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PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE

TO THE ZONING COMMISSIONER OF BALTIMORE COUNTY:

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baitimore County and which is
described in the description snd plat attached hereto and made a part hereof, herehy petition for a BALTIMORE COUNTY
OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING
IN RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE BEFORE THE ; W [/ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
NW/S of Larch Road, 200° f 3 494-3353
NE of Ranelagh Road DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER !
(11702 Larch Hoad) - ARNOLD JADLON JEAN M. H JUNG
R 11th Election District OF BALTIMORE COUNTY ! ZONING COMMISSIONER DEPUTY ZOMNG COMMISSIONER
of the Zoning Regulations of Bzltimore County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimore County; for the S Sl R .
following reasons: (indicate hardship or practical difficulty) : LN St - December 12, 1985_ LT L Ly e
1. Slope in rear J| i LR T e T e e e g T T s R Petitioners
2 mroe re aout 50! tall mv&fl& 0 A R R | S R A S PR SRR

Peter Synodinos, et ux, Case No. B6=246=A % February 6, 1986
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- 5% Mp, and Mrs, Peter A. Synodinos .
o/ | i %o 7 11702 Larch Roed- . -
L &7 -+ .  White Marshk, Maryland -
Lo o o o e T T e e ey BETITION FOR VARIANCE e (14 foot satellite dish} to be located in the front yard in lieu of the required _
__ . - 200 - s T e T T /S of Larch Road, 2001 NE© ¢ : PETITION FOR VARIANCE
Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations. 10002 4% i o oS e e e T of ‘Ranlagh Road B rear yard, : NW/S of Larch Road, 200'
¢ e e (13702 Larch Road) - o R NE of Ranelagh Road
_1, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, etec., upon filing of Rflis - e e om0 T 11th Election District . . Testimony by the Petitioner, confirmed by a representative of a satellite ; _ ‘ {11702 Larch Road) =
geglt_lon, and further agree 10 and are to be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictiode—ei————d TR o T oLl mel o0+ Ppeter A, Synodinos, et ux, T . 5 11th Election District
altimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law For Baltimore County, O R S e . petitioners = - _ S dish sales, installation and service company, indicated that the slope of the -: Peter Synodinos, et ux,
v ‘ <" “"Case No. 86=246=-A . : Fetitioners
T L R R K site and adjacent property, as well as the existing 70 foot bhigh trees, . Case No. 86-246-A

Mr. & Mrs, Peter A. Synodincs

‘ R S T P S :_ 11702 Larch Road
- 21162 . - e o o g L R The Petitioners hereln request a variance to permit an accessory structure White Marsh, MD 21162

I/We do solemnly declare and affirm, L
under the penalties of perjury, that I/we ' k - - IR ‘* S BRI e s R, S
are the legal owner(s) of the property .. . Dear Mr. and Mrs. Synodinos: - - - R ORI T
which is the subject of this Petition. s T e S S -

v P
R 4

s o O ew o S o prohibited the installation of a dish anywhere on the property except the Dear Mr. and Mrs. Synocdinos:
ne  hearing = dete ntinue the ebove subject Petition will be . Tuesday, .
Contract Purchaser: Legal Owner(s) 2/ T“e...-zh"".‘?' ng_i ,(_!&;e to cc_‘ tin T J S - - -

Peter A. Synodinos @ F‘ebruary_-"a{ 1986

e _ . : o IR S designated location. There were no Protestants, f I have this date passed my Crder in the above captioned matter in accord-
: oM, 06 of the County Office Bullding, 111 W. - .- ; ance with the attached.
artl_:g';?o.a.!‘u .'in Room 1 6 . .y . &» o After due consideration of the testimony and evidence presented, and it ap- '

