the Baltimore County Code 

VAR - To approve access to the subj property by way of a 16.5' private driveway 
3420' more or less in length, ilo the allowed 1000' in length; Section 32-4-409(e)(2) ofthe 
Baltimore County Code 

10/28/2008 - Z.C.'s Order in which requested zoning relief was DENIED. 

Page 3 - continued 

******* add Elizabeth Ryan to cc on Order 

7/24/09 Closing Briefs filed by Protestant and Petitioner. Distributed to Panel. 

8/12109 Board convened for public deliberation 

10/16/09 Opinion and Order issued by Board Granting Special hearing relief and 
dismissing as moot the Petition for Variance. 
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FEE SIMPLE DEED-TENANCY BY THE ENTIRETY. 	 JUL 12-71 212660C= 
JUL 12-71 212659~ ***t 
JUL 12-71 21265801 

8th I-IDqill mrr~1 Made this 	 day of July 

in the year one thousand nine hundred and seventy-one 	 by ­

v . . )- ~\ r· I 
C. DAVID ROHDE and OLWEN S. ROHDE, his wife - - - - ~ 

of Baltimore County 	 , in the State of Maryland, part ies of the first part, and 

. / 	 !! / :
V_ \3 

F. EVANS BILDSTEIN and JOAN K. BILDSTEIN, his wife - - - - - - - - - - - - ­: .; \. , ~ ~ 

• >,of Baltimore 'County 	 , in the State of Maryland, parties of the second part. 

;": ' I ' I" 

PROTESTANT'S 

EXHIBIT NO. 2.. 

Witnesseth, That in consideration of the sum of five dollars, and other good and valuable 

considerations, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, the said parties of the first part do 

grant and convey unto the said parties of the second part, as tenants by the entireties, their assigns, 

the survivor of them, his or her heirs and assigns in fee·simple, all tba t lot of ground situate, lying 

and being in Baltimore county and described as follows, that is to say: 

BEGINNING FOR THE same at the end of the south 48 degrees 45 minutes West 38.9 

perches line as de~cribed in a deed from Justamere Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohde 

and wife, dated June 9, 1965, an~ recorded among the Land Records of Baltimore 
, -, 	 ~, 

County in Liber R.R.G. No. 4469 folio 380 running thence binding on that deed, 

south 43 degrees 35 minutes East 264.00 feet to the center of a right of way, 16.5 

feet wide, thence running i ,h e the center of said right of way, with the use thereof 

in common, the foui :lbllowing lin~s, North 49 degrees 01 minute 30 seconds East 120.6~ 

feet, north 31 degrees 53 minutes BG s~ee6nd§ :Eis~~189:12 f~~t, ~n6rth 40 degrees 06
.0' r ' 

, \ 
'-'~ 	 minutes East 337.02 feet and North 47 degrees 34 minutes East 29.05 feet to a pipe, 

~hence by a line of division as now computed, North 52 degrees 32 minutes West 

219.36 feet and to the end of the So.uth 68 degrees 15 minutes West 100 perch line 

in the first abo.ve mentio.ned deed, thence binding on that deed as no.w computed to. 

follow the same, South 43 degrees 36 m-inutes West 634.28 feet- to. the place of 

beginning. Co.ntaining three acres and six hundred twenty-six ' thousandths o.f an 

acre o.f land mo.re o.r less. 

Subject, ho~ever, to the no.rtl1we~te!r1l1-o.lt h~l, f of the abo.ve ,me,ntio.ned right-o.f-way 
~ 16.5 feet w1de. 	 . ~mo ,~ 'o.ldi.l\ 9 52050 HSC 

http:no.rtl1we~te!r1l1-o.lt


w'k> 2 .. \ . 
t::: cLlSER5 2 Cfo ~A.6e8 814 . 

Being a part of all that lot of ground which by deed dated June 9, 1965, ' and 
recorded among the Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber R.R.G. 4469 folio 
380 was granted and conveyed by JustamereLodge, Inc. unto the within named 
grantors. 

) ! 

'.' 

" 

" 
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· _4.. _ " • lInRS 2m9 PJ\GE Sa"l .. •Together with the use of a right of way, 16.5 feet wide, leading to the County 
Road which runs from Piriey Grove to St. Johns Church and as recited in an agreement 
dated February 19, 1910, between Clara E. Walter, et al as recorded in Liber W.P.C. 
359 folio 52. 

Together with the buB-dings and improvements thereon erected, made or being; and all and every, 

the rights, alleys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtenances and advantages, to the same belonging, or in 

any wise appertaining. 

To Have and To Hold said lot of ground and premises above described and mentioned, and hereby 

intended to be conveyed; together with the rights, privileges, appurtenances and advantages thereto 

belonging or appertaining unto and to the proper use and benefit of the said parties of the second part, 

as tenants by the entireties, their assigns, the survivor of them, his or her heirs and assigns, in fee-simple. 

And the &aid Grantors hereby covenant that they have not done·.or 

suffered to be done any act, matter or thing whatsoever, to encumber the property hereby conveyed; 

that they will warrant specially the property hereby granted; and that they will execute such 

further assurances of the same as may be requisite. 

Witness the hands and seals of said Grantor s . 

Tesl: 

--l-~Rdtl~---------- ------­(Seal) 

____ /f:k_~_~ ____ (Seal) 
OLt;/Em S. ROHDE ./ / - C·~·~ ~--~-~-~--------- ________________________________________ (i~~ 

----------------------------------------(~J 

State of Maryland, Baltimore County , to wit: 

8thI HEREBY CERTIFY, That on this day of July 

in the year one thousand nine hundred and seventy-one before me, the subscriber, 

a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in and for Baltimore County , aforesaid 

personally appeared C. DM'ID ROHDE and OLWEN S. ROHDE, his wi.fe - - - - - - - - ­

and they acknowledged the aforegoing Deed to be their act. 

As witness my hand and Notarial Seal. 

-~e(/.'
~--~- ---------------------­

£. Notary Public. 
~ 

-~ 
~" 1 ~78 I ' o\~ 

~r reoord .JUt 12 1971 at«J tv 
Per Orville T. loanell, Clerk 

~ail tt,_22 ~F 13&..a:t/-'-/5-50-­~eceiP-~ . Yo (/~ 
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results http ://sdatcertJ.resiusa.orglrp_rewrite/detai Is.aspx? AccountNumber= ... 
I • 

Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation Go Back 
BALTIMORE COUNTY View Map 

• Real Property Data Search (2007 vw2.3) New Search 

Account Identifier: District - 04 Account Number - 0423000951 

Owner Information 

Owner Name: WALTER RALPH B Use: AGRICULTURAL 
WALTER LUCY LURUE Principal Residence: NO 

Mailing Address: 4240 PINEY GROVE RD Deed Reference: 1) /4308/617 
REISTERSTOWN MD 21136 2) 

Location & Structure Information 

Premises Address Legal Description 
4302 PINEY GROVE RD 50 AC NS PINEY GROVE 

NS PINEY GROVE RD 

TO ST JOHNS RD 

Map Grid Parcel Sub District Subdivision Section Block Lot Assessment Area Plat No: 
1832 19 1 Plat Ref: 

Town 
Special Tax Areas Ad Valorem 

Tax Class 

Primary Structure Built Enclosed Area Property Land Area County Use 
1851 1,732 SF 50.00 AC 05 

Stories Basement Type Exterior 
2 NO STANDARD UNIT WOODSHmG~ 

Value Information 

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments 
As Of As Of As Of PREFERENTIAL LAND VALUE 

01/01/2007 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 INCLUDED IN LAND VALUE 

Land 71,630 131,630 

Improvements: 118,830 168,130 

Total: 190,460 299,760 263,326 299,760 

Preferential Land: 11,630 11,630 11,~30 11,630 

Transfer Information 

Seller: WALTER ODEN BAG USE 83-84 Date: 03/07/1983 Price: $0 
Type: NOT ARMS-LENGTH Deed1: /4308/617 Deed2: 

Seller: Date: Price: 
Type: Deed1: Deed2: 

Seller: Date: Price: 
Type: Deed1: Deed2: 

Exemption Information 

Partial Exempt Assessments Class 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 
County 000 0 0 
State 000 0 0 

Municipal 000 0 0 

Tax Exempt: NO Special Tax Recapture: 
Exempt Class: AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAX 

PROTESTANT'S 

EXHIBIT NO. £/ 

I of 1 10/20/2008 9: 17 PM 

http://sdatcertJ.resiusa.orglrp_rewrite/detai
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Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation Go Back 
BALTIMORE COUNTY View Map 
Reali Property Data Search New Searcb 

District - 04 Account Number - 0423000951 
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resul ts 	 hnp://sdatcertJ .resiusa.org/rp _rewrite/detai ls.aspx? AccountNwnber= ... 

IS Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation Go Back 
BALTIMORE COUNTY View Map 

. Real Property Data Search (2007 vw2.3) New Search 

Account Identifier: District - 04 Account Number - 0423000675 

Owner Information 

Owner Name: WALTER VERNON R BROOKS CAROL A Use: AGRICULTURAL 
BURK JOHN K BROWN JOYCE B,ET AL Principal Residence: YES 

Mailing Address: 14209 LONGNECKER RD Deed Reference: 1) /22458/ 634 
REISTERSTOWN MD 21136-4845 2) 

Location 8t Structure Information 1 
Premises Address Legal Description 
14209 LONGNECKER RD 	 52.805 

NS LONGNECKER RD 
OPP PINEY GROVE RD 

Map Grid Parcel Sub District Subdivision Section Block Lot Assessment Area Plat No: 
16232 20 1 Plat Ref: 

Town 
Special Tax Areas Ad Valorem 

Tax Class 

Primary Structure Built Enclosed Area Property Land Area County Use 
1900 	 1,520 SF 52.80 AC 05 

Stories Basement Type 	 Exterior 
2 YES STANDARD UNIT 	 ASBESTOS SHINGLE 

Value Information 

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments 
As Of As Of As Of PREFERENTIAL LAND VALUE 

01/01/2007 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 INCLUDED IN LAND VALUE 
Land 58,770 109,770 

Improvements: 44, 180 67,680 
Total: 102,950 177,450 152,616 177,450 

Preferential Land: 7,770 7,770 7,770 7,770 

Transfer Information 

Seller: WALTER VERNON R BURKE MARY E Date: 08/30/2005 Price: $0 
Type: NOT ARMS -LENGTH Deed1: /22458/ 634 Deed2: 

Seller: WALTERS LESNEY A G USE 83-84 Date: 04/05/1983 Price: $0 

Type: NOT ARMS-LENGTH Deed1: / 537/ 338 Deed2: 

Seller: Date: Price: 

Type: Deed1: Deed2 : 


Exemption Information 

Partial Exempt Assessments Class 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 

County 000 0 0 
State 000 0 0 
Municipal 000 o o 
Tax Exempt: NO Special Tax Recapture: 

AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAXHOMEOWNERS 
Exempt Class: TAX CREDIT 

of J 	 10/20/2008 9: 16 PM 



.. Page 1 of 1 

• Maryla'nd Department of Assessments and Taxation 
BALTIMORE COUNTY 
Real Property Data Search 

Go Back 
View Map 
New Search 

~ 

" District - 04Account Number - 0423000675 

, 

~ 
/ 

VeRNON R-W-.L-m",e-rAL. 
5S1/~..a (1" 

52···& J. ~. II 
p.",-2. 	 " 

II 

~~ 
\ ~ 	 ~, :P/<! , 	 , M"" 4\0­

p.~I·a. 
~ 
~ 

Property maps provided courtesy of the Maryland Department of Planning ©2004. 

For more information on electronic mapping applications, visit the Maryland Department of Planning web 


site at \vww.mdo.state.md.lIs/webcom/index.htm1 

22 : • au -'2 

http://sdatcert3 .resiusa.org/rp _ rewrite/maps/showmap.asp?countyid=04&accountid=04+04230... 10/22/08 

http://sdatcert3


results http: //sdatcertJ.resiusa.org/rp_rewrite/detai ls.aspx? AccountNumber= ... 

• 

Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation Go Back 
BALTIMORE COUNTY View Map 

• Real Property Data Search (2007 vw2.3) New Search 

Account Identifier: District - 04 Account Number - 0423000954 

Owner Information 

Owner Name: WALTER RALPH B Use: AGRICULTURAL 
WALTER LUCY LURUE Principal Residence: YES 

Mailing Address: 4240 PINEY GROVE RD Deed Reference: 1) / 4308/ 617 
REISTERSTOWN MD 21136 2) 

Location Be Structure Information 

Premises Address Legal Description 
4240 PINEY GROVE RD 27.943 AC 

ES PINEY GROVE RD 
NE COR LONG NECKER RD 

Map Grid Parcel Sub District Subdivision Section Block Lot Assessment Area Plat No: 
10732 20 Plat Ref: 

Town 
Special Tax Areas Ad Valorem 

Tax Class 

Primary Structure Built Enclosed Area Property Land Area County Use 
1901 1,456 SF 27 .94 AC 05 

Stories Basement Type Exterior 
2 YES STANDARD UNIT ASBESTOS SHINGLE 

Value Information 

Base Value Value 

---­

Phase-in Assessments 
As Of As Of As Of PREFERENTIAL LAND VALUE 

01/01/2007 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 INCLUDED IN LAND VALUE 
Land 64,880 124,880 

Improvements: 68,560 104,030 
Total: 133,440 228,910 197,086 228,910 

Preferential Land: 4,880 4,880 4,880 4,880 

Transfer Information 

Seller: WALTER ODEN BAG USE 83-84 Date: 03/07/ 1983 Price: $0 
Type: NOT ARMS-LENGTH Deed1: / 4308/ 617 Deed2: 

Seller: Date: Price I 

Type: Deed1: Deed2: 

Seller: Date: Price: 
Type: Deed1: Deed2: 

Exemption Information 

Partial Exempt Assessments Class 07/01/2008 07/01/2009 
County 000 0 0 
State 000 0 0 
Municipal 000 o o 
Tax Exempt: NO Special Tax Recapture: 

Exempt Class: AGRICULTURAL TRANSFER TAX 

10/20/2008 9: 17 PM1 of 1 
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r 	 BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 

Inter-omce Correspondence 

\9i 
~ 

TO: 	 Timothy M. Kotroco 

FROM 	 Dave Lykens, DEPRM - Development Coordination 

DATE: 	 July 11, 2008 

SUBJECT: 	 Zoning Item # 08-42S-SPH 
Address 14223·14225 Longnecker Road 

Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting of March 31, 2008 

~ The Department of Envh'orunental Protection and Resource Management offers the 
following comments 011 the above-referenced zoning item: 

Development of the property must comply with the Regulations for the ~ 
Protection of Water Quality, Streams, Wetlands and Floodplains (Sections 
33·3·101 tluough 33-3-120 of the Baltimore County Code), 

_L 	Development of this property must comply with the Forest 
Conservation Regulations (Sections 33-6-101 through 33·6-122 of the 
Baltimore County Code). 

Development of tills property must comply with the Cbesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Regulations (Sections 33-2-101 through 33-2-1004, and 
other Sections, of the Baltimore County Code). 

Additionltl S:oroments: 
The subject property to be served by the proposed use in common driveway is within 100 feet 
of a Use 1lI stream and is predominantly forested. DEPRM will not approve any subdivision 
or development of this property until the aforementioned regulations are met. - Glenn 
Shaffer; Environmemal Impact Review 

Agricultural Preservation: Advisory only comment: Do not oppose this petition but as a rule 
for not support variances that enables additional development in Agricultural Preservation 
Areas. - Ws. Lippincott; Agricultural Preservation 

S:\Devcoord\l ZAC·2.onmg Pelitioos'.ZAC Z008\zAC 08-42S-SPH re ..ised l4223·1422~ Longnecker Rd .oOt 

~!.I09 08 • Lh·<; - Sh>A- ~,). /?,J, L 
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DANEKER, McINTIRE, SCHUMM, PRINCE, GOLDSTEIN, 
MANNING AND WIDMANN, P.C. 

Attorneys At Law 

Suite 2450 


One N. Charles Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 


(410) 649-4747 
Facsimile (410) 649-4758 

Curriculum Vitae 

MARK J. DANEKER, born Baltimore, Maryland, 1943; admitted to bar, 
1969, Maryland, and U.S. Supreme Court and U.S. Forth Circuit Court. 

Education: Cornell Univerity (B.S., 1965); Cornell University (M.B.A., 
1966); University ofMaryland (Juris Doctor, with honors, 1969). Member; 
Maryland State Bar Association 

Practice Areas, : Real Estate, Title Examinations, Title Insurance, Estates 
and Trusts, Litigation. 

Law firm partnerships: 
Constable, Alexander, Daneker and Skeen, 1969 to 1985 
Semmes, Bowen, and Semmes, 1985 to 1995 
Daneker, McIntire, Schumm, Prince, Goldstein, Manning, and Widman 
1995 to present 

Adjuct Professor - University of Baltimore - taught business law, 
including section on real estate law for three years 

Camden Title and Settlement Co. Inc. - President and chairman - 1985 to 
present. Licensed Title insurance agent in Maryland. 

Testified as expert witness in real estate title matters in District Court of 
Maryland and Circuit Court of Baltimore City. 
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DANEKER, McINTIRE, SCHUMM, PRINCE, 

GOLDSTEIN, MANNING & WIDMANN, P.C. 
Attorneys At Law 


Suite 2450 

1 N. Charles Street 


Baltimore, Maryland 21201-3740 

(410) 649-4747 


Facsimile (410) 649-4758 


Mark J. Daneker 
Direct Dial (410) 649-4753 

Certification of Title Attorney Pertaining to Right-Of-Way 
Servicing 14225 Longnecker Road, Baltimore County, Maryland 

I hereby certify that I am an attorney admitted to practice in the State of Maryland in 
1969. I am authorized to practice in all courts of the State of Maryland as well as the 
United States District Court for Maryland, the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals, and the 
United States Supreme Court. I have been a licensed title insurance agent in the State 
of Maryland for approximately 30 years. I have performed more than 1000 title 
examinations over the last 40 years. I have been the attorney of record on numerous 
occasions in matters pertaining to defects or alleged defects in the title to various 
properties. I have appeared as an expert witness on title matters in the District Court of 
Maryland and in the Circuit Court for Baltimore City. 

I have examined the chain of title to the property known as 14225 Longnecker Road, 
Baltimore County, Maryland, consisting of 5.938 acres of land, more or less, presently 
titled to Russel A. Khan and Brenda Kahn by virtue of a deed dated January 31, 2006 
and recorded in the Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber 23508, Folio 201. I 
have determined that this property has the benefit of a 16.5 foot wide right-of-way 
established by an Agreement of Right of Way dated February 19, 1910 between Clara 
E. Walter and Frederick Hundermark and others, including John D. Osborn and 
Elizabeth J. Osborn, which is recorded in Liber WPC No. 359, folio 52 . This Right of 
Way is commonly referred to as Longnecker Road and connects this property to Piney 
Grove Road. The chain of title of this property descends directly through various 
owners from John D. Osborn and Elizabeth J. Osborn. It is significant to note that this 
Right of Way Agreement specifically states, at page 55, that it is "to be used in common 
by all the parties hereto, or their heirs and assigns, forever". Each deed in the chain of 
title includes language assigning the right to use this Right of Way to the grantees. 

I have further determined that the Osborn's property consisted of 28 acres. After their 
death, the property was deeded to their daughter, Bessie A. Osborn in 1934 with the 
exception of 2.5 acres that had been deeded to Susquehanna Transmission Co. in 
1930. The remaining 25.5 acres passed through several owners until 1965 when it was 
conveyed to C. David Rohde. Beginning in 1968 Mr Rohde subdivided the property by 
deed descriptions into several parcels, one of which is presently the Kahn property 
known as 14225 Longnecker Road. At least two others constituted the properties 
presently known as 14213 Longnecker Road, presently owned by Douglas and Patricia 

C,)o/tJ'i 0 ~ . '1~ <;- S~11~ "Pe-\ .[~x~ - L{ 



Grice, and 14211 Longnecker Road, presently owned by Evans and Joan Bildstein . 
"' Each of those subdivided properties was granted the right to use the Right of Way in 

question. These deeds document that the use of this Right of Way has not been 
deemed by the holders to be restricted so as to prevent subdivision of the original 
parcels. 

I have further examined Maryland case law to determine whether there is any legal 
authority dealing with a subdivision of properties relying upon a right of way to access 
the public road. The case of George P. Mahoney, Jr. v. Devonshire, Inc. 86 Md App 
624 (1991, cert denied 323 Md 3) is directly on point and coincidentally dealt with 
another subdivision located on another portion of the same Longnecker Road. The 
Court of Special Appeals upheld the trial court's decision that the property in question 
there could be subdivided into six lots, each of which would be entitled to use of the 
right-of-way. The Court stated, at page 638, "Further, it was not erroneous to permit the 
increased use of the roadway. It was foreseeable that the property of appel'lees would 
be subdivided and the right-of-way required to bear an increased burden of use." The 
Court further cited, with approval, language in the Restatement of Property Section 488 
(1944) stating that easements may be apportioned when the dominant tenement (that 
is, the property having the benefit of use of the easement) is subdivided. In the 
Mahoney case, at page 632, the Court cited the Restatement of Property as follows: 
"Except as limited by the terms of its transfer or by the manner or terms of the creation 
of the easement appurtenant, those who succeed to the possession of the each of the 
parts into which a dominant tenement may be subdivided thereby succeed to the 
privileges of use of the servient tenement authorized by the easement." 

It is clear from examination of the original Agreement of Right of Way itself and the 
subsequent deeds in the chain of title, that there is no such restriction on subdivision or 
limitation on use of the easement. Accordingly, the Kahns have the right under 
Maryland law to assign the right to use the Right-of-Way to any property that they might 
subdivide from their existing parcel. 

June 4,2009 


Mark J. Daneker, Esq. 

Daneker, Mcintire, Schumm, Prince, 

Goldstein, Manning & Widmann, P.C. 

One North Charles Street - Suite 2450 

Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
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,.' WliEH RECORDED RETURH TO: 

3840-06-00155 
Russel A. Kahn and Brenda Kahn 
14225 Longnecker Road 
Glyndon, MD 21071 

NO TITLE CERTIFICATION MADE BY PREPARER 

DEED PREPARED WITHOUT LIABILITY TO GRANTEE OR GRANTOR 


THIS DEED, Made this 31s1 day of January, 2006, by and between Russel A. Kahn. 
party of the first part, Grantor, and Russel A. Kahn and Brenda Kahn, parlles of the second pan, 
Grantees. 

WITNESSETH, that In consideration of the sum of ZERO DOLLARS ($0.00) and other 
good and valuable conSideration, the receipt whereof Is hereby acknowledged, the said parly of the 
firsl part does granl and convey unto Ihe said parties of the second part, as tenanls by Ihe 
entirelles, their assigns, the survivor of them, and their heirs, Personal Represantatives and 
assigns, In fee simple, all that 101 or parcel of ground siluale In Ballimore County, State of 
Maryland, and described as follows: 

BEGINNING for the same at a slol16 atlhe beginning polnl desetibed In a Deed from 
Justamere.Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohde lind Wife dated June 9, 1965 and recorded 
among Ihe land Records 01 Balllmore Counly In Uber RRG. No. 4469, folio 3BO 
eet., running thence binding on that deed the two following lines; Nonh 47 degrees 
30 minutes 20 seconds East 576.03' 10 a concrele monument and North 54 degrees 
12 minutes 30 seconds Easl 86.63' 10 9 pipe attha end of the South 42 degrees 49 
mlnules 40 seconds Eas1445.1S'line In the 3.981 acre Iracl of tand formerty 
conveyed by C. David Rohde and wife, Ihence bInding on thaI line reversely North 
42 degrees 49 minutes 40 seconds West 445.18' 10 a pipe In the centerlIne of a rlghl 
of way 16.5' wide, thence bindIng on the cenler of said rl9hl of way with the use 
thereof In common wllh olhers the four following lines; South 47 degrees 34 minutes 
Wes129.05', South 40 degrees 06 minutes West 337.02', South 31 degrees 63 
minutes 30 seconds West 189.12' and South 49 degrees 53 mInutes 30 seconds 
West 120.67' and 10 Intersect the South 39 degrees Easl 37 Y. perches lines In the 
aforementioned deed from Juslamere Lodge. Inc. to C. David Rohde and wifa at the 
end of 264.00' running Ihence binding on thaI deed South 43 de9rees 35 minutes 
Eas1334.00' '10 Ihe place of beginning. Conlainlng fIVe acres and nina hundred 
Ihlrty-eight thousandths of an acre of land, more or less. The Improvements thereon 
will be known as 14225longnecker Road. 

BEING Ihe same properly which by Deed dated February 04, 2003 and recorded among 
the Land Reoonds of Baltimore County in Liber No. 18021, folio 22, was granted and conveyed by 
William W. Victor and Doris L. Victor unto Russel A. Kahn, the Grantor herein. 

TOGETHER with the buildings and improvements thereupon erected, made or beIng and 
ail and every the rights, alleys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtenances and advantages, to the 
same belonging, or In anywise appertaining. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said lots 01 ground and premises, above described and 
menUoned, and hereby Intended to be conveyed; togelherwlth Ihe rights, privileges, 
eppurtenances and edvantages Ihereto belonging or appertaining unto and to the proper use and 
benefit of the said parties of the second part, as tenants by the entireties, their assigns, the 
survivor of Ihem, and their heirs, Personal Represenlatives and assigns, In fee simple. 

AND the said parly of the first part hereby covenants thai he has not done or suffered to be 
done any act, matter or Ihing whalsoever to encumber the property hereby conveyed; thaI he will 
warrant specially the properly granted and thai he will execute such further assurances of the 
same as may be requisite. 

SALTIMORE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (lBnd R.C<J,d3) IMSA CE 62·23363] SM 23500. p. 0201. Printed 05l28f2009_Image available as
01 03l22ml0iJ_ 
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" • , ~ (SEAL) 

~. 

WITNESS the hands and seals 01 the wilhln Grantor and Grantees. 

WITNESS: 

(~~~~ ~ 

~~Jk ~~dt::L L~ (SEAL) 
Brenda Kahn. Grantee 

STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY OF @.d-\;v..Yf , to wit: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, That on this 31st day 01 January. 2006. before me. the subscriber. 
a Notary Public 01 the State and jurisdiction aforesaid. personally appeared Russel A. Kahn and 
Brenda Kahn. known to me (or satlsfaclorily proven) 10 be the persons whose names are 
subscribed 10 Ihe within Deed. who signed the same In my presence. and acknowledged that they 

executed Ihe ijW1~ lor the purposes lhereln conlained. 
",\\ r "" 


~$}r~~~~hand and Nolarial s~eal. J~ 

! c:> O\1~ '1"~\ «()::; ...... . = ~ 
~ J . ~~lO~ § \-No-t-ary--p~Ub-II~C~~----------------------
~."..~ /.(I)~ I

My~~~~~~~____~~I)~~~1+----------
""11111\\\\ 

This Is 10 certify Ihal lhe wilhln inslrumenl has been prepared by or under Ihe supervision of Ihe 

,,',rolg",' M,~Ia"dAltom'y. !keI~ ~ 

Carol Ann Wildesen. Attorney 

NRT Mid-Atlanllc Tille Services. LLC 

11350 McCormick Road. Suile 200 

ExecuUve Plaza III 

Hunt Valley. MD 21031 

410-252-1208 

File #3840-06-00155 
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,~, ,Slata 01 Marylanu Land Instrument Intake Sheet 0'02'3508 20'3 
[ ] Baltimore. Clly [Xl county: Baltimore County 

Informalion provided Is for use 01 Ihe Clerk's Office, State Department 01 
Assossmenls and TaxatiOn and County Finance Office only. 

(Type or Print in Black Ink On'Y.::.!-lI Copies Musl Be legible) 
. ~ Type(s) (0 Check Box il Addendum Inta~Q Form is Attached) 

ot Inslrumenl. 1Deed 0 Morlgage 0 Olher 0 Olher 

2 Deed 01 Trust 0 lease 0 0 1iP ro stf<E i 29.00 
2 J Conveyance 0 Improved Sale 0 UnimprovoO Sale 0 Multiple Accounts 0 Not an Arms· ~ CORDn'C FIE 2Il.OO 
TYpo Check Box Arms·Lenothlll Arms·Lenglhl21 A,ms·Lenglhl3l Length Sale(9) J Jill 4S.1lll.2:.J Tax Exempt Recordallon: T l<!~. TiAe3 RCf"t t 974f,! 
IiI Approeable) State Transfer; T ~J r« Blk f 11)23 
Cilo or E~plaln Authority CountyTransfer: T ' 11.1,. 10, ffi% rm411 jl!I

TI Conslderallon Amounl Finance OffiCI) Use OnlY 

Consideration Purchase PriceJConslderallon $ Transfer and Recordation Tax Consideration 


And Tax Any New MortaaOe $ 250,525.00 Transler Tax Consideration $ 

Calculallons Balance of Existlna MOrloaae $ -;;;c:.{) C?~ OZ X % = S 


Olher: $ ~~.:; Exemollon Amount · S 

Tolal Transfer Tax = $ 
RecordaUon Tax Conslderalion 1$$Olher: 
X.l _lJ>er $500= 1$ 

FUll Cash Value TOTAL DUE I S 
Doc. 2 _ _ _J AgentAmount of Feas Doc. 1 :rr I$ 

Recording CharQ& 520.0"'0=-=-=--'----+'-=$-=-20"'."'"'00 


Feas Surchar e 

~o 

$20.00 $20.00 Tax Bill: 
Siale Recordation Tax 

1)J 
$.00 S 


1 Siale Transfer 'fax 
 I$ I$ !C.B. Credit 
County Transfer Tax $ S 


, Other 
 IS I$ IAg . TaX/Othor: 
Tolal Fees S S 

~ Descrfptlon of 

Property 

SOAT requIres 


submission of all 
 c , :=r=.~_ito=---'-__--­
applicable 


(l1!ormalion. A 

maximum 0140 


characters will be 

indexed In 


accurdanco wilh Ihe 

priorily cited In Reaf 


Properly Arficle 

8eclioI13·104(9)(3)(I). 


7 

1--. location/Address of Prop.llv BelllJ!.. Con'yeye.d (2) 
14225longneckerRoad. Glyndon. Mo 21071 

1­ _____--'O:..;t"'h.::.;r....:p....:r;co"-p8::.;rf::J,v Identifiers (If .ppllcable) IWaler Meier Accoul11 No. 

ResIdential 0 .orNo';'ReSide~tlal 0 - Jfee5.irrl/lra 0 or Ground Renl 0 Amounl: 
Partial Conveyance? LJ Yes L ) No I Description/AmI. of S'IFtlAcreage Transfqrrad: 

Doc. 2 - Granlor(s) Name(s) 

Russel A. Kahn Russel A. Kahn 
Transferred Brenda L. Kahn 

From 00c,1 - Ownor(s) of RecorITdlfferenf from Granlor(s) Doc. 2 - OwneriSfof Racord. If OIHerent from Granlorl. 

.!.J 
Trans/erred 

Doc. 1 - Granleets) Namo(s) 
I Russel A. Kahn 

Ooc.·2 ­ Grarifee(s) Name(s) 
Severn S,avings Bank 

To Brenda Kahn 
New Owner's (Granlee) Mailing Address 

14225langnecker Road, Glyndon, MO 21071 

TI Doc. 1 - Additional Names \0;, be Inde.ad 0 lIon..1 Doc. 2 - Additional Nomos to be Indexed (Opll'!.n.') 
Othar Names 
10 Bit Indexed ,

10-T Instrument Submitted By or Contact Person 0 Relurn to Conlact Person 
I Name: NANCY COOKE NRT File 113840-06·00155 


ConlacUMali Firm: NRT Mid·AUanfic Tifle Service~, LLC 
 0 Hold lor Pickup 

Informalion Address: 11350 McCormick Road, ~uile 200• .Execulive Plaza Iff 
 I 

I Hunt Valley, MD 21031 [Xl Relurn Address PrOvided 
Phona: 410·252· 1208 DATE SENT: 218/2006 
11 
;-:::= ="C=-=-+_+-:,=-+_+-:-:=-+-::,Will the p<openy being conveyed be Ihe gtanlec's ",inopsf residence? 

Does transfer inctude j>et.s""a!pro~rty7 If yes., id~ntily: 

Yes , No , Was properly surveyed? /I yes. a!lach coPy of s~urvey (if recordoO, no copy regulroO). 
Assusment Use Only - Do .No.LWrite B_elow Tht.s line 

o Te"ninalyorificalion Q i\gricufluref Verification 0 Whole 0 Part 0 Tran. Process Venfical.,., 
Translor Number: Oat. Recei".d: Deed Reference Assiglled Properly No. 

Year B!ocl< 
Land loL 
Buildings Oc.c Cd. 
Total I TOM Co. 1 Ex. SI.__-./...I:.E""x.""C""d.'--_....L_______ 

Remar1<$: 
JAXNO'rRtOUlREU---- - - - --,~. ••I 

'Olraclorof Budget arid ~ 
B~MoRECOUNN,MNW~,:O~_____-.~-.tf+-___n~---------

T.P, ART 12·108 

SALTfMORE COUNTY CIRCUI1fmlf ed!tds) IMSA CE 62-A363J SJ23508, p. Oftt}f1~~~gftMlM~:r.;';i:liii~~
of 03I22J2006. 

Initial: T 12.108 

http:250,525.00
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WHEN R£CORDED RETlJRNTO: 

2J00418R 

Russell A. Kahn 
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THIS DEED, Made this 4th day of February, 2003, by and between William W. 
Victor and Doris L. Victor, parlies of the first pari, Grnntors, and Russel A. Kahn, party of the 
second pari, Grantee. 

WITNESSETH, that in consideration of the sum of One Hundred Twenty Nine Thousand 
Five Hundred and 001100 DOLLARS ($129,500.00) and other good and valuable considerations, 
the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, the said parties of the first pari do grant and convey 
unto the said party of the second pari, his heirs, Personal Representatives and assigns, in fee simple, 
all that lot or parcel of ground situate in Baltimore County, State of Maryland, and described as 
follows: 

See Schedule A 

BEING the same property which by Deed dated June 18, 1973 and recorded among the 
Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber E.H.K., Jr. No. 5369, folio 442, was granted and 
conveyed by Samuel W. von Gunten and Evelyn T. von Gunten unto William W. Victor and Doris 
L. Victor, the Grantors herein. 

TOGETHER with the buildings and improvements thereupon erected, made or being and 
all and every the rights, alleys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtenances and advantages, to the same 
belonging, or in anyWise appertaining. 

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said lots of ground and premises, above described and 
mentioned, and hereby intended /0 be conveyed; together with the rights, privileges, appurtenances 
and advantages thereto belonging or appenaining unto and to the proper use and benefit of the said 
party ofthe second pari, his heirs, Personal Representatives and assigns, in fee simple. 

AND the said parties of the first part hereby covenant that they have not done or suffered to 
be done any act, matter or thing whatsoever to encumber the property hereby conveyed; that they 
will warrant specially the property granted and that they will execute such further assurances of the 
same as may be requisite. 

TWs is to certify that the within instrument has been prepared by or under the supervision of the 
undersigned Maryland Attorney. 

CGt ...cJ) Ck..,....WLO~ 
Carol AIm\Vildesen, Altorney 

BALTIMORE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) (MSA CE 62·1761GJ SM 16021. p. 0022. Prfnled O~'2812OO9.lmage aya~.ble as 
01 03l02l2005. 

http:129,500.00
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Exhibit "A" 

;BEGINNlNG for the same at a stone at the beginning point descnbcd in a Deed from Jusffiine:re 
Lodge,lnc. 10 C. David Rohde and wife dated June 9, 1965 and recorded among the Land Records 
ofBaltimore CQUPty in Liber R..R.G. No. 4469, folio 380. etc., running thence binding on that deed 
the two following lines, North 47 degrees 30 minutes 20 seconds East 576.03' to a concrete 
monument arut North S4 degrees 12 min'utes 30 seconds East 86.63' to a. pipe at tho end of the 
South 42 dogrees 49 minutes 40 seconds East 445.18' line in the 3.981 aero trace of lan9 fom1erly 
conveyed by C. David Rohde and w.ife, tbt;mee binding on that Ime reversely North 42 degrees 49 I 
minutes 40 seco:lld.s West 445.18' to a pipe in 1he cent.erline of a right of way 16.5' wide. thence t 

binclin~ on tho cc:nter of said right of way. witb the use thereof in common with others the four I 
following tines. South 47 degrees 34 mil1\lies West 29.05', South 40 degrees 06 minute3 We..'lt 
337.02'. South 31 degrees 53ll1intites 30 seconds W~ 189.121 and South 49 degrees 53 minutes I30 seconds West 120.67' and to intersect the South 39 degrees Bast 37 % pcOCbes lines in the I
aforementioned deed from Ju.atAmere Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohd5 and wife at the end of264.00', 
running thenco binding on that dt1:d South 43 degrees 35 minutes East 334.00' to the place of 
beginning. Containing five acrQ:; IIIld nine hutIdred thirty-eight thousandtbs olan acre ofland, more 
orless. ," 

'Pw improvements thereon will be known as No. 14225 Longnecker Read. 

-~'. 

BAlTIM ~ CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) [MSA CE 62·17876] SM 18021, p. 0023. Printed 05/2B/2009.lmage available as 
of 03/0i];~ 

http:of264.00
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WITNESS the hands and seals ofthe within Grantors. 

WIT SS: . 

(SEAL)V!rrJlIL~$2LX 

\{;i44J . "~~' Y-Lk- (SEAL) 
Doris L. Victor 

STATEOFMARYLAND,COUNTYOF d,.&;7&t4'e6 ,Iowll: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, That on this 4th day of February, 2003, before me, the subscriber, 
a Notary Public ofthc State and jurisdiction aforesaid, personally appeared William W. Victor and 
Doris L. Victor, known 10 me (or satisfactorily proven) to be the persons whose names are 
subscribed to the within Deed, who signed the same in my presence, and acknowledged that they 
executed the same for the purposes therein contained. 

AS WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal. 

~"(-
Notary PUJlIC 

My Commission Expires: ;I /;koJ/ 
NRT Mid-Atlantic Title Services, LLC 
11350 McConnick Road, Suile 200 
Executive Plaza III 
Hunt Valley, MD 21031 
410-252-1208 
File #2300478R 

BALTIMORE COUNTY CIRCUIT COURT (Land Records) (MSA CE 111·178761 SM lewl. p. 0024. P~nled 05ml2009. Image Bv,lable 8S 

01 03lO2n005. 
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State of Maryl/md Land Inst~ent Intake Sheet o Baltimore City qo County: ::.:Ba:::::.:;moIG=-_______ 

Jrl/onr/llJllJn proWkd ~fQOh.USIO! /h, a"j'l OJfke, SI4t~ D,P{1Jf11ttnl oj
ASltJfmtllll aniI TUGlion. anti C4l1nIJ FIirit.c, 0/11&1 Dn(y. 

rrvn. or Print In Blatk IDk OnlY-All_Con'''' M .... n.I.HIbI.\LU Typa(8) 
ollnatnJmenla 

·2 
r 

m~ g 
~ 

f.,. 
~I
"li 

. 3 
5.00 

C'a.OO 
W.~ 
67Z.~ 

Rer-t t 3HeJ 
BII: t 3:iC~ 

1l9:2S;m 

L!J ..O!nsi er:aUOD AIQOUhl 

Purchase PriccJConlldel'lltion $
ConsIderation 

andTllx 
Calculations 

! 
~ 
&41.!Jl.. 

Any New Mortgage $ 
Balance ofExisliDiMolig~gil $ - -- pq . ·r~ '" 1$ 
Other. 1$ 

Other. $ 
.j( ( ,... . . ) 0«$500 .; H 

Pull Cash Value $ 
_ Amounl6r"Fees AgeDI: 

Rcconlinll Chatge 
Surcbarg& I$ 5.00 rf-' -- - 5.00 I'fix BIU: 
Slale RW)II/at\on Tax $ 955.00 $ 

~rerTu p 647.501$ 1c.B:CndJt 
county Transfer fu $ 1.942.50 S 

----.ll 

Other I$ - IS IA8·T ax/Other: 
Other $ $ 

[l!J P9,mINcI. 
ION 

~VU.WG 
.0 (5)D~~t! f~~Jjq;~1~f~~Y,1~~!I9V" .~~ap 

D08criptlon of . - . S b(I""lofj NElltle' . . ' -- :.' " 1 T ~.t"3~·)' l)llo'" (3b)~edlAR{3e)1Property U ..... ' . .. ... ..i J-NHJPIIJ .. .,.. 

SOAT rllQu1ras .. . ' . . I. . I I 
FqFIIAa'1!ag. (4JPlal:Rrt. 

SUbmissIon of all ' ' . ' .I. . .. ·t:Gi:altoiVAdifre£S.of .PivP~rJY BtI.DIl GIl.n,~yed (2) 
applicable InformaUoo. 14225 Longnecker Road uJyllOOll 

A maxlmum 0/40 .. Olbet l'rlli>,tiii J<j'.Ii!!lIui (Il ~pp'\(ca.ble) 
charscters Will be 

Indexed In accordance l.l.~4~ntl,J~o.ilio!l"Rt$I~41ij~ 0 · 1·J:t8Sllll~llllll" .or ,Q'P4nllte~1 0 Amount: I 
wllh Iha pnori/y cited In P8ri'aJ.(~ii,.ell\nce?.G)'n:. ~~ .~ DescriplionlAm~ of SqF"A~reagllTransfmedl 
Real Property Article 

Secllon 3-104(g)(3)(1). 11 Partial Convoyance, UstlmprovemenlJ ConveYed: 

tJIf2lO'iT 

Waler Meter A(:((Iont No. 

7 I c '· . I)~ 1 ~. . Doc. 1 • Granlor • 

Tran$rOlT8d ~Viaor 

William W. VIetor hn 

From . D~ 1" · . OwDtr~) orB_ril, If.Dlltutlil:Wgi,Q.raplor(5) ,·;Doc.2 .; ·Ol11le~5) of Recoro, lfDlR'ertn( trom GrBDtor(s) 

[ITTransferred 
To 

.. nciC.:l ~· Gi:an/fe('HI;nio'(Jr: .... :-: .' 
IRussel A. Kahn 

.a·':· :Doc. 2 ~'G~te~5) Name(sl
ISevern SaVIngs Balik; FSB 

" , ,. /:·' .~~:ir OW:dtr's.(Gi'aliicelM8WiJk'j\ddress 

[!]Olher Names Doc."- A.ddlllonal NliiDe!l.lo & Iri~e.•ed (Q1l1/~DoI) r.1 Doc. ~. AddUI.",", Namu I. be Indued (Opt'oM!) 

to Be 'ndexed 

Irq WiM(Y'\;1I cF\Q.c;.P. A:<'X. (.... .CVY),.IZc:.. N'\f\. :-'11/';.':'1 

~ Conlact/Mall 
In'ormatlon 

Name: It;OO 
·lhSjI'oritenISi.ib)IiJtled;llyor;ConIJidPcrson 

Firm: NRT Mld·AII.nBc 11~G SGMC6S. LLe 
Addreu! 11350 McCorm'Ck Road. Sull. 200. EXec. P/3za Ilf 

D Return 10 Conlacll'efsoo 

o Hold for Pickup 

IHUn! valley. MO 21031 Phooo: ( ) (410)252·1206 I fXl Return Address Plovided 

ASS8S1menl 
Information 

r~~ (kl~t: '.qlf-\l :< lf~~rlfr:] 
:);"1 CJJ ' .~, ,~ (Ihc:corded. DO copy ,e u1<W). 

0li·t..6fi;(; :~ . line 
-'R(t.'" :.J. .. .. .... :. .;. ... .. .. " 

\I ' fH;:V~. ill~l\:!t'it. ' ... .. ; ~ :.. ..• :;:;:':> ., ".~~::" :: ':., :..::.. ....:-:. ,Id -;- I ~ L 

>.Lii '~)'i'/6'f!J 1I . .: -'-'r·. ·. ·· ' . '.: : . . .. ' ..'.' -- c 
~lr·.HlI:· - · ' '. 

~ 
,>.'. ' .,. •• •. • - . . , " . .., •• . ,

I L. ' .- fI , 'I.! I .,I " ,: ::: •••: . ... ~•• ,; . ..:' '.. ~
iJl"rJ) ":.1) r (.)l ·t . . - . . .. ... . ' ... . . ' -

~~~j till. '~'fi. . ' .'. . ...... .. . .
1i :: . .. .. : 
IImlUlllMI::!ol ~i . :- :~: .:.,,~ :: '" .;;'.:'~ '.'" ." . .. ;: ; '-

~~~~m:m m:Im;I.m:·CiWsJ.l~1),~ Ct; o~' l!dIOr~.l~; ~I (I' t'e:. ~ : ~~.o .~.•~' ":"u, ."".'." •• ;" I 
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., ,' .. 

llB£R5369 r~G£q42 .::..~ :' .i;.·· .• ,:~', ,;'. 
;'.::.::.: :~. - ... -: .,. 

:" ;;, ' "," 

. . .... . '. . ' . THIS DB&D, MAde thit 19th day of June'i~Y8U' .. 

>:":~: : ·:;::.; ?:~'.·i<' nin~tetl~,.h~dr1and .ev~ty~three, by and between SAMUEr. W•. : .::': :'. 

~' . ' J:':.! : .,;.:: ..... von GUN'l'ENand m£LYN ·T • .von GUNTEN, hit wife, of BlIl.tilllore ·county, ·· 

. -: ;:.:.,'. . .... .;/" :. ' :. . .' 


,i.":... :,:.~.'::.<".,. s.ta;;- O~ . Maryland: ' parties :.of.:~e firat..put, l.nd ..~Il.L~ .~' : VICTOR .'. . ,. 

,: ".:::: :. ~ .':: ': ;::= 'and'OORIS .L. VICTOR, :his wife, of '!laltimore 'county; .state ' of Maryland; 

-~.: ~::/:: ...:;,...~: . ; :p'a~iU olthe Ie.cond~rt.· · . . . 

. :. '; WITN&SSm, '!'hat · in consideration of the sum ot' Five' DOllar. 

:., .' : . :.~~:' :" :.... . :e~dother goOd :and valuable .conll1de~ationll; .~ia ' day paid,: .· th~ . '. . ' 
· ,.1 . " . . • .~ • • ', . ': . • - .' • • • • • • .' .' • _ '. : 

receipt 'whereof is hereby acknowledged, the .aid SAMUEL'.W.von GInl'l'BN ' 

Ilnd .EVBt.YN ''l',,' vonGUN'l'EN, hill wife, do grant 'and ' conveyunt~) 'the 

'IIBid WILLIAM W, ' VICTOR andDORls L. VICTOR; ': hill wife', as tenants by :-. . ... . . ".. ... . . . 