-

Very truly yours,

(TT or Print Name) Vo o 'Che.s.‘ape;ake.Ave.nué, T:ows_on, Ma&land.‘ N Cuoet
__‘4_;{%&.@:_% o . ,‘ | o s : ‘. o :Si'qcer'ely yoﬁfsp - ” /;5///’/7[ _447
s S T :‘ : ; S S . e R i | _ Q ' PR L JELM M. H. JUNG
L S l%‘ L T tioners and the granting of the variance requested would not adversely affect Deputy Zoning Commissiorer
' gzgﬂt;{..zgr;iigﬂgo&;;‘ssibner '_ - J‘ the health, safety, and general welfare c¢f the community, and, therefore, the

pearing that strict compliance with the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations

Q. . . would result in practical difficulty and unreasonable hardship upon the Peti-

¢

City and State JMHJ s bg
At for Petiti variances should be granted,
orney for Petitioner: Attachments

Therefore, IT 1S ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore

2 e AR TR R e T8 i £ i i e

Ik 1 cc: People's Counzel
Phone No, ty, this /i = day of February, 1986, that the herein Petition for 7

21162

City and State qnce to permit an accessory structure (14 foot satellite dish) to be located

R RECEIVED FOR HUING

L
[

front yard in lieu of the required rear yard is hereby GRANTED, from and

O)éi I Q/M,;,

Deputy Zoning Commi Aoner /
//’Zf‘ Baltimore Coynty

Name, address and phone number of legal owner, con-
tract purchaser or representative to be contacted

Peter or Anna Synodinos

e the date of this Order.
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People's Counsel

CciveD FOR B

Navember____________ , 19_835 _, that the subject matter of this petition be advertised

@l by the Zoning Law of Baltimore County, in two newspapers of ge[;:era-l circulation th-mﬁg?ﬁ
diimore County, that property be posted, and that the public hearing be had before the Zoning

témoner of Baltimore County in Room 106, County Office Building in Towson, Baltimore

{ Uil

day of _lecemher 85, at _10:30 o'clock
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' . BALTIMORE COUNTY
PETITION FOR VARIANGE OFFICE OF PLANNING & ZONING

11th Election District PETITION FCR VARIANCE :« BEFORE THE ZONING COMMISSIONER g TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
I NW/S Larch Rd., 200°' NE 494-3353

of Ranelagh Rd. (11702 OF BALTIMORE CQOUNTY

Larch Rd.), llth District ARNOLD JADLON

|
. i ; - ZONING COMMISSIONER, EAN M. H NG
o i T ni e mram et B & 1 o
: r({?;;g;ers_;r:;dso:cfnumh Koad, 2007 Northeast of Ranelagh Road PETER A. SYNODINOS, et ux, Case No. 86-246-A December 5, 1985 DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONAR

Petitioners
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Mr. & Mrs. Peter A. Synodinos

_ : 11702 Larch Road
PUBLIC HEARING: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 West Chesapeake | ENTRY OF APPEARANCE White Marsh, Maryland 21162

Avenue, Towson, Maryland

° Zoning Description o DATE AND TIME: Wednesday, December 11, 1985 at 10:30 a.m.

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and Please enter the appearance of the Pecple’s 1 in the e

Regulations of Baltimore County, will hold a public hearing: coptioned matter. Notices should be sent of any hearing dates or other ‘ RE: Petition for Variance
NW/S Larch Rd., 200' NE Ranelagh Rd.

Petition for Variance from Section 400.1 to permit an accessory structure . ; (11702 Larch Road
Beginning at a point on the Northwest side of ' (14 foot satellite dish) to be located in the front yard in lieu of the proceedings in this matter and of the passage of any preliminary or final e gy areh. ggsgrict

Tarch Road ( 501 wide) 200' Northeast of Ranelagh Road i required rear yard. Order. g:terna. ggnggéﬂos. et ux - Petitioners
- b Se . _ _A

and known as Lot 5 and part of Lot 1, Rlock I as shown : 0

on Plat N, 2 of Darryl Gardens. Which is recorded on : N , f

the lLand Records of Baltimore County in Liber 13, Folio 150 : ‘ s

' ad in the 11th Election District. AR ¥ Phyllis Cole Friedman
Known as 11702 Larch Road in ‘ s Lo ltimore ty