.... ... : . ~e"e'ntirBUes, their assigns, ' the lIurvlvor of them, and tha.heira: 

.. !.:: . .;.:.".:''';.:''.' . and a88i9ns of the survivor, il'l fee llimple, all' that parcel of ground 

, ' .~,, .', ....'::~ ..>. 8itu'at~: ' lYi~g~ ~ ancl be1ng 'i~ the ~ourth !llection 'Dbtrict of Balt1moi-. . 
'1

:. . 
. .:' . 

.:.. '.,...:.::':>.':: county,' 'state .of Haryl~nd • . ~n~ described a~ : foil~·S. ·that ·,'ie ···to :ny,:.: ~ ::;.:;"+\ ..::..:;... ..:~: .."( ~ .• ~ ... - . . : . .' . ' . .. -.. . " "­

. : .::. : '::- .'. " . . BEGINNING for the ' same at ' a ·stone. at the beginning- point · , ':," 


:,::',-: ./ . .. ..:'. ·.daacrj,bed in .'a ·Deed from Justamere Lodge, .Inc ..··.to C. David Rohde . : . 

j ';-:/.' .; .:::.::' .::.: and wife: dat:~d ' June .9• .. 1965;' and recorded 'among ·the Land.:Record~ ::' : . 


0''1 -' .. •• : :" • of Baltimore :Oounty ·in L!ber R.R.G.: No • . 4469, . foll0 380, etc.. .. ... - ' .' " 

;'.,:.:. ::: .'.. :..::: >- runningthenco.hlnMng .on that· deed tho ': two ·followin,] lines,'; North .:' I:"." 

; .' : .: .' .. ; .:.. 47 degrees ' 30 ' minutes ' 20. seconds East ·576,03 .feet ·to a .concreto . .' . ' . 
, -.".: ': ':.' -" monument· and North : 54 ' degrees ' 12 minutes ' 30 ; seconds .Bast :86.63 . 

' .. ' . feet to :s ·.pipe ·at the :end .of ·, the south ·42 'degrees ,49 minutes 40 ' 

.;: :·>'_·<,: ' seconds :Eaat ·44s.l8 : foot 'line :in the 3.981 acre :tract o~ 'land ', 

.,'::. ::~ formerly :conveyed by C; David Rohde · and .wife, ··thence binding. on .... . ..... 


. .' ' . : :'.' •• that ,line reVtlrsely North ' 42 .degreos 49 .minutes · 40 . soconds ,Wost · .: ' . . 

.. : ... .. -: .:..... : .. 44SaS ' feet: to ' a 'pipe in .the centerUne ·of ,a : right ,of :way ,..l6.S : .. .,.>'. 

. ,.' ~ .. ...,': ''':.'' feee wide~thence. binding on the center ·· of '· lIaict · ri9ht: ~ ot wayw1th ' '.: :: :. 


'. ,.: . .... ' .. :. ' the use thereof in COlMlon ·with .others · the .' four : followlng- .lin08.·:··.. ; .. :: ; 
' J 

' . .: " . ': " ~ .': South :47 degrees 34 minutes .Hes'\: ·29; os feeti ' South , 40 degrees 06 .' " ...... 
. ' ..... .'. : ·.. ·minuees .Wost ·337.02 feet," South ' 3l degreell .·S3 .minutcs ·.30 ·socOl\ds · .... :, ' 

..-: ....>Weat··189.12 -feet and :South 49 degrees 01'·minuto , 30 .soconds We.t -:." . .:. 
. . ' 120.67: fest '.and to ' intersect · the south .39 .degroes ': East :n';';3/4 ~:. : ·: .'. - . . 

:.' perches 11ne 'in the .aforementioned deed·from .Ju.tamere Lodge, .' Inc• .:. ':'1"': 
" to C. David : Rohde ·· ,md wife at the end of 264.00 foet, . running S:" '," .. .... .- ;.:;. 

·.:. thencs »inding . on· that deed :soUth 43 degreea .35 rai~ute8 ' Ba8t ',".::. ~ .: '.:. :. ::: 
'. ;'" · 344.00 ~ f••t·;to the plac:e of beginning. : .Containing .five &crul . 

. ". . ..: :' and nin. : ~widre4 thil:ty-d.9ht· thoulIlndth. of an aore ·of land• .more 

:~,';i.";}~{J;'~··~· \;i~:' ~~..., ~" :' _1'95bO~ _::c~~~c:c ' 
. :.... '. ~ .' 

C9uNt-v·GIRClJicotiRT.(u.~ ~~oqids)~;;iSt. CE'6Z-:ru~I~~HK 5J6~, pcQ¥.2.:~~;,i~ ~5J28i2009: '. ' .. ... . 
" :;::: .', " .' ." " .' . .' "'~ . ' . ...' .. .. ' . . . 

http:degreea.35
http:inding.on
http:of:way,..l6
http:the:end.of


, ',~ ";'!..::~ :.~:'~:'.~::" ~ :.;.::~'~i .~ ~~:' ·\; ~.:;~::.i:;;/~ '/'~.; ·~;;T~ ! 

. " .~ '".;.. >/ : ',.. /. .;" '; ' ../) .u~!i5369 P"~4 43; . .•• ..•.•• " 
. :' 1 '.. '.. ... ..... . 


. J • •••• •• • 

.; ..... . .. : . ' . '. ~ : ,. '. .. .. 
; ..... 

· ·c.• ... ,'~: . -:~::;-:-.:. : 
.-2- . . 

'.~ .: :': : .. ':- : " ' : S~l!CT, ': hOliever, to the aout;h'itnUllOat h.lf O~ :~~.bov• 
. .:.-. . ...;.. .. :" lIIentioned right. of way 16. 5 fa at;' wid•• " . . ~ " . ' ., . ' . ,·	,. :.::: . "::>.'~ : '.:'.. ' ·. ·: ALSo, · thel'ightto use in OOllllllOn~th' other. : a · ·· &'i9ht · Ot~Y.:.:::: 

'. ':", .':: '. ~' : ' ''::'':-- . . 16~5 feet wide ' leacUng :to the 'County 'Road,' whioh run. frOll 'Piney...- .. : ..... 
>:: :; :·; ·.· ·· . · Orov. to st" ': Johne Church and .aa · reoltod in an Agreementaat.d ·'-: ·.. ··..•· . 

. ... -:.. ..::. .... ::.:/:...:.::::.:.:.:. Pebruary 19i :·1910• . between Cllln · E. , l-hIlter, et: . 1I1~ : (See W.P.C~ NO• . ::. ·. . 

.::: ::"~',-::.': :<: ;::..='::>:::::. ~ . ' .359,> ~~1~~ : ~2) • .: . 	 . .' ,:. <:~. 
: '. :,: , ,-,: : ~' :. . . . BEING 1111 lind the tlllIIIl! property .which by . Deed~t.d June 30, • 

......:, " ~: :~~' ..':.::<. ~ '.';.: 1971, and ' reoorded AI1Iong the Land 'Records .of BaltiJaore COl/J\ty : in Lillu 
.: . ·.··5. :.> :>~ .'. :.. , O.'1'.O~. No• .5202, " foH0857, . was :granted 'and .conveyed by C." , David ':.,.... ..; 
:.: ,..... .::- >;:- .'.::.:..: ROhde ·and :wifa ·.unto :the said SMluel :W. von ·Gunten .and Evelyn .'l', ··'·. . . ....:.,; 
':. :::,: '; . .::.. ; :" .:. '. '.von ·GUntan, · hie ·wife, . in fee oiluple • . . 

I 

>. 	'.': ~~'.>:' :. ;., :. -... . ::'. . . . ' . ,; 
',:' : '. ..: ...... :~:,: _:~... TOGETHER WI'l'H the bUildingll .and ilnprovGlaante thereupon ..... 

.~ ....\..;.:; :..>..::~'.;;:'~.: ': ereoted, ~de, or being and all and every the rightll, Dlleys,' way.,':. ' 

"..';::<-:>:::~::~>~t·~~II' priVi1eq~8, appurten8neee,and advantllgea to the .• l1li141 . " 
' . : ~ .. ' :.: :,- ~ ' ..' . ' , ' . 

. " i..<,., :-::'.~:::.; " : balOnging ' or .anywise appertaining. 


··:·: ·:;:~ '::::H·:.,;;::·~:;;.?~· '. ···· T~ HAVE AND TO RoLD ' ~e'Sdd lotofgroundandprebe., 


.'- . ~ .<. ·::<.;i· :'::~.:: .. ': •abo~e ' desoribed .a'rI(2 'mentioned, and herebyinten~ed to be conv~yed,";:'~~: ..; 
1.·;:..:i:;\;Y.·::·:!; ::' :.:::.~~e·~er . with .the · righ~e, priVileqe.:..a~purtenancu'· " ~d · advan~g~~' ;:""~' l 
. ';: ':.: .> -:;' . : thereto belonging 'or appertaining unto andto .the .,Proper Ute and . 

.. :'1.': ..:,::.-:: ....~'. . . . . ." .' . . " .'. . .. . . .. ... .. . .. .' . .: '.: .: . , :'.! 
'.. ':-::'. :: ..;...::;.-;: ' .' benefit of the aald WILLIAM W. VICTOR ana DORIS L•..VICTOR. hb wife, ':,.:· ' 1 

.':::: ;:'. '\'.:«:':.. ae ~en8n'ta by the ' antiX'Bties, their a.d~•• · theaurvivor . .:..... .: 
: .' ": .. .... ... . . . . . 


..; .: .. :. ' ..... .. . : and the ·heirs · and Dasignft of the eurvivor"in fee .~ple • 


.':" :;;-: .:~<~''';\.·L· 
... 	 . '. :. .'.' 

. . .... : ...•. '.'. SUch ' further lIellurance. of tne .a.me 1111 
.~~..:>: ~ :~ ' ~.' ~':. :~:..:: ... ..\~. '. . . ..' .. 
.. ..:'; ,. ' : '; . '.: ~ , AS WITNESS the han~. ane! uab ot uid :Granton • . 

". : . '. 

: patricia No Grimes·; 'i:::~>,'·· .
' ~'.~ :.~ ~.' .~';. '~ :/~~~'~':": ' . 	

. 

.- . ..:.. .... . 

,	 t ,~;·{> 
; '. 

,----~-"""--.-~.------~ 

(Land Re'eordsilMSA CE 62.5244) EHK 636g:'p,044·3.l.'rinled 0512812009. Irn8ge .V;;;Iab!e 8$of 
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. : :".: ." :. ':'.'.: :.. ' ,'::-. '."-:- :--.. . . . . USERS 369 rAG[4 44: .. ; • ..... . .. . . , 

[II:) :~':';:~' ...., .. . .,. . ' ', ' 
' .. 

~;.~ ::" .:: ':::~ ' ;::'.::" S'rATB OF MARYtAND. BALTIMORE COtmTY, TO WITI' ';::'·1
th:''.:::: ';.: .,'. ~:.:: 1: HEREBY CERTI~. That on this . ' lidd8.yof June •. 1973. -:.. J:': 
P.:;::. :.: .. : .... . . '. ' . . .' ~ : :.:.. ,
f-;.:' ..' before ma. a .Notary Public of the State aforellllid, parsonally .. 
,.,... . . ' 

~:< ;,.....:... "::.-":'. ~ppeared SAMUEL W. von GUN'l'tN and EVELYN ·T. von GI.INTEN.h.l.. wife. '. " 
t:':·:·~·': .. ::..;.\··.::·:\.:~·:~·· .. . .' . . .' ~ ,. ' '.' .':"", . 
,;.:.~ :.' . ..... ... : .' .lcnownto me' (or IIIItiBfactodly provon) : to be ' the persona ",holle nlll1\eI 


~f; ;.:\:. :.'.~...\.:.:. ·-::·axo' lIubil~ribed to the '~it~~' instrument, who' I1g~~~ th~~a~e in' my 

.r· :','. '.. ".<.:./.:'..pr:~.en~II' ~n'd .a~knOwl~<1ed that th81' 8)le~uted th~ .lUIIe ·fO~ ~ the:' . 
r:·~!· : · \: ~'.' . ;;>.::... '. .. . . . .' 
'(:.;' . : ' . .-'... ' pu~aell therein oontain'ed, . . ~ "(." 

.~ :~,. :!. " .,.. .. ·. ~"' · >~~.1i.' · . . . '. '. . . ::- \.-:,:.. ..
l,': :;':." ' . ~~:AS'KITNB8B my hand and Notariel soal. ' . ' .: . . .. ... ' 

~;::;:::.....:.. .' ........··:~"A;:·,····0··:: . ':'..','. ":'" .".// . . .' . .. .; .. . ". ..

i:·.:.~ .. ' .. ,v'.. ,.~~:"..!!«·· ..::.... ". ;.... .. q~ . ~~ .' 
~':.:: ....; . /..; ..... t\~A"··.\·~r. -.:···..·· :·".·. ·.. · . ~. ). 
fl ' " ~.. '\,I' f.t If "',. . . . . '. . '" 
:, . : : . ".,. I ·· .. ',' .•. • . ' ' " :.(~: ~ .~tr~~Gi8a;:........ 

~ ' . • • . . • • • : <10 . I .: .•• ••. • J . . ..... ... .. : ' . ... . . . 
;~O\. • ;'." \,0 ,t,i~ ........... ' ........ .:. Notary p\ll)ho oJ_ '. '. • • • • " •••• •• ' - " 
 I 
r:;:' .'7-\~""'U~. :-::.,..::-.:~.:.~: .......·~, :..,:.:~: ::. ':: . ' -: ,,' . : ...: .: :. ":.' ... ~'.. 

S. ;, .' ' . ~\' ·.;·I',··....·t.JC ' .....•. .. : ...... : : :. .. " •.... II'ICOWW/S$IOlItI1IAaMU.U71 : ' . . : -' ... ..... : • 


~) ' :.•••.•.• . c.: "~~'.~:. ' . :;~;: :":: ii··: ..••....,....;:,:. .• ...•.•... .... ......' '.' ;. . 
. : .~ 

:) :': OS"ll~". ~9~t9l:Z ,;:: t/.·ZZ IW '/;' ':.":. ~ '. 

\-,:: i OO·~9,iJ•• :~L"mz ~'; [L'2Z IW' :~' .::. :.::....: i .. ..... 


:.:..!~", i' OS~~"..·.a:J8"l:9l:Z '( .[L·221OY:--: :.. .. , 
'::. \ i 'O~'6U"': JIBltt9£Z ... [L·ZZ 1«.. : .:: '.', 

'I i ;:~;<~;:\,i<~·r;0;;::;;~;:T .~. '. ,~;".,. JUN. ~ 19~ •• ~. • 

~ ...• !' .:: .., . ... ;.:. ;::---. : .. :.: .. :'. .. . . . :, Per ElJIIe,r lL •. Xnbl1ne •. .1l"Erfi.1orlr. . . :.' 

:":.- . 

. ... 
.. : . 

..' 
":., ' ., ,I 

'. 
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auLaTA,.."nn& CoMr..urt, 
..eoarO.ATtn 
.---~ ,~ .... J.pp. 89260 u ....... NI, • 


"p~.No._ 

... ~-
This .iJeed, JottX&a thl. day of June ' 

J./.
III thl ',.u ~d 1I111f hundred and .tTtnt1-oM b, and ~Wt:,n O. Dl.rld 

Roh~ ~ 01",n, S. Rohd., hi, Idt., ptrU.. ot th. tint part) and Sam.l W. 

\'On 0wlteQ and an1,jn '1'. \'On (Juntan, hi. vU., par~l.. Dr the naond part. 

J..l20-71 ZI'1210; ••**73.'15 
J..l20-71 Z11j270ct •••*3750 
JIll. 20-11 ZI~269CD ••*.~~J5 
.M. 20-11 ZI~Z6a~ .~••1150 

w1nnaIsl11llhlt In c<llIIlderaUolI of the ~ ot tin dollan, and oth.r good 

&lid ""laabh oolllidtlraUonll, Ule rtOelp~ or whioh if b.rtbr aoknowledgld, 

UI...iel parU.. ot the t1r.~ pu~ herein 

do .,..t aM C(lQTqllllto Ilid ptrth. or tht ..oond.put, as ten.nt. br th. 

enUrIU_. t.heiJ' ...iS1ll, the S'dl'TiTO,r or til.. and tht heir. and auignl at the 

.\1"11'ar ,ot \b.- ~ 111 t....lmple, all that ~ot or parael at 

----.... ---.... ,. -.. " .. - a1tuate, Iyln, alld belni In ~ ~..... '... -- .. -
FoIlrth !J,toUon Dht.dot. or Baltirloore CoWl~,Hd. and dM(lribed u 101t0l", th.t I, to IIY. 

B!OnrHl!{O m tha .... at • ltona at. the bes1nrUlI« point de.ol'ibed in a deed frOIl! 
.hI,were J.odce,. Ino. to o. Dartd Rohde tJleI ~., ~tod June 9, 1965 and reoorded 
MOII& the ~ ·Rtoord. ot BIl1Umore CoWl~ 1n Uber AAQ Wi69 tolio )80 eta., NM1nlf 
thlM, b~ on thAt dete! the tw toUovi", lintl, Iiorthli7 degrlu, 30 Il1nutea 
20 ••eoncil IU\. S76.o) tnt to a oOn9rete *lrr.u.8Ilt and lfOrth S4 da6l'Clu 12 IIdllllt.1I11 
,0 noo_.1&rt 86.63 tut to .. pipe at Ule end ot the lIOuth lr2 degree. lr? Jltinut ... , 
110 aecoDd.i I&rt 4LS'.18 toot. liM in Ull ).981 ·&OI'e traot at land tomerly aonu),ed 
~ C. Da.td loMe and wU. thana. b1nd..!.111 on tblt 11M rlTerlllly North ~2 d'lP'eClII 
1151 aiTlll.... bo lIoolId8 w.at I&bS.16 tHt. to • p1~ 1i1 tbt olntuline ot a riCht. at ""1 
16.S t ..\~~, U.lDOe b1nd1nr on the oant.u or Hid rlaht. of lIllY with Ule un 
thereot 1-Il 00.011 ~th othan the tour tollov1q lin.. South h7 degree., 311 Jllil?ltu 
Welt. 29.05' tNt, .O\lth .40 degrlle 06 a1m1t.. Wilt. 337.02 teet,aouWl degre.. S3 . 
Jdwtal ,)Q'ltoOMi lINt 1651.12 teet and South bS' d~sr.n 01 ainute 30 SlIOolldJl Wut. 
120.67 t.n aDd to ~nt..r.eot UI, 'Qllth " d,sr'" ! ..t J7M )/4 perohes I1ne in thl &tOI'.. 
MIlt.lonte! dttd fro. o7I1ItaMrt Lodge, lno. to 9. D&nd Rohde &!IMte at th, end or 2~.OO 
tHt, ~ tbtDOt binding on Ulat deed .outh L) degree! 35 IIrlTlllt.as Ea"t )Wi.oo taet 
to the plaqe ot ,",pM1n~rJ contdning fin ao.r.. &lid ni'1' hundred thil-tyr-tight. thOll8l.ndtbl 
or an a~ of land, rio" or leaa. 

3ool"jlOt ~ to tha ,outherMO.t halt ot t,he 1'09'" Mntiontd ri8ht ot ""1 16 $ tilt 
vid.,. 

Allo UI. nattt to lUI, ill oo~n with oUl.n a riaht ot 11'116.5 tut vide bacUng to Ult 
Co1l.nV lIo.4 *1oh l'\I1\II ttoa finq 01'01'1 to st.. Jobna OhIlJ'Oh and 18 reo1ted in an agree­
1ItIlt. da~ i',~ 19, 1910 ,h",.~~OltJ'a!. Walter .t a1 (Sea W P 0 )$51 toUo $2) 

, .~, ~.M. 20 ,112.50 IISC' 
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LllER5202 ,mSS6 .. ' 

'. /"~
1"''IiiJ . 

. fJ • 

BiIIlO A ...,. 01' mE 9.U(I UNO ImSatIBlD III M Aoon HlliTlONID DaD pro" ,', '.. 
I " ...'f. )' 

Jv,a~ I.oqe, 'IlIa. t.o O. Dn1d Rohde aD4 01_ 8. I\obdl, hb vUe, doahd' • 
' . , t , '. .' " ~L. It I 

hoM 9, 1;66 IiI4 l'MOr~ UOllI I.&!I4 I\teCl'doI of Jal\iacl'a ~ 1n L1~.r .• l ~' " I , 
, . ...' 

.' ,aao ~ toUo ,eo a\o.· 


~ mINIID ., '1,' m~ b<IIl • I\IrftT 4dtd April '9, ~68. 


- . ,: 
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____..,._L.­__ .. _.~____ ... . .. . _. __ .... ' - __ ._. , . _ • _ _.. _. 

. . . ll,E1I5202 rmS59 ' . . 
~ wtUa lilt build/lIP and /mpl'OnIII.nt. UI'MII ,1'tO~, mad. Of beI~1 alld .11 .nd 

""'7, tIII:~ as..,.., ~ wattl'l, prlylteree. 'PPUrWlanctf ..114 .dvantaltt, to Ule l&1li' btloar1~, 
" 

or In 1111_ awertallll~. 

fO IIA" AND 'ro HOLD the u.1d lot ot CI'Oun4 and pranl... ; 

abo\" ~ llId l!IIntjOCled, Iud hlrtW Intlnded to bt oonv.yedl to,.thar with the rlrhll, 

prI,n...... PSKIrttnanC41 and advanta,.. UI,,..to btlonrt~. or .pptrta!nlq unto alld to the proptr 

11M and ~t of the IIld PlJ't.1u ot the uooDdope.rt, at tenant. b)' the IlItiY'ltiu, . 

thtir ...tlQ, the .uM1.90r of UI.. &rod thl Min and ~~t1i7W ot 

the ~1'Ol' ot ~. 111 t.. lillpl•• 

h .....~•• 

A!fD tjIe KId JlUU.. of the t1rlt put ­ .,. '!' .... - - - - - .... _ - .,. 

~ . 
• .. .. • • • . " .. - .. - .,. - ...... - - .. !'.. htttby tov.nlnt thay hl"e . not doni 

or lulf~ '" be cIoM .'II1I~t, mlMer or UlIII6 wllaUoavu, to ,neumbtr the PI'OJHlri)r h~l'Ib)' conveyedl 

tlIat t"7 will warnnt .peelilly the pro~tly ia,..b, rranttd, 'and Ullt . th. 7 wlll ,~ocUlt 

aueh 'tltl'tlMr 1IIlI1'I1IC4I' of the ..m. II 1N1 be rtqullllt. 

WlTNUS lilt bud. and Mil. of IIld ..... ntor I 

tha ~. aDd.)'I&l' t1l'it Ibc.... writ.totn. 

AJ . M:.«.~. _181J.1.)
~'1]'.l<_.-'-:':"1''''1atk& , . 

finl 

J 1(I~Y't~---

01vtn s, Rohde ISBA!.) 
___ .-~_.C' ___. ..___ 

BfA" 0' JfAllTLAHD. Cit)- of !tlt1~r. . To WITt 

:1 ' waD\' CIm'PT, that OD thll . ~O R . day of J\me 

In till ,., 0IIt \hO\IIa,,4 ,,1111 hundrtd ind "ft~-oll9 Wor. me, Ih. IUWerlber, 

• IIotart Po.blia or th. Statt of Maryland, In and tor 

.!orellld, ptraonilly apptlrW 
~ . ." . 

o. Ilnid 1lobd.' and. 0111tn S. Rohd."hi. vU" P'Illtora h,r.111 

. . A'f°r II­. 'ileo'd' fol' "001'4 JUL 20 1971 If 

" Pal' OI-'vlll~ ,/, ~lAf€'Tfi~E)cCO•• INt;. 
II 11 ToO It'tAL ..... _;:r--­
,,0. ;7 lev .R.odpt '0. ,,'"""_____ 
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r-r..c·!.I).fI" ,r. 01';[:J­ - tOl',,: ­ (I.), lH "'.;J ~ j,. - ." 

t(~P~\~1 ~~~: t~ 
'" , " ~"~ "t I . iilJl >'fl: y:i,~~~!.:~, "~" , 

.~ ~'~~I' J(q~' ?:~~:-:";ii~I'" ,
~'l~ • . 'J{7..~~ ·.l , ~ ~~rl; ~ ~~~f;~'l~ . 

TJris Deed, Mad!! this 9/1, 

In the Yl'ar une thou~and nine hundred ~nd sixty-Iivo ,by and betwccn 

JJUST,oUIlillBLODOE,INC ~, u body corporilte 

of mthe Smtc of Maryland. of the !irs! part, nnd 

4 C. DAVID nOHD& am/OLWEN 8, ROfOl!!;, his wile 

01 the second part . 

Wllucsscth,lbat in co~lderntlon of the sum of Five (85.00) DoUal'S and other good 

and Va1uQ~~e c~m8ide~l\t;l.on, the reedpt oIlrhicb. is hel'~by oolmow.l.e(lged" 

Iho saId pru'ty of tit!! first pllrt 

do t.h grant and COD"l'Y unto tho said parties ot tho seoom) port, as tenants by the 

entiroties, their assigns Illld unto the survivor of them, his or her 

heirs and assigns, In fee sImple. all that lot 01 ground, slluate,lylng and bellig In 

Hal timOl'O ..County, Stato ------------, aIor~ald.llnd described as (allows. thet Is to say:­

Beginning for the same at. the e.lld of 45 perches on the Nortb 48 dogrees 
Eust 80 perches lille of the "bolo tract of land and running thence bounding 
on said line with 3 1/4 dogl'ees allowauce tor variation North 51 1/4 de­
gl'oes );sst 35 porchos, thence bounding on the given line of tho wltoh 
t.ract of land North 58 dogrees ~I\et 100 perches to the ~eginnlng of soid 
whole tract of land, thence "boundillg on the outlines of the whole tract 
of landclllled Creaghs Mdit10n IfHb 1 1/4 dogrees allowance for variation 
North 623/4 dogrees West 4 porches North 33 3/4 degrees West 21 1/10 per­
ches to tho end of t.ll/:) South 33 3/4 degrees i!:ust 14 9/10 perches 11no of 
o parcel of land agreed to be sold by ~Iary G. IYorthington, ot al to Joseph 
Landon IlIld running tbence bonnding on tho land ot: said Landon's parcel of 
1anilSputl, 68 1/1 degrees \Yost 100 perohos SOllth 48 3/4 degrees West 38 
9/10 perches to intersect u line dr-awn North 39 degroes West from tho be­
ginning, thence reverfling !'laid line Illld bounding thoroon South :J9 degreos 
East a7 aft p!!rchos to Lho plnce of ~ogillning. Contuining 2H ncres of 
lund moro or loss. 

Slivinr; Wid excepting, bowevor, tbat tl·.act of lllnd which, by Dee<l 
dated Pecomber 15, 1930, nnd J'eoorded llIlIong tho Land Records of Ilaltilllore 
County 10 Liber L.llcL.&:. No. 867, foUo 404 etc. Contnining 2.534ucrcs 
of l(U1d more or loss, wos conveyed ~y IHh:alloth J. Osborn to the 
Susquehanna .'l'ransm1ssioll COlllpany. 

Togetl\er .with Q right of way 16 1/2 feet "ido leading to the County 
Road which l'uns frolll Piney Grove to St, Johns Church and as rocited in an 
agreement datedFc~ruary 19, 1910 between Clara B. Walter, at a!. (See 
W.P.C. No. 359, folio 52). 

nC:ING tile sUllIe paroel of land which by Veadd",ted August 2, 1951 WId 
recorde.d u"ong tho LMd Records of Baltimore· COllnty 1n Libor G.IJoB. No. 
2002, !I}lio 426, was granted and conveyed 1>y l111l1l1ni D. White and floronce 
D. Illlih, unto tbe grantOJ' heroin, 

~l&? 3 2t-:.JJI 10 42.00 KSC 

ClllcurrCOUllf .(La.'l'I Record.) (MSA CE 6'2-<1324} IIRG 4469. P. OJaO. Pooled D5!2l1J2009. Im.1I' 8val.b:e IS of 
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Together with the buildings and Improvements thereupon erected, made or being and all and 

"vcry Il,e rights, "lIeys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtc.lIRDces ~nd advMtogc.s, to the .a.me belong' 

lng, or rotywlse :.ppcrtaining. 

'}'o Have and To Hold the said 101 of ground oud premises, above described and 

mcnlioned, and hereby inlended 10 he conveyed; together with the rights, privilegeS, appurlenances lind 

odvantages Illerelo helonglng or appertaining llnlo nnd to the proper use end benefit of the said 

C, DAVID HOIIOE and OLWJ~N 5. IWHD!::, his wife, a8 tennnts lry the entiroties, 
their assigns and unto tho survivor of the III , his or her 

----.. -.-----------.-----~-~--~---~--------------- heirs nnd nsslgn.~, ln fee simple. 

And tho sold Paro/ of th~ /lrst part bereby covenants lhat )dlIX it has 

not done or sulTered 1"0 be done any net, matter or thing whatsoever, to encumber Ihc property hereby 

COllVOYC<I; thot IJ.Ix it wlU warrant specially Ihe property grantC<land that :m it wlll execute 

such further assurances of the sanlo os may be reqUisite. 

VJ,L <-/llhl iJ . ~v"!-II i'EjWitness the hand and seal of~lOrn: 
President of enid body corporate. 
TEST: 

j/ ",' ('. .' /' i d:' .J.. 11f.:. ,.. ' .. J .,.t.. ..' .IA,. · . ,. f/~;/I,/,'~~.l <~~~'.'1.<:-M?:~ J,~-;C-.l..,"" . ,:<,.;/...uv,
t I ,,~., (. ,1"/ .e. t::i:C'.J'{,""( - iI 

/ ; v " /,' (" ~".. --- . /,~-;;.. t.Ud , .--~ . ;;;. " '~-.-.' --' ­. -­

DG£ INC. /7 ·:· :·;·~.", 
STAMlillE LO C;) / i77£} .......(~)


:'·:i-;;;;; ~;';;·h;Ll', ,·.··Pf~;)~~t 
"~.. 

.... . ·········.... ·· ····::.(~·; ..-;·i··i·'·\(SEi\L) 

STATE OF MARYLAND, 81u.'rn\oi~ COUNTY' .10 wil: 

I fiEREBY CEIlTll~Y, 'fhat on this 'I' ll, uayof .0/-..·.' 
• before me, tbesubscrlb~r,in tho ye~r 0110 thousand nille hundred Dnd sixty-rive 

a Notory Public of the Siale of Maryland, In and for the County --~------------- aloresald, 

I.,.. ,;i/, -/~~ll' ;, . l.N)r/l t ) pcrsoll~lIy appeared / 

Presidollt of JUSTAlIERE LODG~, INC. 

the nbo\'o )lAmed uranlor ,and he IIcknowl~dged the foregoing Deed to be its oct. 

As Wil".,.s my hnnd and Notarial Seal. 

,//J,:I ___-----i...' \..,-- -­
.. f?;;·;:t}~~:.:::\ ..:.;:/;:·~::::.~ : __.:~~~ ;:::.-:: .. : ~ 

Reo' d fo(rVf;::~~~~ ! J~~;r~~(; .~~~ NO~;:;?6t 
Po,: F:('r, c~l 11 C 1(.1, -,?1jrl: 

M~, i 1 , .. ; ,h~:~~..:~~1-f,:~!-(C:2!.~_~~ 
lloceipt !lo·!E[41.s sE___ 

IMM CE 62·43241 RRG 4469. p_0331. Prlr>ltd 0:.'21'12009. ''''''II'' .""ij,bla as of 
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-1~_~2()(12 rMf42G 
. day of J."{."\,.t.~ Made lhlsThis Deed, 

, by and belween \II LLHl,: ~,ni't·:-t-O !'iOIn tho year one thousand nlnc hundred and 

'iiili'~ er~l~ !lJ)n~:;:; ;J, '.{l; r 'r'~, Li r vt t' ft, of E:"41:""ittn,,o (;1 ty 

In the State or Maryland, or th(l first part, lind 

LO~::. n :Ot , n b).Jl CI:'l~~t)Tl~ lo (,( til rt St.?l-c ro! U:~ r:.:ln..n ·l, 

(he second part. 

Wlloe..<>etb, thot in consldcrnUon of the sum q! f'\v(, (S5.~,(,) D,lln.'" p,,l otlif-r ,:;crl ~,,~1. 

\"pluub)~ ~ ·.:'r:~i ·~(n·('. ; ~·nu· , t. :",: 11 l· C" .~;)j,~t ~.r1j(···· 'l!:f It. i:~ l.'('It>, :1.ckflo,.:le<JCf>t1 , 

thc-utd '.."i111r.o:'l. '('::~i t(: ~)': I~ r .....,l·('H\~Il ;~. }:'h t~, :·.·Ip' ;.:\f'f). 

Jl"~ '.:;::c::·r ro1:;). :E1.\" 1if. r.u\!'~e6~'l.'9grant QIld CODY~)' unto Ihe snlddo 

ti~. t. :~T'y~l ot ground. oiluote, lying and belng 10lnda aud assigns, In foc simple, all 

; aforesaid, and described as (oIlO\rli, that Is 10 ",y:­··;- .j11r"Jr<' CQUl~l.: ·· , ~t~t'r I i;" !~""!)'/)s.nrl 

Derlnnlnl for the '.'r."rtJ.! t(l ~l!~~ "l~·.:1 ~,r 1:) ~ pcot'('a"tp I)n t'r.f'! nl)l'th !'(8 d8tl',,;"I1l ~:-.c t ~~ :! :~l'~'h~r 
1~'~-!. ~:.~ '.. :.~ (": V.:.;ulJo! tj'':''~~ '; ( ; :-:. :r~ ~I.I .' ; !""~u·. ,. t"",: l tL;~ :' ~i' ~ :~\U'J; lT':!: OJ) ~:-;~!! 'Jnc· '.·dn: )-1/4 d(\en::p. o!: 
:- tl(,~ .'",u.!~ fl'~ \,~l'l~t~ ·)i~ r.c,rti. 51-1/" t~or.r(,f)~ 61\St 15 : I-:'l"lh(\~, t'I['I~ ,~e h"UJ :(t1Il~ IjtJ ~h-:r :=~ i~'~n 
)(!~ tJr ti'l': 1:llt)le f.i"~ .: t ,.t Ir.l\;'~. ,,~rtt. ':;=1 " ~dl~ncD I"~l\t. 11)0 !'v:·c!.Ot to t.l.~ bo(,..;nllil'lt or ~::..l" 
:~.:..t- l ... tr:'~~. of letlli , C ,(; I,ce ~1':nH,~jj ,:~' f')n !.b) : ·'~'.t... l ; 1'-' 11 ~~ t.jw \lc,ol-r. t.n~-::l or l'tll~ ~~1l1.9 (~ 

iHDll ','i t.}. ·Cn.. ~::luJ " ..L. · 1_1/1t r.~f.;rfl !, ('I-nl1r)\."r.ll1 6 fOi' 'i .~rjf\tlol\ r.ottb (..2-J/4 cte.CY"~G k·6~t. h. 
'1(:;'llhf'1J r."dh 3J-'t~ .: o.:ro(\~ ~rt,. 11-1/10 I ' rC;;(I(.; t.1) tli~ oni~ o~ O;.~ "I)uth ,)!~J{I~ tin!,:r(·. ~r A:<F~t. 
\:4-9/10 ~ :~r ..;~1..6t: lin., o: !' ~ ~" ~!'t~\l!l 1',,' l,..:·,j :~ 1".)("o~ tt' bl.' t:ol~ "1.1:,.1 ~t!.!r7 1, \.'~J·t . r.ln,E;ror'.ll t.. t ~-:l trJ 
~'o!.·;:~i. ~.'.~on ,.lh! )". l l : ' !H:' I.l",~,(:(. },I)" :i".i ~ n~ o~ H.•l t ."lU' I){ J!!!t·~ l('....;don.!1 ro ,,_\'~~l r)j If'..nfl SQ'Uth 
.~ .~~!!~ .~.:...r'!'('(o ...·.!r.l· ;00 :l(l'TI.~~!of(t ",.utIJ :;B-'/~ ~('t;r(\(lfi ~11£:t. ')3.9/10 ;:I)r~h)(t t·, S!)tl"r~f'0t. r..

l)Er ~~:;:::.::lE~~;~~:·::c~':'~~- ~!~",'~;~h~f~;~;t; : ~' ~ ,i~:~'~':~i r;~~~;'l~ ~'~~':~ ~I~~ : ;:~;n~:,~ ~~~\~~~:.'~~ 
! 

I ")", ~ 'T ;::;, :~: ~;.~":'~; ;,;:, ";:i1n:;;~;'~';~c!;:~! :}~'~,~ I ~f,~:~:lC~~~~;' I~;L;;:~~' ~')~~.~;~";:,~:o~5~S, 
{ :cli ·., lie. etu •• c :.!"~t! l il\b\{,; ;:.!iY~ CC1"(·t., ~f' f !tI,~ ~(}f1! *1' '~&~J "!ru; ~·"JW"';t~·'Jd bt gL1ra~'\~ tl : ' .... 
O[\:orn t f) tht' Sns r.IIOJ h(1 ,)~' r. :'r:c:=',:1 { t:;:i 0:, OU!l:.-'h.ny . 

i 
'?oGet:--'~1' ~ i lh n I'l,iit "f Ii!,.' 16-1/2 f~~t . \'Lh1 \e!1;Hr~:: t.o t}. n- Countr fi.c· .'lti .... ~Itch \~.lrl'J 

~ rQ~: fi1;o!t~ O!'I."'o t.o St.. JI):UU: lJ.our·:.JL nu.l ne: l~dd t-l~ri in :'In r.E1'e~:'\{"nt 'bl-ed }'ehru!u'y 19, J910 
·~t)t"'·I?·.r. t~~~I·:· '::. :;:,l :i\", 9l .r.!. (::!'i! \!. ~'.C•.: :;"-:> , :'159. 11]111) 5~). 

Eelq; !L('. f.!~(l lot Ill' '~'! I't.ol nJ'" l~nli ~·hlch b;' teen f)f O't('!l c~~~3 !'! crf.:vJ ~~i !"Jl-:I 1" .J("'..~)\1e (\ 
or lr:tor.c'l.or\ t c. \..:- r(: c ·) ;· ;'.(' :i !~1 : ·,~·Hc.t.ly !,l't~ .., lVtl'OtGo Ui.? l\.-';; thO) 1.o.dti. E-?":vr ~lc, .)f '3::1-Hlt:.iH\:! 
ec>.;r.l·t ....·H~ .~:·:· !,. '~f. (.\' h'iJ ~(\Iit'''J/O ••l. 'by !:1l /H.jE ~\)(JlJ(l, O,,'h'll"!l ~Ht9 ti'Jl 6~1:1 ·lf~. !Hp.:;; D. ~.!·IU~ ,:: ·:·~n 
:' ":.'»)':-, " 0":(\ :,), ~.! ~, !IJ j" t \.'j,"(!. . 
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··· eyery::~~~:::w:~d~=:n~i~:::;::1~;~.~:::!:;::o:g~

Ing,9~~W~:iP~g. ':;,,,~~¥,· ·: . . , . . . 

' ~(jaiv~ ~~ tiJn9Jd ~~ ~ Iti.( .tifgiVwili .... iU.d P~~• .~!>Ore <l~I>ed .anQ 
u l.ak iiui~' ded' \Oh~ ' ed f-.n thWiuitkrl hIS li~1 ••..• uri "' iu!dmeJl .. C!U,·,,;1!I! .. tG Y...0 ., .,..$O~V-\I~' . ;"",e ./fr . ~ . II . ,p \· ",egc.\ .~RP.. . .e~ .. . 

'~dv81)i~g~ U!~IObelODgji+~ a'~~:~~~~ ~~lIl\dtiJ~ep~per\l~ealld l>en~~~t'~e '~d' . 
J\le! tt2-1' l'C- ~6r.J '.J.:1c. ! 1.1s: :.S·#, ~ 8fis6 r d · ' . . . . . . 

", ·~1~~}~t~.~J~~mp)e. 
, , 

.•" • .,!... 

ADd tbe IiaId paTti O ~ of Ih~ filit part hereby covellalil : illat t bo y ba ;'~ 
. " . .: : ~.r;. : ,:. : : . .... ~. : . 

not d.4QQ or ~ercd to be done.l¢yllct, DliI1ter or !h11l8viJ\8~v';". to en~tx.rlh~ p~perty h~b,. .. 
<:Qtlyoyed;. ~t · \.~ . w1l\~.t~ .th~~ltO~g,;.i!I~l\lld ihatlbe;>, will ~ec'ute 
$\Ieb @1~er~~~of the ~~in.t be-~~~io. .' . . .. 

. Wlllle~ ~~ . band> ~iid~~ Ofi$!ligri!itot~ • . . ... : ~'. -. ,",:" .! :: ~. ... ," :": '~. : ....... . ".- .. ... .. . 

·TEST: 

. 

- .1Jt. £.C4:~~ :.... .:.... kdy.r. H. l;J.kn . '-<!"<WG . .... . ~ 
~~VJ1b . .....od...4-x.,Q,.._..._......_......_... ..(SEAL) 

1fi1l~ ne; . D. !lut.Q 

: ~l.~~,<~·l}f:f.$/. · ·· ,·· · · ···· ·· ·· ·· ·· ·, (~~·.· · 
";.: -." 

http:1Jt.�.C4


e 

1 
This Deed, Made tills day of .t.ut'llllt, 

2000.u2R
Jl)\/if 

In the YeM one thousand nine hundred and f U tT-one • by and between lIESGDI .umLIA 

OsaIlJUf. UDIII&I'J'hd, 

of »~lt1ll01'1 County, In the Slate of Maryland. of the first part, and 

lI!LLIJl.I p. ~~ end FLOlU":lCJ n . VIlrn, hb wi fe, 

of the $econd part. 

Wilneascth, thatJD consideration of the I\IJD of f 1v& <.!1. ()O) DollArs /l1Id otht r ;:?I)d end 

vr.lunble con,ldn,;at!.ons . th" rjlcc l» ~ ..'._ere;)! i. lllln"y aekrulvloda_ , 

the said :?aul(\ ,': ",U n O~~'l) rn . ul,""l'~ rl e<t, 

do .. o grant and !;ODVey UDtothe said Wll 1.1N1 D. White r.n\l. rl.or~r.\:o D. 'llhite , h.S~ .a f t' , t hsJ r 

of crwnd. IIltuat4, IyiDC ,ud be!bi 111 

lkHl e>6ro County., Stou. of Wer.\'lon.t •aforesafd, &lid described as followll, that 18 to iay:­

U n.: . howeYer, tu.~ \ ro=t or Inn4 . whlw bT i)e~ ,1 dohd 1£/ 15/)(1 1).1Id. 

r ...cat~ .... ')r. !: t he L.~.J iecor-it of JlIllttllOr. Cow'\ T in L11,.r lo.l!ct. 1I ICo. 867 . (Illio 1104 . 
et o: . CO llt1lir>l ne ?.~}4 eorn or land. aore or leu . WaB cOll1'~.1Il>1 lIlhabfttb J . 0,1101"11 to 
t he Cuequallll.llha, ~t,'n..l ..l ollo Collpllily . 

pr;.tl.8l' Vitll e. 1'1/11\ of we:! 16-1/'2 1'." vide l lllldint: to \he CoWlt~ Rtltl.d "Ilicll I'IlftC 
Cn.u .flb8) Ol'l'lQ to SI . John. Q.'Nrab tJI4 at no U ed In en cere_nt lI"lId :!./19/1910 bUn"n 
al~~n ~. v$l'~' eL ~l , (Sae v.P.C. ,j9, Co110 ,Z.) •.
' 

JlebC; tile .1lM '&I'cel of lftJld . whla III heil dated tb 16&11 4nr or J I\JMal'Y. 1934, vaa 
~Mt.ed AlIIi cllnv"1al1 b7 IIIolJ"f C. O.bom IIJId Ji....le .I.. O.bom. JuQll~r•• e~ Ill , IIIlt() tba 
ooid lise.'. " ..Ua Oobl)l'D . Gao 'he Lam\ IIocordl 'Jf .lt1~rl Cq\ll1t.1'. L1~br C. M'.D. ,Jz:. !"". 
21, -tollo 294. 

http:pr;.tl.8l
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Toc-tIier wWa \be buncllnp ...~lfiRl!lQQA~ macIe!or bema and all ~ 
rver, the rights, alleJt. Wlys, ftten, ~es, appurtenances ~ aclvaIItagee/ to the JaJD8 belooa­
lDa, or aJI)'wS. appertalD1q. 

To Daft and To Dol. the AId lol of ground BDd prembr.I, above cI-=rIhed aDd 

men11oned. and beftbylDtaIded to be CODVI!1~t together w.ltb the rl,chta, prlvlll!(es, 1Ip~ aDd 

advantaaes Utereto beloDgmg or appertalDlng unto and to the propet' \lie and bene4t of the uld 

Wi1l1em D. Whitl> and flo rence D. White, Il ls ..if!!, their hei"8 and "1I~\1iIIlI 1 ~hc ourTI vor 

ot tho~, end 

heirs and-Uslgna,1n fee .unp)e. 

the survivor'. 

ADd the said 1J8rl1" of the am pan bereiJy eoveuanlll that abe hi a 

not dOIIe or 1Ilfr~ to be doDe aB7 .ct, matter ... ihbIr wba~,~ ceum'*j ~~. hereby 

eaweyed: t,bat • be wt11 wammt IJlIIdall1 the properb' puted and that • Ibe wtiJ searle 

lUeb further ~ of the Am. as ma1 be requisite. 

Wltneu !.he baud and I8al ol AId pmtol: 

'lTST: 

........ ..'1l;...£~a. -1- - --~~.~.. 

• ,~ K. Jf1~'= 

rJ~ .. u:~...~. CS1W.)
B.bele ~lla O.born 

~ ,.... • c J; C Cszt.L).. _(.!l.f_.._ ..........; .; . ,~.~ ! .!..::...: •• "! .:-~;::........u .... .. 


• 10 w.it:STA'l'E OF MARYLAND. Coun~f of JnltiJaofe 

1 HEREBY CERTIFY, 'l'bid OD thII -<~ daJ of Auo."WI t, 

In the year QDt! tbouIIand Dine hllDdred aDd f1ft1-one , belQlJI me.. the IUbeeriber, 

• Notary PubUe of the SU$e of Maryland, lD and for Battao" 00\1l1t1 aforesaid, 

persoDally appeared lIaBele ..11. Oeborn, 

the above named grantor • and lihe aclm()wledgetl the foregOing Deed to be ber ad. 

As WIlD.., ID7 band and Notarial SML 



.. 

cv 

POl'value reoelved '" horeb)' re lUGe lobo Ylilohin and &1'oregoing mor~gllge. 
As wi~MBI oW' Ianls lind seals ~hi9 16 da)' or JanuBr¥ 1952. 

W1UIIBB R IIarold Osborn Bessie A Osbtu'n (SEAL) . 
Lillian a Oeborn (SEAL) 

Reo P.b 1<1 1952 a~ 11: 10 MA & exd Hr George L 8),er1), olerk rod b¥ Jbm del 
~ 2/14/5?­

~------------,,------------ ~ 
• co '1 1'1'90 IThill Deed Ilo.de thh 16th da,. or Janua17 UM b,. Harl'7 C Oabom 1114 

~ aam 0 Oaborn et 81 !Besah A Osborn Exeoutora of the last Will and TelltalllOnt at nbl·1 
~I nood lo \both J Olborn deooased ot Baltimoro Countt state or JdIl171md porth, 

~JJI"Ole I. OaborD lor ~h8 tint pan and liar1'7 C Osborn indlrtdually and Baal10 R OlbOj ' 

;;;1 II S R stomp $.50 hh wlto Leonel R Osborn end Goldie- V Oabo:m hh wlto .Tohll C~arl.. 

~I jOsborD and Beulah Osboru hh wite Rattie V Bol t and E Ward Bolt her I 
":1 
. , bUlblUld ';one i i'oHu~ wd John Henr,. Pel hom: hm: husbmd Sllro.h idlla Enlor and Arthur Ensor I 

her hUlblllld and L1ll1an a Osborn unmarried partie a ot the 11800nd part all or Baltililora COllZll 

t7 lid and Bouie J.mel1D aeborn oj! the S8i11e Count,. 8nd Sla til as pnrt,. ot the thlrd pari 

Cmnteo 

111 tl!oasoth whore as Elizabeth J Osborn diad seized and j>onessed or the propert1 heroin. I 
".nor deeorlbod lOD'ing 0 108t ill11 and TeatamOllt doted IISl" 21at 1931 and reaorded in lh' i 

ottioe ot the Regin.r ot 171111 tor BalUmoro Oount,. 1D Libel" .T P C No 28 toUo 226 eto l 

wheroby eoid teotator nolllinated Herr,. C O,born IlJld Beade J. Oaborn Rxeau'Gore with tull pan 

I to ,on the rool eoto\o hero1D:1ftor montioned end whereae the aald Harl'J' C aaborn end Beu1 
I 

! Olborn ~eoutora b1 'firtUQ ot and 1D the exerolse or ttlo power at sale hereinbetore Itt I 
torth hOTO sold unto the aaid Bude Amelie aaborn the ~roper\,. hereiM nor duoribed .t 1I11 
tor tho aum or t200,OO and the puroh..e prio. llulag been tulll" paid unto the partiea ot 

the tll'1t part and eid sal" dul:r reportod IlDd raUfhd b1 the Orph8Da Court ror Belt1JlOro 

OGun11 and whereo! the l"Irtlel of the lIooDd part are the 10141 ht1n at law of tho n1d 

Illzabeth J Oaborn deooaaed and at full legal ege tbe,. unite in th.a. prea.mta 

Noll therotore 1;1118 deed lf1~uaeth that tor and 1n oonddlration or tho .um ot 1200, : 

00 Ind a ther good IIIld Teluable oonl1dua tionl thl reoeipt or whioh 1a Il1reb7 lolalowlldg,d 

the add HIlrr)' C alborn and Be..ie Amelie Oaborn Ex.outors at tho bat ..ill and T.. tallllllt 

of lUta.beth J Olboro deoolled and Ilarr:y C Oaborn lndirtduall,. and Bnde B OaborD hia w1t1 : 

ILIOIIel R Oaborn end Goldle V Oabom hta wite John Oharl.. Oaborn and Beulah o.bom htl w1tt 

Hattie V a.U and E 'ard lltl1 her huabll1d Jane P 1'Ilil!~ ~d John uelll'J' hltstr hill' hUlbllld .

Isarah Xdns !Daar and Arthur Enaor her huabllDd Ll1111Jl a Oaborn UIIIIarried do grant IUld ~D"~ 
! IIIIto the .lI1d lIaaah Aulla Olbom her heira IIIld ua1l!11 ill ree 11JIp1l all that poroalofaIland a1tUII ted 10 the i'ourth 111, otion Dhtrlot or Bdt1llore oount,. JId !KId IIOre psrtloularl1 

Idllor1b,d sa tollo..,. 


I B'S1nD1ng for tha I8I:.e at th a .rohf'
! 0 en" or 45 perahe, on the 110rth 48 degre:' a eaa\ e p 



-

" 

Liber 1121 

11110 ot tho .hole ~rllot or hnd. and :rIIIID1118 tlllnae bounding on ss.1d lino with threo ond ono 

tourth degree. lIllo..anoe for 'Yar1ation north 51i degreoa east 3S perohaa ~honoe bolllldiug on 

the giyen lin. of aid 'IIhole mot ot laud north 58 degrees ellst 100 Jlue".1 to the bo_ 

S1DD1ug of Nid ..holl traot ot ISld tbltnoe bOUllding on the outlines or laid ..hole treo~ or 

11114 oallid Cre~ .Addition 111111. 1-1/4 degree. allo..llII.oe tor flirtation north 62i degreOl 

re.t , porohe. north Z~ degree. "elt ~1tl/lO perehal to the and or the aouth 331 degr••, 

.u~ If-II/IO peroh.. 11ne ot 8 partial of 1ll1d agreed ~ be sold by J.!8l'7 G Worthill8ton et 

al to .rolep,h Landon and 1'1IDDing tbltnoe bounding on the lAlld or add Landou paroel of lend 

.outh 68t degreel .... t 100 perch.. 10u1h 4B! degree. welt ~9/l0 porohu to intersoot II 

11lle dram north :III dlgrelll .est tlO" the beg1llD1D3 thonoo nvordng eald line III1d boundlD41 

\htrlOn IOUtli :III dlgnlll ,IIUt Z'1t porohu to ~he place ot beginnlng ContainlD3 28 aores ot 

llud IIOro or 1... 

sa'riD8 and xxoe.ting hO'llOYer thllt troct of laid whioh bT deed dated Duo l:5th 11130 end 

reoordod UlOD3 1210 J.and Recordl ot Bal.UAOre count7 in Libar L lIoL II Ho 6&'1 toll0 4~ .to 

ooute1ning Z~5:14. 801''' of land more or leIS 'l1li8 oonoyod bT Elizabeth J O.bonl to the Sue­

IqU.hlll1Da 'l'ran1lll1••10n Oompany 

'rogether 111121 8 right of way 16l teet wide leading to the Oount}' Road rhioh runl from 

IPllOl' Oron to St .Tohu. Churoll end as rooited in GIl agrotDIen1; duted leb Illth 11110 bet..~n 
Clare II Wal. ter et 11 Silt 11' P C ~511 to110 52 

1I 'l'Ogether .ith the buildlngl and lmprovellll!ntl theroupon ereoted and all nnd overT tho 

right, lI'ay. water. roadl pr1T1legee appurtenanoes and 1!14'tl\l1.\aces tJ the swne belo1l81ug or 'I 

lD IU1l11O appertaining

I To have IlId to hold the atorsssid parou of lllld 111 til the pri'Ylleg08 opp~tenlnou IlId~ 

ad'r8l1togea II atoresaid unto. II:iId to ths proper usa and boneflt of the sDid Bee81e Amella 

olborn har heirl 1114 .lIIlgu in t.e I1mph . 

'. And the laid partin or the rir.t GIld seoond part hereb), oovenant thDt theT will warr t 

laplOlellT tha propli'tT haroby oonveyed and that thtlT wl11 exeoute 1I10h fUrthor oaDuranoea 

0f the lOme 11.1 II1II.T bit rlquilU, 

1 W1tne.. the hellda and ssUa of sald grenton 

Beall. A O,born Im:AL) 

I Ex.~uj;rix 

lSEAL)Bn1"17 C alborn 

IndlvlduaU:r 50 •• l\%eoutor 

ISEAL)Beul" R O.born 're., 
IDCALlLionel R alborn 
ISEAL) 

Q'l'DD lfellOll 

Gold1e V albonl 

ISEAL) 
J.I to 1111 I1gnlltur.. 

John charlee Osborn 

Ist:AL)Beulah Il o.born 

lsw.lHa tt10 V Belt 

lGULlElford Belt 
(OL)J8Jle P Peltzer 

hil 1C""..AL)John Bcnrr X Peltzer 
anrk 

I:rA)sarah Edna Ensor 
10"..AL)

Arthur tnlor 
(a:.u.)I LUll9 0 O,bol'll 

I 
'State ot lttl'7l"d BalUmore Oounv 1D 1I'1t 
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JIl1z.71 Z12660~ *·*30030 
J'ZB SDIPU J)DD-TmfANCY IIY 'THE INTlRftY. At 12-71 2126600: ***17350 

M 12'71 ZIZ6~9~ *.*11S30 
.. JA. lZ·71 Z1265B~ ****1IS0 

,":~ID~ts ittb, Made th1J 8th 'da, of July 

In the,..., OM thOWADd nlhe hundred Ind leventy-one by ., 

V . .V " 
C. MVID RQf1)B and OLWBlf S. RafDB, his wife ­

0( nalUmore Count)' • In the Stlte of Maryland, part ie. of the tint part, and 

t/. 1. ;/ 
F. EVANS BILDSm~ .nd ~ K. BILDSTEIN, hit wite ­

oC Baltimore COlDlt? , In the State of Maryland, parUll8 of the second parl 

,.' 

Wlt..-th, That In consideration of the .um of five dOHan, and other goo<l and valuable 

col'.sIdentioDS, the receipt whereof 1a hereby acknowledged, the said parties of the flnt p~t do 

grant IDd convey unl4 the lAid parties of the second part, as tenants by the enUreUes, their asslgn.s, 

the runtYOr' of them, hlJ or her belra and ~Ign. In fee,slmple, III tHk t lot of ground situate, Iy!ng 

and be,", In BaJUmon! County and deacribed as follows, that Is to say : 

BEGINNING FOR THE ...a at the .nd of the 10\lth "8 d~rae. 45 l'Iin\ltaa waet 38.9 

perch•• line ,. deicribed in a deed frora JU.tallere Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohde 

and wit., dat~ ~. 9, 19~~, an~ recorded ..ong the Land Record. of Baltiraoro 

Count)' in Liber R.R.O. No. 4469 folio 380 r\lnning thenco binding on that deed, 

.o\lth 43 d89~••' 35 lIin\lte. East 264.00 feet to the center of • right of way, 16.5 

'feet wide, thence rwning ih"the center ot ... id right of way. with the \1'0 thereof 

in c~, the to\lr 1l11owing lina., North "9 degreea 01 lIin\lte 30 ~econd. Ba.t l20.67!" 

:teet, north 31 degree • .53 lIinute. !30 secondl Ba.t "lB9;12 foot,'north 40 d89reo. 06[J . 
, 

.in\lt•• Ba.t 337.02 feet and North 47 d89ree. ~ lIin\lte. Ba.t 29.05 feet to a pipe, 
, '-­

thence by • line ot divi.ion •• now cOMp\lted, North 52 degree. 32 minute. Wo.t 

219.36 feet and to the end of the 10\lth 68 degreee 15 lIin\ltes Wast 100 perch line 

in the f~r.t above aentioned deed. thence bin~ing on that deed as now comp\lted to 

tollow the ••••• South 43 deQrefl. 36 .in\lt•• W•• t 634.28 feet to the place ot 

bOQinni»Q. Containing three acre. and .ix h\lndred twenty-.ix tho\lsandtbsot an 

.cr. o'f land .are or les•• 

Subject, however. to the northwe.ter~o?t half of the above mentioned right-of-w.y 
16 • .5 teat wide. ~~O !l: 'O~•.u; 9 520.50 1:SC 

.. -.- ~.. _~.__,~ ...,,-..,___ ~ . "7-~'. ' '''' .~'''''''' '''~.' -~'''''''''''' ''''' " ' ''''''''''''''_ 

COURT (Land fierords) [MSA CE 62-5055J Bock OTG 5200, p, 0663', Printed 06i03i2009. Online 
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- ---- , 
-ulu5200' rm66·4 /)' 2 ~ '~'j:; (.. ~.C 

.. 
Beino .. pa'~t ot ..11 th..t lot of ground which by d.1HI dated .1Ian. 9, 196.5: anll 
~_~ded -0 the Land R.cords of Baltiaore county in l.ib.r R.R.O. 4469 folio 
380 wa. graJllte4 and conveyed by Ju.t....r. l.ocSge, Inc. 'Unto the within nue4 
granton. 
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UIER5 2'0 0 r.ms'S 5 
Togetber with the u.e ot • right ot .'V, 16.5 teet wide, 1.ading to the County 
Road which run. fro. Piney Grove to St. John. Church and a. recited in an .or....nt 
dated February 19, 1910, between Clara B. Walter, et al a. recorded In Liber W.P.C. 
359 lolio 52. 

,........ r with the bulldlnra and improvement. thereoa erected, made or being: and aU and every, 

LIM rIfIIb, alle)'J, wayt, walen, prlvileaet. appurtenanC81 and advantages, to the JIJIlB belonging, or ID 

all1 w1M apptrtalnlnl. 

To Havi aad To Hold ~d lot of K!'Ound and premlMlabove deaerlbed and menUoned, and hereby 

lntaaded to be conveyed; togelJter with the rlghls, privileges, appurtenance.. and advantage! the~lo 

beloqlDC or appertalnlnJ unto and to the proper \lie and benefit 01 the aald parUe.s of tho se\:ond part, 

u tawlil by the enUreUes. their asaIgns, the survivor 01 them, hLs or her heirs and assigns, In ree-slmple. 

And the -.Id Gnntora hereby covenant that they have not done or 

IUlteMI to be done any act, matter or thlnl whatsoever, to encumber the property hereby conve~i 

that they wlU wamnt lpeclal1y the property hereby Innted: and that thoy will oxetliia lueh 

further 1llllra.ttteS of the lime II may be requLslte. 

WilMa the handa and seu of aald Grantor.. 

Test: 

('~~?~--C:­ - "Ii) -­ - B -­ __ "___.___________ (Seal) 

~ " .A~" - '/ ~ . ~"1l~ ~-ROO~ --­ _~____ (Seal)

0f'~,«. __~I::;;--------
---------------------------.------...---(~* 

------------------"---------- ------ -----(~~ 

Stat. " MU1faM. Baltll'llOl'e county , to "It: 

I HEREBY CERnP'Y. Tbat OD thll 8th day 01 July 

in the)'ear ODe thousIJId nine hundred and seventy-one before me, the subacrlber. 

• aforetald a NoIar7 Public of the State of Maryland, In and lor Baltimore County 

penoaally apPeared C. DAVID ROHDR and OLWEN S. R<f!DR, hh "ife -

and they acknowledged the .foregolng Deed to be the! r act. 

AJ wttDeII my band and NotarIAl Seal. 

~~~'!-';.--~~-PUblle~----
I ~, 

~r Hoord .lUl 121971 at!) tv. 
Per OI'.... lll. 'r. Iolln.11, Cltrk 

l4a tIt J 21 r11J&.9! ,- ~...,....,..~......._ 
lIeoll1pt ;:r. ? . ~ !/S7J 
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I-'t".f; .. SIMrLE O.....}:n-coOE-CI.,.c.-..ty 

This Deed, 19th day of April ~"R'-~" ' Made thIa ' . , 
, ' . .. 1M

/ UI the year one thousand ni, hundred and sixty-eight , by and between 'l[~IO:~ I.'" 
C. DAVID ROHDE and/ OLlrEN S. ROHDE, his wife, 

in the Sinte of MllrylDnd, of the flrst part, and ~ Baltimore count~ 
' DOUGLAS R. GRICE and H. JOAN GRICE, his Wife, of Baltimore City, 

State of Maryland, 


of the second part. 

Witnesseth. That In consideration of th~ aUlD ot Five ($5.00) Doll ars and ot her good 
and valuable conSiderations, tbe receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, 

the said parties of the first part 

do grantandconveyuDtothesald parties of the second part, as tenants by 
the entireties, their assigns, the survivor of them, said survivor's 

heirs and as.igns. in fee simple, all that lot or ground. sitnate, I,\'in l: nnn beIng in 
the Fourth Election District,
BaJtimore County, State of Maryland ,aforeaaid,anddescribedasfollows.lhnti>tosay .-

BeginniDgforthe same at a pipe at the end of 86.63 feet in the North 58 
degrees East 100 perches line as described in a Deed from Justamere 
Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohde and wife, dated June 9, 1965, recorded 
among the Land Records of Baltimore County in .Liber R.R.G. No. 4469 
folio 380 etc., running thence binding on tbat Deed as now surveyed , North 
54 degrees 12 minutes 30 seands East 164.49 feet, thence by a line of 
division, North 34 degrees 18 minutes East 448,80 feet to the centerline 
of a right of ·way 16.5 feet wide, thence binding on the center of said 
riGht of way as now laid out, with the use thereof in common with 
others, the six following lines, North 69 degrees 33 minutes West 51.33 
feet to a pipe, South 77 degrees 54 minutes West 236.26 feet to a pipe, 
North ~9 degrees 46 minutes West 232.29 feet to a pipe, South 76 degrees 
05 minutes West 67.94 feet to a pipe, South 52 degrees 37 minutes West 
~O.lb feet to a pipe and South 47 degrees 34 minutes West 65.34 feet to a 
pipe , thence leaving said right of way and running by a line of diVision, 
South 42 degrees 49 minutes 40 seconds East 445.18 feet to the place 
of beg inning, containing three acres and nine hundred eighty-one 
thousandths of an acre (3 . 9Hl) of land more or less. 

SUBJECT , however, to the Southernmost half of the a bove 

~enti oned ri gbt of way 16 . 5 feet wide. 


ALSO the right to use in common with otbers, a right of way 
l o ,~ feet wide; the centerline being described as follows : 

BEGI~NING at the end of the South 47 degrees 34 minutes West 
G5 . J4 foo t line in the above described parcel and running thence, South 
4~ de~rees 34 minutes West 29.05 feet, South 40 degrees 06 minutes We st 
33 T.02 f pet, South 31 degrees 53 minutes 30 sec onds West 189.12 feet a nd 
South 49 degrees 01 minute 30 seconds West 120.67 feet and to intersect ' 
the South 39 degrees East 37 3 / 4 perches line in the aforementioned beed 

\ .j -" .:. ·~3 -2.5 t ..' ' k/ v 

117,~ '" I I- T I 811 i-: .- , ~ , ,ro.~ II\'SA. •~F '~,,: ..I; >~':'H r ~nt.· f f1:~;'': $.'!lrH~ ~ tj{V"~1.'~.r:(D i)'11Ire 02t2112t1D("i. 
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lIBER48 6 7 PASE3 5 3 

from Justamere Lodge, . Inc. to C. David Rohde anp wife at the end of 264.00 
feet. . 

the right to use in Common ~ith ~rantors, their heirs and assigns, 
TOGETHER withla r1ght of way 16t feet w1de leading to the County 

Road which runs from Piney. Grove to St. Johns Church and as recited in 
an agreement dated February 19, 1910 between Clara E. Walter, et al. 
(See W.P.C. No. 359 folio 52 etc.) 

As surveyed April 9, 1968 by C. A. Myers, Surveyor. 

BEING a part of the same land described in the above mentioned 
Deed from Justamere Lodge, Inc. to C. David Rohde and 01wen S. Rohde, 
his wife, dated June 9, 1965, recorded among the Land Records of 
Balti more Coun ty in Liber R.R.G. No. 4469, folio 380, etc. 



.......... 

Together with the huildings and improvement. thereupon erected, made or being and all and every the 

risrhta, alleys, ways, waters, privileges, appurtenances and advantages, to the same belonging, or anywise 

~ppertaining. 

~I--~ 

To Bave and To Bold the saJd lot of groUDd and premi&ee. above deserfbed and 

mentioned, and hereby intended to be conveyed; together with the rights, .privileges, appurtenances and 

nd\·r.ntages thereto belonging or appertaining unto and to the proper W!e and benefit of. the said 


parties of the second part, as tenants by the entireties, their 

assignl,. the survivor of. them and said survivor's 


heirs and 88signs, in fee simple. 

And the said part i egO! the lirat part hereby covenant that they ha ve 

not done or suffered to be done any act, IIlAtter or thing whataoever, to encumber .the property hereby 

conveyed; that theY wiU warrant specially the property granted Dnd that thEY wiU execute such 

further assurllnces of the same RS may be requisite. 

Witness the hand S lind seal s of said grantor 5 

TEST; 

) -(. A.~&ltU___ __________ . _______ (SEAL) 
C. David Rohde 


'-- i, _ //

/;/ : l /~C L;I..r0_'~~. ." 

Enld M. Chasen .ftJ~J/.dLLt~________ (SEAL) 
Ohen S. Rohde 

STATE OF MARYLAND, CITY OF BALTIMORE , to wit: 

I HEREBY CERTIFY, That on this 19th day of April 

in the year one thoWland nine hundred anu sl.xty-eight , before me, the subscriber, 

a Notary Public of the State of Maryland, in nnd for Baltimore City aforesaid, 

personally appeared C. DAVID ROHDE and OLWKN S. ROHDE, his wife 

the abo,'e named grantors, and each acknowledged the foregoing Deed to be their respect 1 ve acl 

AI< Witness my hB~d B!,!,d :tfotarial Seal. 

l_ (: (. ;;;,~/:
,.\ IJ ______(:3:_":{I __/j:--~?~f!-_\~~c'-= __

'v 
'.\ 

'J T Enid M. Chasen Notary Publk 

/.. ~. 
~. . Rsc' d for record APR 22 19S-fl 8.tj!:J!!J/ 

{ 

/" .. ~,. ,~'""" T. G"n.'.!, ?:' 
(r 

llB.il tu4<~ nF~ 
itoe1P11o. .= 

Jf:l 1· ....'(11. R;~C, b·~ .j Ir.t~:i J \:"":'; 6_~.·1,: :'-: ' C~h--:;nt: ; ~ ('J~r. 0f1 l1l'Jd i.·II":r'J:JI=t/~ · 1 I ~ 1'1n~ D2r'lIXP" 
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~:;:J.This Deed, Mad, thlJ da,. of . July 

In the .,w OM thousand nJne bundred and leventy-one , by and between 
V V 

C.t DAVID ROHDE and OLWEN S. ROHDE, his wife, of Baltimore County 

/. ./ • of the ftrat part, and 
// y " 

DOOOLA"S R. ORICE and HARRIETT J. ORlCE,. His wite, of Baltimore County 

of the MCOnd pert. 

WlbIeiMth. that In con.ddenUon of the IUm of Five (*:5. 00) Dollars and other goal 
- and valuable cODBiderationa, the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, _ 

the said C. David Rohde and Olwen S. Rohde, his wUe 

do bereb)' IfUIt aDd COIIVII1 unto the sa.ld Douglas R. Grice and Harriett J. GrIce, 

his wU" as tenantlf by the entireties. their an!.gns.. the lIurvivor of them, his or her 

befrt aDd uallftI, 

III fee 1Im~. all that lottaJct lJ'Ound, .1tuate, lybIg and belnllll 

Balt1mc:re County State of Maryland, IDd dllCribed u folloWl, Uat it to uy:­I 

~ All Uw.t lot or ~rcei 01 land l1tuate, lyirll and being in the 

Fourth ElecUon Diltrict of Baltimore County, state of Maryland, and described al 

follow., that 1. to py: 


B!GINNINJ tor the ...me at the end of the South 88 dOireel 15 minute. Welt 
100 perch line •• doecribed in a Deed from Ju.tamere Lodae, Inc. to C. David Rohde 
and -Ue, dated June 9, 1911:S, recorded .mont the Land Recorda ot 13altimore County 
in L1~r R.IR.O. I No. 44119 follo 380 etc., thence by a Une of dlvilion .. now -computed, 
South G2-de,re.. 32 minutel Eaet 219.38 feet to the center or a right ot way, 111.15 teet 
wide, theDee runnlO1 in the center of laid rilht 01 way the six following Unelll, with the 
use thereof in common with otherlll, North 47 delreelll 34 minutes East 85. 34 feet, 
North :52 degree. 37 mInutel East 80.18 feet, North 78 degrees 05 minutes East 
87. H teet. South 89 degrees 48 minute! Ealt 232. 29 feet to a pipe, North '17 degreeI 
54 mlDute. Eaet 238.28 feet to a pipe and South 89 delreel 33 minute a Eaat 51. 33 feet 
to the Northwelternmolt right of way line of the Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, 
thence bindlng OIl the Northwest right of way line, measured 22~ feet from the center 
of the eDiting centerline at right anglel, North 34 degrees 18 minutes East 799.59 
feot and to interaect the nr8t above menUoned Deed Une, thence bInding on that Une as 
now computed, South 83 degrees 05 minute I 30 aecondl West 1472.92 feet to the place 
of be,1nning, oontaining Beven acrel and two hundred twenty-nine thousandthl of an 
acre (7.229) of land more or le88. 


~O 1 9~-.ll 14 112.50 H$C 
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SUBJBCT however, to the Northwelternmost halt of the above mentioned 
",hi of wa7 18.5 feet wide. 

ALSO the right to use in common with other., a right of way, 18.5 feet wide, 
the centerline being described as follows: 

BmINNINO at the end ot the South 52 degreeli 32 mlnutu East 219.38 toot 
11De of the above mentioned parcel and running thence, South 41 deilree. 34 minutu 
w..t 29.05 fHt, South 40 deareea 08 minutes West 331.02 feet, South 31 degrees 
53 minutel 30 lecOOda West 189.12 feet and South 49 degree. 01 minute 30lecoodl 
West 120.81 feet and to intereect the South 39 degreee Eut 31 3/4 perchel line'in 
the above Deed lrom J\I.Itamere Lodae,. In'c: to C. David Rohde and wife at the end 
01 284.00 teet. 

TOGETHER with .. rilht of way 18t feet wide lead1ni to the County Road which 
rv.DI from PtD.1 Grove to St. Johna Church and u recited in an ailreement dated 
V.brury U. 1810 between Clara E. Walter.t 1.1, (Se. W.~.C.I No. 3119 follo ~2 etli.) 

BEING a part of the Ame land de.cribed in the .. bove mentioned Deed. from 
Ju.amere LodIe, Inc. 'tq C. David Rohde and Olwen S. Rohde, hi. wife, dated June 
9, 1985, recorded amOCli the Land Records of Baltimore CO\Ulty in Llber R.IR.O.i No. 
4489. foUo 380 etc. 

Z131J,,1I •..·13.15
JI1 '''·7' Z1:S\:S4oa ····Z~J5JIJL '''-71 
JI.l14·7\ ·Z'Jl:SJC= .···37~O 

JIJL 14-7\ t\J1JZ~ •••·,,50 

.. 
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LllnS20 I PAGE3'8 il 
......... with the bufldlDp IDIIlmprovtmtftti tbere\JpoD IrtCtId, mad. 01' be1DI aDd III aDd 
. . 

~ the IfIbtl, ~ 'ln7lo 'lnttn. prlvil..... .ppurteIwlCII and aclvetlpl, to lb. ~. 

\e~0I'~'~ 

Teline.. b Bold tho ....d lot of sround and ~ above deIcrlbeil 

and metloDocl, aDd henb7 Inteftded to be conveyed: toJltJiw with.tho rlahta. privileJeI. appurte. 

DIJICII aDd IcInnto,.. thereto belDnJlnI or apperialnln_ un~ and to tho proptl' \1M and bendt 

(If theaJd Dou,la. R. Grice and Harriett J. Orlce, hJ.s wUe, u tenant. b)' the 

enilreti••• their ..,al,M. the surVivor of them. hi. or her 

helll Ind Iulgru, 

In 1M ahnpl•• 

AM the 111'4 parll~. of the am PI11 htrtb7 OOYtIWIt that thl)' . have 

1Iot claDe 01' IU.II-.d to ~ done aD)- act, matter or th1q wbatlotYlI'. to OIIcumbor the property 

hertb7 cca•.,od; that they ~ warrant ~ tho.PI'Oi*'t'1lZ'1Jltod and that t h' )' will 

execute IUCb further aauruees of th. aamo u may be requ1s1t.&. 

~·thehand. and Mel. of lAid grantor•• 

Tar: .. ···a~;~~ ..··....·· ....·....·:......·· ....... ..(awJ
. , 

' J ..0.~..t.::l!2:?&.~L....... ...... 

Ecm. L. McCart ,....li..J~~ ..d.'d.{~ ..,... .. ,.............."".[aw.l 


OLWEN S. i ROHDE 

Sto.. ~ Mar71aH. County of ·Baltimore , to will 

I x--r CDnrr. That on th1a f"U day of July .19 71 • 

wen me, tho lUblc:rlber. a Notary PubUc of the State of Maryland, In and tor Carroll ' 

County • • penonal.ly appeared 

C. pavid Rohde and Olwell S. Rohde. hi. wife 

ImowD to me (or ..t1dactorUy~) to be the ptrIOD(.) whose name(.)*;IIart aubKribed to 

the withID INtnunent aM acknowledged that t h 'y executed the same for the purposes theHin 

COftta!Dod. aDd In my IJRHDCe 1I,ned and tealed tM IUD• • 

Ix Wrrna WlUIIIOr. I hereunto Jet my hand and omclalMel, 



.. 

corporation of the State of II" York, Trultee, patty 'of 
, ~ . ­

the secolld part, and BALTl~RI CAS AND WeniC CCIHl'AlIY , a corpouclou of the 

$tol t e of t'.aryland , puty _'of the chtrd pUt, 

l/ItER!A3, t he said pan y of the third pu t, by Its origina l indentuu dated 

Febluary 1 • •919, and "I:Ol'ded a!!lOng t b. Hortgage Records of Bahimore County l n 

Liber W, ' .C, ~_~. ~55, . follo 1, etc:" 8114 twenty-nina (29) indencurel l uppl"mentd 

theteto, ~he la~~ belnl dat.ed AU3U!t I , 19fi1, lind recordod anIOns ,che Land Records 

of Baltimore Cou~ty La Llber O.T.G. Ho . 4191 , folio 361. e tC ., convoyed t o ,the 

laid ~art1 of the .ocood part, Trul t .e, for tha UI.I and purpos• • therein .et 

forth. ali t ltlt prop.rt,. of t he l aid Baltimore C .. IDd Il.cttlc COCIpany th. n owned 

or t horeaf t er to b. ac~ulred by lt j and 

WHBaEAS , in order t o ve.t Lha t itla to the prop2rc7 hlre1naft.r d.&crlbed 

lu the said party of ~ho second pa r t, AI Trulue under .a ld or l"ln&1 indenture 

dat ed PebTuary I, 191~ , and l~dent ~rd' supplemental thereto, It 11 now pr oposed 

to gT.nt and convey the propeTty heratnaft eT descrlbed directly to the said paTty 

I' f t he aecond part, 01 such Ttua t . e, and to lhe 'oISl.! party of the thlrd part, 

subject. 1n all respect. , to the TLght , ti tle end i nteres t of the said part) of 

t ha eecond par t , a. such Trust.e , 

liOY, TH.t;RBFOPE, T'UI!! DEBD ~'rrN!S:STII: thu 1n consioeratlon of the pr:e..ises 

and t he Bum of Five ($S , OO) DolLlu, lind lI~e: valuabl e conaiderat lon8 , thle dey 

pa id , r ec e lpt ~her.of i . ho reby acknowl edsed . t he <aid par tles 01 the flret part 

do hereby grant and convey unto tLe said Bankers Trust Company, Tl"ust ee unde r 

th" a f o TlIBa l d ,., rlglnal indent ure dat ad Febr uary 1, 1919, and lndp.ntur",u uppl e­

1I'(>,1[n l there to . and Lt, su"ce ~sor9 in said tru s t, f·- r the uses IImi pu rpos es a nd 

'_? O;, t he truBts 1n said indent ur es .. et f:>rth, and , subject to the interest and 

,'ar..: te 8 0 vosted it. 1)an\lel'9 Trust Company, l'rustee . unto the said Bal timore Gall 

a,,.; Kl('<l tric Company , its succ:e&8ors and a s signs , in fee Simple . all the p,3fcc l 

Fourth F.lectlon District of Baltimore County, State o f o f land s it. I'ate In the 


Maryland, and descr ibed as follows: 


.·ri:ia"-';;" ia1l:lDttit COUllty. SU.:. ql KUY.~nd. p.I't~e. 0' ,be d1'8t ,arll, 

BA!IltPBi taUSt COtIPANY. a 

1 .1. ." ~ :; 
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Par cel A, 150 filet ~~de 

BEGINNING (or t~o s~e at a point on the nor thweste rnmost side 
of on eXisting electri.ca l transmiall10n H ne right-o f -way, 150 feet wlde, 
which by • dlled daCed December LS , 1930 a nd recorded o~ng the ~nd Recorda 
of Baltimore Co unt)' In Liber L. Hd..M. /(0 . 867 , folio 404 lIDS conveyed by 
Elbabeth J. Osborn, IHdo,. to SusquehanJ\4 'tr anll1i.3slon Company of Maryland; 
said poInt Qf beginning being 1n the fourth or Nor~h 33 )/4 degrees West 
21 1/10 perches line of that parcel of l~nd whIch by a deed dated Juna 9 , 
1965 and recorded as aforesaid in Liber R.R.G. No . 4469 , folio )80 was 
conveyed by JUstamere Lodge, Inc. t o C. povid Rohde and Olven S. Rohde, 
h is wife, thence runnina with and binding on a put of said line to the 
end thereof, thellce tunning with and binding on a par t of the U(th or 
Sou~h 6G 1/4~aroes Wes t 100 perches lIne of the satd conveyence to tha 
no~thwesternmost side of the par~e l of land now be ing desc r ibed, thence 
running for a Line o'f division parallel to and 150 fee t distant measured 
a t right angles in 4 northwe~terly d1rection from the northwl!sternmQs t 
dde of the .for~saJ.d electrical t'tlf,nSlDllIS lon line right-o f -way 150 fe.et 
vide. South 34 delrea. 18 liI i nutes 00 seconda 'West 1250 feet mpre or lOIS 
to intersect t be second or Nor th 58 degrees East 100 perches Iln~ of the 
allove melli1.Rned conveyance ftClll Juatamere. Lodge, Inc. to Rohde, thence 
runn1njl'iinc'l'oind1ng on a part of sa i d lille co intersect the nOl'thwastelln­
mos t side oj! said electrical trsnsmisdon Une rignt- o,f-way , thence 
r unn ing with and binding on sald s ide of sa~ right-or-way Norch 34 de­
greee 18 mi nutes 00 seconds Esst 965 feet more or 188s to tho place of 
beginning . 

Conta ining 4 acres of land, more or loss, 

Parce 1 11 

BEGINNING for the Bame at a point on tbe southcaate~l1II1O$t side 
of dn I:ds t ~ng elect rica l transmis~ion Unc right- oE-way, L50 CIlElt wid", 
whIch by a deed dated December IS, 1930 and recorded emong the Land Re­
cords of Bal t imore Coun t )' in L Lbel" L.McL.H. No . 867, EoLio 404 was conveyell 
by El1ubeth J . Osborll, Widaw to 8ullquebanlUl Tunsmiss ion CQI1Ipany of Mary­
land; seid polnt of beg inning being In t he se~ond or Nbrth 58 degrees ~ast 
100 perches line o f that parcel oli land whi~h by 0 deed dated June 9, L965 
and r ecorded 08 aforeaaLd in Libe r R.R.G. No. 4469, folio 380 waicoovqycd 
by J ustamere Lodge, Inc . t o C. D4Vi.d RohdE! lind Olwon S. Rohde , his wHe, 
thence running with all<! b Ind ing Oil a pArt of saId line to the end tl" r l1o f , 
thenue I:Iunning witb and bIll(! {ng all the th ird or t/',rth 62 3/4 degree s Wes t 
4 perches l ine 01 soid convey,lOca to the end t herel)f , thence running wi th 
and binding on a part o f the fou r th or !I,' r ch 33 3/4 degrees West 21 1/10 
pe r ches l i ne o f said cunveyance t o i nte rsec t the SO Ul h cQste r nmos t s lde of 
t he aforesaid elec trical transmission l i ne r lght-oi -way 150 fcet wide , 
thcn~e r unn ing w! t h and b i nd lng on sllld sLde o[ sa I.d right-of-way South 
34 degrees 18 minlltes 00 secondo West 507 feet more or less t o the place 
uf beg i nn i ng . 

Containing 1 a cre uf l and , morc or l ess . 

The co urses o f the lIo rlhweste rmnost and sou t hea sterrunost sides 
o f the a bove descr i bed parce l s of la nd are referred to t he afo r ementioned 
conveya nce frolO Eliza be th J . Osborn, Wi d ow to Susquehanna Tra llsmis s i llO 
C~npanj of Maryland. 

Be in g parts of that p:u:c l of l a nd wh ich by a d ued da t ed JUlie 9 , 
1965 a nd r e- corded among the Land Rccords of Baltunor e Co unty in Li be r 
R.R.G, No . 4469, foll0 ) 80 was conveyed by Justamer t! Lodge , Inc . t o C. 
Dav i d Rohde and Olwe n S. Rohd (' , h i s wHe. 

The above descr l bcd par ce ls of land arc shown outlined in r ed 
on Pla t No. 12505-8 attached he rctll and made a purt hereof. 

~ CClURT (La"d RBr:oru;;) IMSA CE 62..\ 75 11 OTG 4goo, i) 00 '58. P,·nleoJ OO i0312C~ Onlinp. lU ' I2/::oo;; . 
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mi ;}ht at any tine , i n the sola jud~Qnt of the p.nties of the so(;ond snd third 
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IlESERVING. hovevilr. un\:o ehe sold par!J.es of the H u t part , thdr hald and 

assigns , tho ~ight Co cros, sa id parce ls of land and oxt end t oads, and public 

lu: Hity fsciUtiu acrO" sdel parcels aE land anywhere except within r Ulty (SO ) 

Eeet of any Icruc ture of the said party of tho third ~art, and If such roads or 

facllitlos interfere \llth the us ,;: of sa id pa~cels of 10nel by tho sa i d p.tty of 

tho t hlrd part. it will reloC:QtD thOIll , and the r i ght to.) form ond U90 tho Ba1r." in 

any athar ,MMer 1111 Lona a, such othor U80 . 1n tire 9"lu Jud~ent of t he jNlrtlea 

of t he 8.:)00nd and t hird put a , or althor Q.f thc:u , their succe ssors Slid au l gns • 

Il ~ thll slIccessors nnd auigns IIf ... Lchl' l" of thOlll , wi ll no t i nt c r fere \11th trl", 

C: Q.. ~tt'uctlun. ope ration lind :nIIintunanc:c o~ til<: pllrt)' ot ~h .. thlrd part '. alLfet lnu 

or fu ,' IrQ Caclli t ics , but t here ,"011 not be ,"" ucted any buildings or ,tr,,,::tures 

lllcL "otl by t l\C' [lart les {'I I the Htst pArt; 'III ~' crtlps "h ic h rrulY 1111 dSlNl lle<l on l and 

adJuc; anL t n "ai d vneee ls of l;lnr! hc ,"au3c ,Ir such c; on ~ :.rlll.:t i nn , opura tlon Al1d 

rr.alntenoncn shu ll be pa id f() r at I' c~\i" iU:,,, r.,a r 'h ·t I' r ; ": '"5 by t he flarty ,,1' t lla 

t hi r d ('art. 

TOGF.T1I1l1l " HI. .lny. all :lnd every the rl!~h ts , ,, 1l,'.,·3, ways , \{(l I Crll , pr ivil q;':b , 

Bppllrtcnuncc s and advan tagc$ to t he sar.>C bc lon&,in8 or i n nnyv iro Ol appartain l ng. 

'f O !1J,w. Afo.1J TO HOI.n s oli.d pa~c.u ls ,) f la"d a ",( i' L" ~<>I" .'s ahove ( i "sc r lb~d , and 

1H.:t't:by i nto illled t ll he: co p.vc},r:: ci, t ()g~ [I".! L· t: ich the r! ghtfi ! p r i v i lct!l's , nppurt c n­

ancC!s lind advanta ge s tn c: rcto bcl ..Jngi ng o r tlppE! r::a ir.i ll ~ f unto nnd c,' t he pt""pc :': 

liS,: .1ml h on d 1t 01 Lhl! s a id BAP ln:RS TRUST COHPAl;¥. T r 'Js tu" IJnd ',r the .,forc sa iol 

" r 't ina l l.ndcnture o f F"bruory I, 1919, and i nd " "tun,,, s uppl clnCr.tul the reto, o nd 

lL; ,mc. ccssnrs i n 5;] i o trus t. for t he USC5 and p llrp OS ') ~ a nd upon t hl! tru St3 in 

"ai<l i ndent ur es se t fo r t h, i n fe e 5i",p10 . 


TO )(.Wr: A:m TO HOLD s/l l d parcel s o f l:; nd and prcmis I! s above dc scrihl!J, and 


h~ld,y i n tl'. ndcu t t' be co,w\I)'ed, t oge the r II'Jtil the righ ts, privit'~ !l~6 . appucte .. ­
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Olwen s. ltOhde 
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624 ROCK v. ROCK 
[86 Md.App. 598 (1991).1 

the future as he was at the time of the hearing on the 
merits. That may well be so, and if a drop in his income is 
not self-manipulated, it may be the basis for a modification 
of support. The evidence proffered in the motion for a new 
trial, however, was available at the time of the hearing on 
the exceptions. Mr. Rock made no offer of added testimony 
at the hearing on the exceptions. Under these circum­
stances, the court was not required to grant a new trial or 
alter or amend the judgment. Any error was not that of 
the court. 

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED IN PART AND REVERSED 
IN PART. CASE REMANDED FOR FURTHER PRO­
CEEDINGS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS OPINION. 
COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANT.5 

587 A.2d 1146 

George P. MAHONEY, Jr. , et ux. 

v. 

DEVONSHIRE, INC., et al. 

No. 816, Sept. Term, 1990. 

Court of Special Appeals of Maryland. 

April 2, 1991. 

Appeal was taken from judgment of the Circuit Court, 
Baltimore County, Alfred L. Brennan, Sr., J., finding that 
prescriptive easement existed. The Court of Special Ap­
peals, Davis, J., held that: (1) evidence was sufficient to 
support finding that prescriptive easement existed over 
subject property; (2) trial court could expand scope of 

5. Although Mr. Rock was successful in one issue, it was not of his 
doing; hence, we exercise our discretion and make no division of the 
costs. 

MAHONEY v. DEVONSHIRE, INC. 
[86 Md.App. 624 (1991).1 

easement by permitting increased use; and (3) question of 
easement's scope was for court, rather than jury. 

Affirmed. 

1. Easements <>=5 

In Maryland, to establish easement by prescription, it is 
necessary to prove adverse, exclusive and uninterrupted use 
of way for 20 years. 

2. Easements <>=36(3) 

Evidence that original grantor of property believed that 
he retained right to continue use of road over property for 
access to another road, that subsequent owners of property 
believed that they also had right to use road, that right of 
use was exclusive and that road was used continuously was 
sufficient to support finding that prescriptive easement 
existed. 

3. Easements <>=41 

After it was determined that a prescriptive easement 
existed over subject property, trial court could expand ease­ ~ 

ment by permitting increased burden of use based on evi­ ...J 
dence of past use. ~ 
4. 	 Easements <>=61(91/2) 

-t-
After jury found that prescriptive easement existed, (t

scope of easement was question for court, rather than jury. 

5. Trial <>=350.3(4) ~ 
'J:Landowners' tort claims for injurious falsehood and (L 

civil conspiracy did not require question concerning scope of \t) 


easement to be submitted to jury, where tort claims were 

based on existence of easement, rather than its scope. 
 ~ 

T 
Francis B. Burch, Jr. (C. Lamar Garren, Anthony L. .dJ 

QMeagher and Piper & Marbury, on the brief), Baltimore, for 
appellants. 

Thomas J . Gisriel (Michael Gisriel and Gisriel & Gisriel, c-
o::> 

on the brief), Baltimore, for appellees. 

~ ..,9 
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Argued before ALPERT, CATHELL and DAVIS, JJ. 

DAVIS, Judge. 
Six corporations-Country Ridge Inc., Coventryshire, 

Inc., Crossfox, Inc., Devonshire, Inc., Dover Foxcroft, Inc., 
and Dublin Field, Inc.-sued George P. Mahoney, Jr. and 
his wife, Amanda S. Mahoney, for a declaration of their 
right to use a right-of-way, an injunction barring the Maho­
neys from interfering with their use of the right-of-way, 
and a declaration of their rights to repair and pave the 
right-of-way, as well as for tort damages. The Mahoneys 
filed a counter-claim seeking a declaration of the parties' 
rights regarding the right-of-way and an injunction against 
the use of the right-of-way inconsistent with the rights as 
determined by the court. From a decision of the judge that 
an easement of record existed and a determination by the 
judge of the scope of a prescriptive easement found by the 
jury, Mahoney and his wife appeal. 

FACTS 

This appeal concerns the use of a roadway running over 
and through various properties located in Baltimore County, 
near Reisterstown, Maryland. The roadway, which essen­
tially runs in an east to west direction, connects two roads 
located in the County, Longnecker Road and Hanover Pike. 
Longnecker Road and Hanover Pike both run, for our 
purposes, in a north to south direction. The properties 
concerned in this litigation lie between but do not reach 
either Longnecker Road or Hanover Pike. 

George and Amanda Mahoney (the Mahoneys), appellants, 
own property which is situated between Longnecker Road 
and Hanover Pike. In particular, this property is located 
east of and adjacent to property owned by six corporations 
doing business as the Security Development Company (the 
corporations), appellees. The appellees, in an effort to 
develop and market six parcels of land located to the 
northwest of the Mahoney property, used the roadway 
running over appellants' property as ingress and egress to 
and from Longnecker Road. 

MAHONEY v. DEVONSHIRE, INC. 
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Believing that appellees had no right to use the roadway 
traversing their property, appellants erected gates to fore­
close access to appellees' property. Appeilants also alleg­
edly communicated with prospective purchasers of appel­
lees' property to discourage its sale, and otherwise acted to 
prevent the development and sale of the property. 

As a result of this activity, appellees filed suit in the 
Circuit Court for Baltimore County. Appellees sought a 
declaratory judgment establishing their right by way of 
easement to use the roadway and an injunction barring 
appeJlants from interfering with use of the roadway. Ap­
pellees also alleged damages for injurious falsehood and 
civil conspiracy. 

At trial and by agreement of the parties that the exist­
ence of an easement of record was a question of law for the 
court, the circuit court (Brennan, J.) found that a record 
easement existed over appellants' property. The question 
of the existence of a prescriptive easement was submitted 
to ~he jury. The jury found that an easement by prescrip­
tion was established over appellants' property. 

After argument at trial by appellants that the scope of 
the prescriptive easement should have been defined by the 
jury which found the existence of the easement, the judge, 
in a final judgment and order dated March 1, 1990, found 
that appellees had the right to maintain and repair a right­
of-way sixteen feet wide, including the right to pave the 
roadway. The judge also enjoined appellants from erecting 
gates on the road and from otherwise interfering with 
appeJlees' use of the roadway_ 

On appeal, appellants raise four issues: I 

1. Whether, 'in the absence of any deed or other convey­
ancing document in evidence, the trial court can properly 
find the existence of an easement of record; 

1. 	 Issues one and two involve evidentiary rulings excluding the perti ­
nent land records establishing a chain of title in support of a finding 
of a record easement and admitting the testimony of John Dowling, a 
title attorney, produced to relate the contents of excluded conveyanc­
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2. Whether expert testimony concerning the contents of 
deeds and conveyancing documents, and legal conclusions 
about the effect of those contents, is inadmissible; 

3. Whether the trial court's definition of the prescriptive 
easement is contrary to the weight of the evidence and; 

4. Whether the trial court erred in failing to sUbmit 
factual issues about the scope of the prescriptive easement 
to the jury. 

Because we hold, addressing the third and fourth issues, 
that the lower court did not err in defining the scope of the 
prescriptive easement and in not submitting factual issues 
to the jury regarding this scope, we need not address the 
other issues raised by appellant. 

I. 

SCOPE OF THE PRESCRIPTIVE EASEMENT 

Appellants aver that the trial court's determination of the 
scope of the prescriptive easement found by the jury was 
unsupported by the evidence. We cannot agree. 

[1] In Maryland, to establish an easement by prescrip­
tion, it is necessary to prove an adverse, exclusive and 
uninterrupted use of a way for 20 years. Kiler v. Beam, 74 
Md.App. 636, 639, 539 A.2d 1138 (1988) citing Furman E. 
Hendrix, Inc. v. Hanna, 250 Md. 443, 445, 243 A.2d 600 
(1968); Shuggars v. Brake, 248 Md. 38, 234 A.2d 752 (1967). 
It has been established that "[w Jhen an easement has been 
acquired by prescription, the character and extent of the 
use permissible are commensurate with and determined by 
the character and extent of the use during the prescriptive 
period." Bishields v. Campbell, 200 Md. 622, 625, 91 A.2d 
922 (1952); Barry v. Edlavitch, 84 Md. 95, 112, 35 A. 170 
(1896); Kiler, supra, 74 Md.App. at 640, 539 A.2d 1138; L. 

ing documents. These documents were excluded by the trial judge as 
a sanction for failure to comply with pretrial discovery. 

MAHONEY v. DEVONSHIRE. INC. 
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Jones Easements § 415; 5 Restatement, Property, §§ 477, 
478. 

In Tong v. Feldman, 152 Md. 398, 403, 136 A. 822 (1927), 
the Court of Appeals observed that: 

There have been many decisions upon changes made or 
attempted by owners of easements in the enjoyment of 
them, and as with discussions on other questions in the 
law of easements, the theories and principles stated have 
not been uniform. Of course, a restriction in a grant or 
an express reservation must be given effect to its full 
extent, properly construed. But there is nothing in the 
nature of a right reserved or an easement, apart from 
an express prohibition, which prevents all change dur­
ing the course of its enjoyment. (Emphasis added). 
Although Maryland courts have had occasion to decide 

issues of the enlarged or expanded permissive uses of 
easements, no case has directly addressed this issue where 
an easement created by prescription is concerned. This 
case presents such an opportunity. In the case before us, 
we are called upon to determine whether the trial court 
clearly erred in expanding the scope of a prescriptive ease­
ment. Md.Rule 8-131(c). In our discussion, we shall be 
guided by other jurisdictions which have addressed this 
issue. 

In Kuras v. Kope, 205 Conn. 332, 533 A.2d 1202 (1987), 
the Supreme Court of Connecticut had occasion to decide 
whether the lower court erred in permitting easement own­
ers to broaden the scope of a prescriptive easement. In 
Kuras, the Kopes obtained by prescription a right-of-way in 
the form of a dirt road approximately 1900 feet long. The 
Kuras family brought an action against the Kopes in which 
they sought, inter alia, a declaratory judgment defining 
the width, scope and nature of improvements which could 
be made to the dirt road. They also sought injunctive relief 
restraining the expansion, improvement or broadening of 
the easement. 

After conducting the trial and viewing the locus in quo, 
the trial court determined that the right of the Kopes to use 
the dirt road was established by prescription; that the use 
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was limited to the use that established it; that the right-of­
way was only about ten feet wide, and that although the 
Kopes had a right to maintain the right-of-way as a dirt 
road, they could not add stone, gravel or sand to it. Nor 
could they grade the dirt or build "slopes" on the area along 
the right of way. 

On appeal, the Kopes averred that the decision of the trial 
court "has taken away all rights incident and necessary to 
its [the easement's] enjoyment and has taken away its 
practical usefulness." Id. 533 A.2d at 1206. Further, the 
Kopes urged that the improvements were in keeping with 
the nature and use of the prescriptive right-of-way and 
were permissible so long as the improvements were made 
for purposes related only to ingress and egress to and from 
their residence. Id. Finally, the Kopes argued under 5 
Restatement, Property, §§ 478-79 that new needs, as evi­
denced by the improvements they proposed, "must have 
been satisfied if the prescriptive easement is to be effec· 
tive." Id. 

Agreeing with the Kopes that the trial court erred in 
restricting the scope of the easement, the Supreme Court 
observed: 

Even though the common and ordinary use which estab­
lishes the prescriptive right also limits and qualifies it, as 
one court aptly observed, "the use made during the 
prescriptive period does not fix the scope of the easement 
eternally. " One commentator in this field states that "if 
the above announced rule were applied with absolute 
strictness, the right acquired would frequently be of no 
utility whatsoever. A right-of-way, for instance, WOUld, 
as has been judicially remarked ... be available for use 
only by the people and the vehicles which have passed 
during the prescriptive period." But the rule is not 
applied with absolute strictness. 

Id. at 1207. (Citations omitted, emphasis in original). 
After further discussion of the law regarding the in­

creased permissible use of prescriptive easements, the 
Court said: 

MAHONEY v. DEVONSHIRE, INC. 
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The desire and need for improvements in such a 
prescriptive easement for ingress and egress emerges 
from the evolution of the dominant parcel. The nature 
and scope of such improvements, however, cannot be 
fully foretold. Acknowledging that the interests and 
rights of both the dominant and servient tenements often 
conflict, the problem arises of how present needs may be 
justified under a prescriptive right that apparently met 
the needs of another day. This brings into focus the 
proposition that the use and improvement of this prescrip­
tive easement must not unreasonably burden the servient 
tenement that is already burdened with the easement. 

Id. (Emphasis added). See 5 Restatement, Property § 480. 
Bottomed on this enlightened approach, the Court found 

that the trial court erred in restricting use of and improve­
ment to the right-of-way, and that, subject to further fact 
finding, the road could be graded and asphalt or gravel laid. 
The Court stated that: "It appears that one who has a 
prescriptive easement has the privilege to do such acts as 
are reasonably necessary to make effective enjoyment of 
the easement unless the burden on the servient tenement is 
thereby increased." Id. at 1208. (Citations omitted). See 
also Big Cottonwood Tanner Ditch Co. v. Moyle, 109 Utah 
213, 174 P.2d 148 (1946); Olcott v. Thompson, 47 AR 184 
(1927). Clearly, the court in Kuras did not believe that the 
proposed improvements would necessarily and imp ermis­
sively burden the servient estate. 

A similar result was reached in Jordan v. Worthen, 68 
Cal.App.3d 310, 137 Cal.Rptr. 282 (1977). In Jordan, the 
owners of eight parcels of land created by a subdivision of a 
320 acre ranch sued the owners of two of several parcels 
subject to a prescriptive easement in a private road leading 
to the ranch. In the suit, plaintiff owners sought, inter 
alia, an injunction against an obstruction (a locked chain) 
placed across the road. The trial court held that it was 
reasonably foreseeable that the ranch property would be 
subdivided and that the burden wrought on the owners of 
the servient estate by the increased use of the road was not 

http:Cal.App.3d
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unreasonable. From a judgment for plaintiffs, the owners 
of the servient estate appealed. 

The trial court in Jordan had made detailed findings 
regarding the road in question. The court found that from 
the early 1900's, the properties served by the road were 
large family farming units. The farmers were involved in 
the production of wood forest products, together with the 
growing of fruit trees, family gardens and the raising of 
sheep and cattle. The road was used in connection with 
these activities as ingress and egress to and from the ranch. 
The road was also used for access to one or more ranches 
beyond the subject ranch for the transport of considerable 
amounts of wood forest products. 

Beginning in the 1940's, the area including the ranch 
followed a pattern of subdivision into smaller parcels and a 
change from the original family farms to use as second or 
retirement homes. This resulted in increased population 
and vehicular use of available roads, including the roadway 
at issue in the case. At the time of trial, the roads were 
used only for access to and from the properties owned as 
second or retirement homes. 

In addition to finding that the evidence showed that the 
appellants knew of the changing nature in the use of the 
properties supported by the road, the California Supreme 
Court found that appellees' use of the private road for 
residential traffic was not unreasonable. The court said: 

Finally, we note that Civil Code Section 807 provides: 
"In case of partition of the dominant tenement the burden 
must be apportioned according to the division of the 
dominant tenement, but not in such a way as to increase 
the burden upon the servient tenement." Strict applica· 
tion of this rule would limit the right to use the private 
road to one family, presumably the plaintiffs Jordan, who 
have acquired the old ranch house. The law, however, is 
not so unmalleable. The Restatement of Property indio 
cates, "Except as limited by the terms of its transfer, or 
by the manner or terms of the creation of the easement 
appurtenant, those who succeed to the possession of each 
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of the parts into which a dominant tenement may be 
subdivided thereby succeed to the privileges of use of the 
servient tenement authorized by the easement. 

Jordan, 137 Cal.Rptr. at 292-93. Like the court in Kuras, 
the Jordan court found that the change in nature and scope 
of the use of the easement was permissible and did not 
unreasonably burden the servient estate. 

Another case, Hill V. Allan, 259 Cal.App.2d 470, 66 
Cal.Rptr. 676 (1968), is instructive. In Hill, ',[tJhe crux of 
the dispute was whether the use of the easement by 24 
additional residences exceeds the general outline of the 
prescriptive right acquired by the adverse user over the 
years or whether it is merely a change in degree of estab­
lished use." Hill, 66 Cal. Rptr. at 686-687. The Court was 
considering the question in the context of a change in the 
character of the use of the dominant tenement from a 
primarily agricultural to residential use. The easement in 
controversy was an irregularly curving road which had 
served the dominant tenement for approximately 70 years. 

In finding that there was no substantial increase in the 
burdening of the servient estate or interference with the 
existing agricultural uses of that estate, the Court said: 

In view of the evolution of the dominant and servient 
tenements here from a primarily agricultural one in 1912 
to a primarily residential one by 1958, we must apply the 
test of reasonable foreseeability . . .. As indicated by the 
Restatement [of Property § 478-79J, no use can be exact­
ly duplicated. The inevitability of change dictated by 
natural forces and human activities requires that sub­
sequent users under prescriptive easements must vary 
in some degree from the users by which the easements 
were created. The real question is whether the Nielsons' 
present and contemplated use of the easement as an 
access road for 24 additional homes on their 120-acre 
parcel was a reasonable foreseeable development of the 
dominant tenement as it evolved during the various pres­
criptive periods and whether a substantial increase in the 
servient tenement would result. 

http:Cal.App.2d


635 MAHONEY v. DEVONSHIRE, INC.634 
[86 Md.App. 624 (1991).] 

Id. at 687. (Emphasis added). The Court decided that the 
development was foreseeable and that the increased use of 
the easement was not unreasonable as to the servient 
tenement. 

In Bodman v. Bodman, 456 Pa. 412, 321 A.2d 910 (1974), 
appellees brought an action in equity to compel appellant to 
remove a chain barricade from a lane which crossed his 
property and provided access to appellees' land. In enjoin· 
ing appellant from interfering with appellees' future rea· 
sonable use of the land, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania 
stated: 

Because it is created by adverse use, an easement by 
prescription is limited by the use made during the pres· 
criptive period. This limitation is not, however, absolute. 
Easements by prescription may be apportioned when the 
dominant tenement is subdivided. Restatement of Prop· 
erty § 488 (1944). Furthermore, "normal evolution in 
the use of the dominant tenement" will permit reason· 
able increases in the burden imposed on the se'rvient 
tenement. Here, the use during the prescriptive period 
was for entry and exit by various motor vehicles. Since a 
portion of the dominant tenement was sold the use has 
continued to be for access by motor vehicles. Although 
the number of vehicles using the lane may have in· 
creased, we conclude that the chancellor correctly found 
that the increase is not unreasonable. Only four cabins 
have been built. Testimony indicates that these cabins 
are to be sold to private parties who will use them for 
recreational purposes. On this record we cannot say that 
it was error for the chancellor to find that the burden 
imposed on the easement is unreasonable. 

Id. 321 A.2d at 912. (Citations omitted, emphasis added). 
Where property owners had been enjoined from limiting 

the width of the right-of-way across their land, the Superior 
Court of Pennsylvania, in reversing the decision of the 
lower court, observed 

. that normal evolution of the dominant tenement permits 
reasonable increases in the burden imposed upon the 
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servient tenement. The easement originally was used for 
entry and exit of motor vehicles so that an increase in the 
number of vehicles using the lane was not unreasonable. 
The width of the easement did not increase, however, as 
the location and dimensions of the easement remained the 
same. Only the degree of its use expanded, but such 
expansion was not an unreasonable burden. A reason­
able increase in degree of use is thus permissible whereas 
an expansion of the original easement is not. 

Hash v. Sofinowski, 337 Pa.Super. 451, 487 A.2d 32, 35-36 
(1985). (Citations omitted emphasis in original). 

In the case sub judice, we believe the principles of 
Kuras, Jordan, Hill, Bodman and Hash apply. Based on 
the evidence adduced at trial, the jury found that a prescrip­
tive easement had been established over appellants' proper­
ty for the benefit of the appellees. 

[2] At trial , the jury was instructed that in order to find 
a prescriptive easement, the corporations must have shown 
that they or their predecessors in interest must have used 
the right-of-way over the Mahoney's property in an adverse, 
exclusive and continuous or uninterrupted manner for 20 
years. As to adverse use: 

By adverse is meant a user, without license or permis­
sion, for an adverse right of an easement cannot grow out 
of a mere permissive enjoyment, the real point of distinc­
tion being between a permissive or tolerated user, and 
one which is claimed as a matter of right. Where one, 
however, has used a right of way for twenty years 
unexplained, it is but fair to presume the user is under a 
claim of right, unless it appears to have been by permis­
sion ... . 

Kiler, supra, 74 Md.App. at 639, 539 A.2d 1138 quoting 
Zimmerman v. Summers, 24 Md.App. 100, 106, 330 A.2d 
722 (1975) (emphasi.s in original); Cox v. Forrest, 60 Md. 74, 
78-80 (1883). There was evidence in the record, and before 
the jury, that the properties now owned by appellants and 
appellees were in common ownership in 1846. At some 
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point in 1846, the property now owned by appellants was 
conveyed and otherwise severed from the property of appel. 
lees at issue in this case. From the conveyance, it is 
apparent that the grantor of appellees' property, Jeremiah 
Ducker, believed that in conveying the property he retained 
the right to continue to use the road over appellants' 
property for access to Longnecker Road. 

Additional evidence showed that a subsequent owner of 
appellees' property believed that she, too, had the right to 
use the road over appellants' property to get out to Long. 
necker Road. In 1889, Vilmina Weller conveyed by deed 
pertinent portions of appellees' property. The "Weller 
Deed" was introduced into evidence at trial. It is apparent 
from the language of the deed that Vilmina Weller believed 
she had rights in the road running from her property 
through appellants' property, and out to Longnecker Road. 2 

Additionally, there was testimony that the corporations' 
immediate predecessor-in-title, Herbert W. Wirts, believed 
he and his family and their tenants, from 1929 to 1987, had 
a right to use the right-of-way. Wirts testified that he 
believed the Wirts family had an "undisputed right to use 
the road." 

As to the other elements required to establish an ease­
ment by prescription, we reiterated in Kiler, supra, that: 

By exclusive, the law does not mean that the right of 
way must be used by one person only, because two or 
more persons may be entitled to the use of the same way, 
but simply that the right should not depend for its enjoy­
ment upon a similar right in others, and that the party 
claiming it exercises it under some claim existing in his 
favor, independent of all others .... 

2. 	 The deed conveyed Weller's property "together with the buildings 
and improvements thereupon erected, made or being, and all and 
every other road ... and especially the right to the use of two roads, 
each to be of the width of 16 feet . .. [including] the road running 
through the Baer property to the country road . . . " The Baers are 
predecessors in title to the Mahoneys. All indications are that the 
"country road" referred to is Longnecker Road. 
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Nor does the law mean by "an uninterrupted and 
continuous enjoyment," that a person shall use the way 
every day for twenty years, but simply that he exercises 
the right more or less frequently, according to the nature 
of the use to which its enjoyment may be applied, and 
without objection on the part of the owner of the land, 
and under such circumstances as excludes the presump­
tion of a voluntary abandonment on the part of the 
person claiming it. 

[d. 74 Md.App. at 639-40, 539 A.2d 1138, citing Zimmer­
man, supra 24 Md.App. at 106, 330 A.2d 722. (Emphasis in 
original). 

With regard to exclusive use, there is no evidence in the 
record as to the particular use of the property made by 
Jeremiah Ducker or Vilmina Weller. It seems safe to 
assume, however, that their respective rights to use the 
road did not in any perceivable way depend upon a similar 
right in others. From the language of their respective 
conveyances, it is apparent that the exercise of the right of 
use was under a claim independent of the right of others, 
and, therefore, exclusive. As to the Wirts family, Herbert 
Wirts testified that the right of his family to use the 
roadway emanated from a "deed that my father treasured." 
Wirts was referring to the Weller deed. Certainly, the 
Wirts family had what they believed was a unique claim to 
use the right-of-way. There is no indication that this right 
was at all dependent on a similar right existing in others. 

As for the requirement of uninterrupted and continuous 
enjoyment, Wirts testified that from 1928 to 1987 the right­
of-way was consistently used by his family and their ten­
ants. After Herbert Wirts left the property in 1955, he 
continued to use the roadway to visit his father and sisters 
who did not leave until 1964. From 1929 to 1964, the Wirts 
family maintained a mailbox on Longnecker Road which 
they accessed regularly by travelling the roadway by car. 
Guests of the Wirts family arrived and departed by use of 
the roadway. After 1964, when none of the Wirts family 
regularly resided on the property, their tenants continued to 
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use the roadway in the same manner as did the Witts 
family. In addition, after 1964, Herbert Wirts used the 
roadway to visit the farm "half-a-dozen times a year 
more." Periodically, his sisters used the road to visit the 
farm to pick blackberries and "walk the farm." Moreover, 
workmen and farm laborers required by the tenants who 
worked the farm also used the roadway. 

From this evidence, the jury could reasonably have found 
that a prescriptive easement existed over appellants' proper­
ty. From this same evidence we conclude that, considering 
the principles enunciated in Kuras, Jordan, Hill, Bodman 
and Hash, the trial court did not err in defining the scope of 
the prescriptive easement. 

[3] The court found the right-of-way to be 16 feet wide 
and that appellees could repair and maintain the roadway. 
This finding was supported by evidence in the Weller deed 
that the roadway was 16 feet wide. It was also supported 
by testimony by one of the Wirts family tenants that fences 
were erected along the roadway at a width of from 18 to 20 
feet in order to accommodate farm equipment which regu­
larly travelled the roadway. Further, it was not erroneous 
to permit the increased use of the roadway. It was foresee­
able that the property of appellees would be subdivided and 
the right-of-way required to bear an increased burden of 
use. The use permitted by the trial court was not unrea­
sonable based on evidence of past use. The burden on the 
servient estate is appropriate. We perceive no error in the 
trial court's decision. 

II. 

SUBMISSION OF ISSUES TO JURY 

At trial, the court submitted to the jury the question of 
whether a prescriptive easement existed over appellants' 
property for the benefit of appellees. Also submitted to the 
jury were the tort claims of appellees for injurious false­
hood and civil conspiracy. The trial court refused, however, 
to submit to the jury separate questions as to the prescrip-
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tive rights of the individual corporations; questions as to 
the appropriate width of the easement; the right of appel­
lees to use the easement to access six residences; the right 
to pave the easement; and the right of appellants to main­
tain gates on their property to limit use of the roadway. 
Arguing that these matters were questions for the jury, 
appellants claim error. We do not agree. 

[4] Appellants first argue that the jury should have 
decided the scope of the easement because in finding that 
the prescriptive easement existed, they "necessarily" decid­
ed the scope of the right-of-way. Appellants cite Bishields, 
supra, for this proposition. We do not agree that Bishields 
supports appellants' contention. In that case, all that was 
said by the Court of Appeals was that "[t]he law is also 
clear that when an easement has been acquired by prescrip­
tion, the character and extent of the permissible use are 
commensurate with and determined by the character and 
extent of the use during the prescriptive period." Id. 200 
Md. at 625, 91 A.2d 922. The Court did not address the 
question of whether the trial judge or jury should make the 
ultimate determination. In passing, we note that a jury in 
making a determination that a way has been used in an 
adverse, exclusive and continuous and uninterrupted man­
ner for 20 years, does not by necessity determine precise 
questions as to the past and future permissible scope of the 
easement. 

Appellants cite Susquehanna Transmission Co. of Ma­
ryland v. Murphy, 131 Md. 340, 101 A. 791 (1917), for the 
proposition that the lower court should not have "substitut­
ed its own decision on factual issues for that of the jury." 
Murphy is inapposite. In Murphy, questions of fact were 
involved which the trial court indicated were properly within 
the province of the jury. These questions, surrounding 
plaintiff's alleged negligence, and not questions sounding in 
equity, involved the character, value and extent of injury to 
timber on property that had been burned, the value of the 
timber before and after the fire, the extent of the fire, and 
the direction and velocity of the wind at the time plaintiff's 
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property caught fire. Id. at 343, 101 A. 791. Clearly, the 
disputed questions of fact did not involve matters regarding 
the scope of the right to exercise an established property 
right. Rather, the questions in Murphy went to damages 
and breach of the standard of care owed by the defendant 
to the plaintiff. 

Appellants argue further that this case presents an action 
"at law" and that all the claims are legal in nature. Appel­
lants also contend under Glorius v. Watkins, 203 Md. 546, 
548, 102 A.2d 274 (1953), that a declaratory judgment action 
does not necessarily make a cause of action equitable in 
nature. Alternatively, appellants urge that, even if the 
questions as to the scope of the easement were equitable in 
nature, all issues of fact common to legal and equitable 
claims must be submitted to the jury. Appellants cite 
Higgins v. Barnes, 310 Md. 532, 530 A.2d 724 (1987) for the 
latter proposition. 

We are able to determine appellants' first proposition 
based on Higgins. We believe, however, that appellants' 
reliance on Higgins is misplaced.3 In Higgins, and the 
cases cited therein, the issue was whether a defendant, in a 
suit seeking equitable relief, was entitled to a jury trial 
because his counterclaims raised issues traditionally subject 
to resolution by a jury. The Court of Appeals, in its 
ultimate reliance upon and analysis of federal law, ob­
served: 

In the federal courts, then, the entitlement to jury trial 
is not determined simply by the characterization of the 
action as a whole as legal or equitable. If an asserted 
counterclaim presents a legal claim historically accorded 
the right to jury trial and raises factual issues in common 
with the plaintiff's equitable claim, the defendant is ordi­

3. 	 Higgins concerned the impact of Rule 2-301, which eliminated the 
distinction between law and equity "for purposes of pleadings, parties, 
court sittings and dockets," on the right to a jury trial when legal and 
equitable claims were involved. 
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narily entitled to a jury determination of those factual 
legal issues. 

Id. at 547, 530 A.2d 724, See Beacon Theatres v. Westover, 
359 U.S. 500, 79 S.Ct. 948, 3 L.Ed.2d 988 (1959); Myers v, 
United States Dist. Court, Etc" 620 F.2d 741 (9th Cir.1980); 
Eldredge v. Gourley, 505 F.2d 769 (3rd Cir.1974). In Hash­
em v. Taheri, 82 Md.App. 269, 272-73, 571 A.2d 837 (1990), 
a case involving the issues raised in Higgins, we cited P. 
Niemeyer and 1. Richards, Maryland Rules Commentary at 
125 (1984) for the proposition that, under Higgins "[i]f a 
claim is brought that historically would have been filed on 
the law side of the court and a jury trial is properly 
demanded, a jury will hear the case. Equitable claims will 
be decided by the court without a jury." 

In the case before us, the counterclaims raised by appel­
lants in their Complaint are not claims historically accorded 
the right to a jury trial. They sought a declaratory judg­
ment as to the rights regarding the roadway and an injunc­
tion against appellees to use the road inconsistent with 
these rights. In Leekley v. Dewing, 217 Md. 54, 57-58, 141 
A.2d 696 (1957), the Court of Appeals held that: 

There was no error in the granting of the temporary 
injunction. The quondam rule that law must decide ques­
tions of title to land is far from inflexible, as the later 
cases make plain. Where there is no reasonable doubt 
as to the title or the propriety of equitable action is 
evident, an equity court may act in cases involving 
title and enjoin continuing trespasses or declare rights 
as to ways. Southern Maryland Agr. Ass 'n v. Meyer, 
196 Md. 31, 34 [75 A.2d 89]; Potomac Edison Co, v. 
Routzahn, 192 Md. 449, 456-58 [65 A.2d 580]; Dalton v. 
Real Estate & Improvement Co., 201 Md. 34 [92 A.2d 
585]; Campbell v. Bishields, 197 Md. 572 [80 A.2d 262]; 
Moore v. McAllister, 216 Md. 497 [141 A,2d 176J; Li­
chtenberg v. Sachs, 200 Md. 145 [88 A.2d 450]. (Empha­
sis added). 
Since there was a reasonable doubt as to appellees' right 

to use the roadway, the matter was properly submitted to 
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the jury. The jury found that appellees had a prescriptive 
easement over appellants' property. Once the jury found 
the existence of the easement, we believe any doubt as to 
title was sufficiently cleared up so as to permit the presid­
ing judge to "declare the rights" of appellees to use and 
improve the roadway. 

[5] Appellants' final contention is that the trial Court 
should have submitted the issues surrounding the scope of 
the easement to the jury because the issues were common 
to appellants ' tort claims for injurious falsehood and civil 
conspiracy. In their brief, appellants concede that the 
question in common between the declaratory judgment and 
damage claims was the existence of the easement. As the 
record indicates, the jury did, in fact, decide the legal issue 
of whether the easement existed. As a result, appellants 
cannot now claim that " for the jury to properly determine 
whether the Mahoneys were guilty of injurious falsehood 
and civil conspiracy, it was necessary for the court to 
submit questions on the extent of the easement" to the 
JUry. 

JUDGMENT AFFIRMED. 

COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANTS. 

587 A.2d 1155 

Randy L. HILL 

v. 

BALTIMORE 	COUNTY, MARYLAND. 

No. 822, Sept. Term, 1990. 

Court 	of Special Appeals of Maryland. 

April 2, 1991. 

County employee appealed from order of the Circuit 
Court, Baltimore County, Dana M. Levitz, J., affirmjng 

HILL 	v. BALTIMORE COUNTY 643 
[86 Md.App. 642 (1991).J 

administrative denial of disability retirement benefits. The 
Court of Special Appeals, Rosalyn B. Bell, J., held that: (1) 
employee was not denied due process; (2) county's proce­
dure for evaluating disability retirement applications did not 
violate equal protection; and (3) substantial evidence sup­
ported denial of benefits. 

Affirmed. 

1. 	Counties <s:=>69(3) 

On an administrative appeal from decisions of county 
medical board and county board of trustees that county 
employee was not totally disabled and was not entitled to 
disability retirement benefits, county board of appeals could 
decide issue of disability, and was not limited to determin­
ing whether employee's disability was ordinary or acciden­
tal, where county charter provided for de novo hearing and 
ability to decide all issues before board of appeals, and did 
not limit how board could decide issues . Const. Art. ll-A, 
§ 2; Code 1957, Art. 25A, § 5. 

2. 	 Administrative Law and Procedure <S:=>453, 470 
Constitutional Law <S:=>278.4(5) 
Counties <S:=>69(3) 

County employee who had no notice or hearing before 
medical board or board of trustees in disability retirement 
case was not denied due process, where final administrative 
determination was made at de novo hearing before county 
board of appeals, and employee received notice of that 
hearing. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14; Const. Art. ll-A, § 2; 
Code 1957, Art. 25A, § 5. 

3. 	Administrative Law ~nd Procedure <S:=>453, 470 
Constitutional Law <S:=>318(1) 

Individual is provided due process of law even if he or 
she is not given notice of or hearing at initial administrative 
levels, when he or she is afforded de novo hearing at county 
board of appeals. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14; Const. Art. 
ll-A, § 2; Code 1957, Art. 25A, § 5. 
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to be grouped and to be of a "break-away" design. 

(2) The county shall require street lighting to be of a type and 
size that is adequate for safety and appropriate to the vicinity. 

(d) Transit/acUities. The county may require transit facilities, 
such as bus turnouts, for sites to be served by public transit. 

(1988 Code, § 26-264) (Bill No. 79-01, § 2, 7-1-2004) 

§ 032-4-4090' PANHANDLE DRIVEWAYS. 

(a) In general. 

(1) The county may only allow a panhandle lot: 

(i) To achieve better use of irregularly shaped parcels; 

(ii) To avoid development in environmentally sensitive areas; 

(iii) Where the lot will not be detrimental to adjacent 
properties; and 

(iv) Were the lot will not conflict with efforts to provide for 
public safety and general welfare. 

(2) The county may only allow a panhandle driveway where 
necessary to provide access to interior lots where a public road is neither 
feasible nor desirable. 

(b) In-fee strip; required. 

(1) Except as provided in subsection (c) of this section, the 
county may permit a panhandle lot if the lot includes an in-fee strip of 
land for access to the local street. 

(2) Panhandle fee strips shall be a minimum of: 

(i) 20 feet in width to serve one lot; 

(ii) 12 feet in width per lot where two lots are involved; 

(iii) 10 feet in width per lot where three or more lots are 
involved; or 

(iv) 12 feet in width per lot where there are two or more lots 
in a development that is within the metropolitan area where public water 
and sewer services are available, plalUled, or considered. 

(c) Same; exception. In cases where a right-of-way has been 
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established before the submission of the Development Plan, the Hearing 
Officer may approve access to the local street or collector street through 
the existing right-of-way instead of an in-fee strip. 

(d) Panhandle driveways. 

(] ) A single panhandle driveway may serve up to five dwellings, 
three of which may be on internal lots not adjacent to the local street or 
coHector street. 

(2) Panhandle driveways serving lots greater than 20,000 square 
feet may serve five internal lots plus two dwellings on the front lots 
adjacent to the panhandle driveway and the local street or collector 
street. 

(3) Front lots are not required to be part of the panhandle 
driveway development. 

(4) Notwithstanding the provisions of § 32-4-] 07 of this title, 
the requirements of this subsection may not be waived. 

(e) Length ofpanhandle in DR and RC zones. 

(1) In a DR zone, the panhandle length may not exceed 500 
feet. 

(2) In an RC zone, the panhandle length may not exceed 1,000 
feet. 

(3) The maximum permitted length of a panhandle is subject to 
variance under § 307 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations. 

(f) Panhandle driveways serving multiple lots. 

(1) For panhandle driveways serving more than one lot, the 
developer shaH note on the record plat any covenants that provide for 
common use and maintenance of the panhandle driveway and culvert. 

(2) A use in conunon agreement is established if the panhandle 
driveway serves two or more abutting panhandle lots. 

(g) Dwelling orientation on panhandle lot. 

(1) The orientation of the dwelling on each panhandle lot shall 
be indicated on the Development Plan. 

(2) The dwelling shall be oriented to establish a desirable 
relationship between: 

(i) Each of the proposed dwellings and existing adjacent 
homes; and 
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(ii) The proposed dwellings themselves. 

(h) Panhandle driveway and street intersection,' requirements. At 

the intersection of the panhandle driveway and the street, the following 

shall be provided by the developer: 


(1) A paved trash collection area that: 

(i) Is located at the right-side intersection of the panhandle 

driveway and public road, as the driveway is exited; and 


(ii) Is at least 16 square feet per dwelling unit served by the 

panhandle driveway; 


(2) A mail delivery area that is located at the left intersection of 
the panhandle driveway and public road, as the driveway is exited; and 

(3) Numerical identification of each dwelling served by the 
panhandle driveway in accordance with § 35-2-206 of the Code. 

(i) Construction ofpanhandle dr iveway. 

(1) The panhandle driveway shall be built in accordance with 
standards established by the Director of Public Works. 

(2) The panhandle shall be paved within 1 year of the issuance 
of the first occupancy permit or before the issuance of the occupancy 
permit of the last lot to be served, whichever comes flISt. 

(3) In DR zones required utilities shall be provided to all lots to 
be served by the panhandle before the paving of the panhandle 
driveway. 

U) Parking along panhandle driveway. Parking is not permitted 
along a panhandle driveway. 

(k) Waiver. Except as provided in subsections (d) and (e) of this 
section, the Director of Planning may grant a waiver from any provision 
in this section or title if the Director fmds: 

(1) That the size, scope, and nature of the subdivision of land 
into three or fewer lots for residential single-family dwellings does not 
justify strict compliance with this section; 

(2) That a waiver would be within the scope, purpose, and 
intent of this section; and 

(3) Compliance with all other county ordinances and 
regulations. 
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(1988 Code, §§ 26-168, 26-266) (Bill No. 172, 1989, § 2; Bill No. 106, 
1990, § 1; Bill No.1, 1992, § 2; Bill No. 173-93, § 3, 11-17-1993; Bill 
No. 61-95, § 1,6-30-1995; Bill No. 8-96, § 3, 3-23-1996; Bill No. 
49-96, § 15,7-1-1996; Bill No. 38-98, § 4, 6-20-1998; Bill No. 51-99, § 
1,8-26-1999; Bill No. 79-01, § 2, 7-1-2004) 

§ 32-4-410. REQUIRED FACILITIES. 

(a) Water supply. 

(1) Water volume and pressure shall be adequate to extinguish 
ftres in any building on a tract that is to be served by public water-supply 
facilities. 

(2) Fire hydrants shall be provided in sufficient numbers and at 
appropriate locations to serve ftreftghting needs. 

(b) Sewage. Proposed public or private sewage facilities shall be 
designed and located to function safely and without danger of 
contaminating groundwater, surface water, or public or private water 
supplies. 

(c) Drainage facilities. 

(1) In this subsection, "development" has the meaning stated 
in § 32-8-101 of this article. 

(2) Proposed drainage facilities shall be adequate to 
accommodate the amount of runoff that would be generated by: 

(i) The proposed development; and 

(ii) The entire upstream area, if the area were fully 
developed in accordance with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations 
in effect at the time of the design or construction. 

(3) Development may not increase the extent of the floodplain 
on neighboring properties. 

(d) Facility easements. Easements for cable television and other 
municipal and public utilities may be required where necessary to ensure 
adequate service to the prospective occupants or users of the proposed 
development. 

(1988 Code, §§ 26-267,26-268, 26-269, 26-270) (Bill No. 173-93, § 3, 
11-17-1993; Bill No. 79-01, § 2, 7-1-2004; Bill No. 75-03, § 27, 
7-1-2004) 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 


INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 


TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director 
Department ofPermits & Development 
Management 

DATE: March 28, 2008 

FROM: Dennis A. Ke~dy, Supervisor 
Bureau of Development Plans Review 

SUBJECT: 	 Zon.ing Advisory Committee Meeting 
For March 31, 2008 
Item No. 08-425 

The Bureau of Development Plans Review has reviewed the subject zoning item 
and we have the following comment(s). 

If access is granted through the existing driveway, we recommend that the 
driveway shall comply with the following: 

>- Paved driveway 

>- A 30 x 70 tee-turn around at the end of the driveway. 

>- Max of 14% grade on driveway 

>- Trash and mail box at Longnecker Road 

.>- In addition the developer shall have a title attorney certify that he has the 
right to burden existing right-of-way. 

DAK:CEN:clw 
cc: File 
ZAC-ITEM NO 08-42S-03282008.doc 
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INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: 	 Tim.othy Kotroco, Director DATE: April 9, 2008 
Department of Permits and 
Development Management 

FROM: 	 Arnold F. 'Pat' Keller, III @~©IT;: Jl'WT~ 1m 
Director, Office of Planning 

lDl APR a 9 2iJOB 1llJ 
8Y: ___________________ _SUBJECT: 

INFORMATION: 


Item Number: 08-425 

Petitioner: 14223 & 14225 Longnecker Rd 

Zoning: RC 2 

Requested Action: Special Hearing and Variance 


The petitioner requests a special hearing to allow another building lot to use the 16.5-foot 

driveway for access to Longnecker Rd. The petitioner is also requesting a variance from Section 

32-4-409(e) of the BCZR to approve access to the subject property by way ofa 16.5-foot 

driveway of 2,920 feet more or less in length in lieu of the allowed 1,000 feet in length. 


SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Office of Planning supports both the special hearing and the variance for the above 

properties provided that the following conditions are met. 


1. That the shared driveway meets all Public Works and Fire Department regulations. 

2. That devolution of title can show when the lot was created and that it will meet all the minor 
subdivision requirements for RC2. 

Prepared By: I ,~VV) ;r ",14.(./).i?@.i;/< 

Division Chief: I..Lt ~ J/ 7/ ,~J.,~£#'/I/!/ 
AFK:LL:C 
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W:\DEVREv\zAC\08-42S.doc 



BAlTIMORE COUNTY 
MARYLAND 

JAMES T. SMlTH, JR. JOHN J. HOHMAN, Chief 
County Executive Fire Department 

county Office Building, Room 111 March 26, 2008 
Mail Stop #1105 
111 West Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

ATTENTION: Zoning Review Planners 

Of: March 24, 2008 

request, the referenced plan (s) have been reviewed by 
this Bureau and the comments below are applicable and required to be 
corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property. 

3. The site shall be made to comply with all applicable parts of the Baltimore County Fire 
Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation. 

Lieutenant Roland P Bosley Jr. 
Fire Marshalls Office 
410-887-4880 (C)443-829-2946 
MS-1102F 

cc: File 

Item Number 

Pu:r:suant ~ your 

")0/<'1 bll- Lt2->- S~fH ':j>~+ I?,L, 13 

700 East Joppa Road ITowson, Maryland 21286-5500 I Phone 410-887-4500 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 

http:www.baltimorecountymd.gov
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Thoughts and Exhibits 

Oil 


Letters or Commellts Made by Various Parties 

with Regard to the SlIb~division Efforts 


By 

Mr. & Mrs. Kahil 


May 3d", 2009 

-Rullning a Cabinet Shop on the lot: 
r am currently building cabinetry for my house. 

rhave one person cUlTently employed on building cabinetry for my house. 

Various deliveries have been for materials for cabinetry and trim from my hOllse. 


-Speed Oil the road 
Kravitz claims that there is a posted speed limit on the right-of-way. 

"Based on engineering and traffic investigations, local governments may 
establish posted speed limits." See Exhibit I 
No traffic studies of the right-of-way perfOImed by the State have 

been presented. 
Residents on the right-of-way do not constitute "local 

government." 
" ... a speed limi t <25 MPH cannot be established outside an urban 

district." See Exhibit 1 
This right-of-way is not in a urban district, therefore, posted speeds 

cannot be below 25 MPH even if State traffic studies had 
been performed . 

Kravitz claims to have" ... clocked me traveling at 45 miles per hour" on the right­
of-way with a radar gun used to check the speed of a pitched baseball. 

In a recent test, it is not reasonably possible to exceed 35 MPH in 
consideration to road surface conditions, sight lines, and 
right-of-way segment length. 

No evidence was provided to show calibration was done on the 
radar unit that Kravitz claimed to use to register speed. 

No evidence was provided to show time, day, date, year, road 
conditions, or frequency of Kravitz alleged observance. 

Kravitz has no policing powers. 

-Mailltellallce oftlte road 
Thave contributed funds to support maintenance of the road: 

"fa}oi D8' ·· ~I.5- S~ ~A- 9~+. {()I h. I£f 
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7-16-03 93.00 
5-5-04 80.43 
9-30-05 190.27 
7-3 I -07 70.00 
5-28-08 47 .00 

My labor was generally contributed on the above dates. 
My heavy equipment was generally used on the above dates with out 

reimbursement . See Exhibit 2 
My heavy equipment was also used on many occasions not listed above in the 

service of refreshing the road without community reimbursement. 

-Road Paving 
After a bad ice stonn during the winter of 2006-2007, I spoke to Bildstein a 

second time (bids were acquired about a year earlier as well) about getting 
bids to pave the right-of-way. He agreed to get them and present them to 
the community. Several meetings were had, and a contractor came out to 
present his proposal. The community was divided as to what to do. Some 
wanted an asphalt paving job (Bildstien, Kahn). Others wanted paliial 
paving, or the spreading of "millings," as a temporary fix . Cost of asphalt 
paving was resisted by some as "not in their budget" although they had 
just installed an in-ground pool. Some thought that the paving would 
indicate to nefarious individuals that there were houses back here to thieve 
from, ignoring the signal that already exists .. . a row of mailboxes in plain 
view at the foot of the right-of-way. Others wanted a temporary fix of 
placing "millings," that can easily be washed out by a heavy rain, as 
complained about by Kravitz at the hearing before the Zoning 
Conunissioner, although he misattributed the cause of washout to traffic 
load. 

Bildstein claims that I was "lukewarm" about paving road. 
Grice attests to my desire to pave the road. Sec Exhibit 3 
Paving the right-of-way that is used by a community of 9 homes, or of 13 lots, 

cannot be bome by one party, but must be shared by the group. Should 
individual budgets not allow a community investment, or should the 
inational thoughts of a group (thieving parties alerted to our existence) 
keep a right-of-way from being paved, one should not be kept from 
realizing the full value of their own property due to the proclivities of the 
community. 

-Right of Way Privilege See Exhibit 4 
''To have and hold ... with the rights, privileges ... use and benefit .. . their 

assigns . .. " 



, 
ADMINISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT 	 § 500 

In addition to his aforesaid powers, the Zoning Commissioner shall have the power, 
upon notice to the parties in interest, to conduct hearings involving any violation or 
alleged violation or noncompliance with any zoning regulations, or the proper 
interpretation thereof, and to pass his order thereon, subject to the right of appeal to 
the County Board of Appeals as hereinafter provided. ' 

500.7 	 The said Zoning Commissioner shall have the power to conduct such other hearings 
and pass such orders thereon as shall, in his discretion, be necessary for the proper 
enforcement of all zoning regulations, subject to the right of appeal to the County 
Board of Appeals as hereinafter provided. The power given hereunder shall include 
the right of any interested person to petition the Zoning Commissioner for a public 
hearing after advertisement and notice to determine the existence of any purported 
nonconforming use on any premises or to determine any rights whatsoever of such 
person in any property in Baltimore County insofar as they are affected by these 
regulations. 

With respect to any zoning petition other than a petition for a special exception, 
variance or reclassification, the Zoning Commissioner shall schedule a public hearing 
for a date not less than 30 days after the petition is accepted for filing. If the petition 
relates to a specific property , notice of the time and place of the hearing shall be 
conspicuously posted on the property for a period of at least 15 days before the time 
of the hearing. Whether or not a specific property is involved, notice shall be given for 
the same period of time in at least two newspapers of general circulation in the 
county. The notice shall describe the property, if any, and the action requested in the 
petition. Upon establishing a hearing date for the petition, the Zoning Commissioner 
shall promptly forward a copy thereof to the Director of Planning (or his deputy) for 
his consideration and for a written report containing his findings thereon with regard 
to planning factors. [Bill No. 18-1976] 

500.8 	 He shall have the power to prescribe rules and regulations for the conduct of hearings 
before him, to issue summons for and compel the appearance of witnesses, to 
administer oaths and to preserve ordeLl! 

500.9 	 The Zoning Commissioner shall have the power to require the production of plats of 
developments or subdivisions of land, or of any land in connection with which 
application for building or use permits or petition for a special exception, a 
reclassification or a temporary use shall be made, such plats to show the location of 
streets or roads and of buildings or other structures proposed to be erected, repaired, 
altered or added to. All such plats shall be drawn to scale and shall clearly indicate the 
proposed location, size, front, side and rear setbacks from property lines and elevation 
plans of proposed buildings or other structures. Such details shall conform in all 
respects with the Zoning Regulations. No such plats or plans, showing the opening or 
laying out of roads or streets, shall be approved by the Zoning Commissioner unless 
such plats or plans shall have been previously approved by the Baltimore County 
Office of Planning and the Department of Public Works. [Resolution, November 21, 
1956] 

11 Editor's Note: See Appendix G of this volume. 
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kahn-companies Page 1 of 1 

The Kahn-Companies 

rhe Kahn-Strllction Company, Ltd. 

Custom Cabinetry - Design & Build 

Custom Residential Structures - Des ign & Build 

Measured Drawings for Architects 

Russ Kahn - Photography 

Brenda Kahn - Educational Consultant 

Kahn Family Photos 

Longnecker HOllse Construction 

Contact Us \ Il IIllU~C ' \I illi ill till' 'I t~ .Ife l "I" 1i~ht ~t111~ I he' KJli ll--; lrlll:l illll C"lII p;III~'. Ltd. 

~~~~~.~./L ~~h~~ 
~.x:../~~~~~<...L ---'I ~~~.~ 

Go/D 10"1 0 ~ - '-I LS' <;, 1'?tv\ ? rcrt-. 6 xl 1 
http://ahn-companies.cOmlindex.htm 5/27/2009 

http://ahn-companies.cOmlindex.htm


cabinetry 2 Page 1 of 1 
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Custom CabinetlY ,- Design & Build Pag~ B 


~ 

Retunl to H011le Back 


5/27/2009http://kahn-companies.comlcab%20index%20b.htm 

http://kahn-companies.comlcab%20index%20b.htm


Custom Cabinetry - Design & Buil Page 1 of 1 
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Cllstom Cabinetry - Design & Build Page 1\ 
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Return to HOBle Next 

5/27/2009http://kahn-companies.com!cab%20index%20a.htm 
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PHOTO# /3 17 ­
WIDTH OF EXISTING DRIVEWAY 
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