Dear Mr. Synodinos:

This is to advise you that $ 48.99 is due for advertising

. and posting of the above property. This fee must be paid before an

Being the property of Peter A. Synodinos, et ux as shown on / // "7 Order is issued,
the plat filed with the Zoning Office. _(/[(:1‘ Ala A S trn i e _ t '
8 7 THIS FEE MUST BE PAID AND THE ZONING SIGN AND POST RETURNED ON~
In the event that this Petition is granted, a building permit may be issued within Peter Max Zimpeman THE DAY OF THE HEARING OR THE ORDER SHALL NGT BE TSSUED. :
the thirty (30) day appeal period. The Zoning Cormissioner will, however, enter— - Deputy People’s Counsel
tain any request for a stay of the issuance of said permit during this period for : Rm, 223, Court House __ Do not remove sign from property from the time it is placed by
good cause shown. Such request must be received in writing by the date of the Towson, MD 21204 this office until the day of the hearing itself, - .
hearing set above or made at the hearing. ) 494-2188 J— _ _ e e _ —
K : ' ' : {County, Maryland, and
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND - K. 012430 y.anc
iﬁﬂgﬁ’gﬁﬁh 1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19th day of November, 1985, a copy OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE DIISION . ‘ Gl % ~_4ng, Towson, Haryland
COMMISSIONER : MISCELLANEOUS CASH RECEIPT |
(Z)gN éAmLTMRESgéUNTY of the foregoing Entry of Appearance was mailed to Mr. and Mrs. Peter 1 sc . : o _
12-13-35 _ R-01-615-000

-

I E | - " $8.99. .

.'J,’ -y -‘ . S s .AMWM.—!
;_dz’:—: /{a-f’,&/’ 4!/‘1’1—\4-0-»114-——-—1-\.—-—-\_3 ‘ . . .. ‘ Petel" X. Synodinﬁ§ - -f

Peter Max Zimmerman

A. Synodinos, 11702 Larch Rd., White Marsh, M 21162, Petitioners.

“Advertising and Posting  264%45-A

B BONTearseeif st BTT0E

VALIDATION OR SIGNATURE OF CC.SNIEN
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November 8, I‘

Mr. & Mrs. Peter A. Synodinos
11702 Larch Road
White Marsh, Maryland 21162

NOTICE OF HEARING

Re: Petition for Variance
NW/S Larch Rd., 200" NE Ranelagh Rd,
(11702 Larch Rd.)
11th Election District
Peter A. Synodinos, et uwx - Petitioners
Case No. 86-246-A

TIME: 10:30 a.m.

DATE: Wednesday, December 11, 1985

PLACE: Room 106, County Office Building, 111 West Chesapeake

Avenue, Tows or, Maryland

T —— .

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

OFFICE OF FINANCE - REVENUE D)
) VISION
_ MISCELLANEO% CASH/RECEIPT

"“"‘;- Z{{{ yf, ACCOUNT j é’ :;:Cf/ j L4
| | | ;MDUNT.__S 3 j‘- ﬂé}
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« « « [Tlhe presumption of validity that traditionally attends a
local government's exercise of its zoning powers carries pttle, if
any, weight where the zoning regulation trenches on rights of
expression protected under the First Amendment.

Schad v. Borough of Mt. Ephraim, supra, 452 U.S. at 77 (Blackmun coneurring).

It must be remembered that home satellite antennas can receive a variety of
i i hat some

amming that cannot be obtained from any other source. The fact t t
E;gglite pro%ramming may be received by an alternative means, such as.b?' .s.ubscrlbmg to
cable television systems, will not validate an unconstitutional prohibition of .a.ccess'
through the use of dish antennas. Virginia State Board of Pharmacy v. Virginia Cltlgens
Consumer Council, 425 U.5. 748, 757 n.15 (1976); Metromedia, Inc, v. City of Sen Diepo,

453 U.S. 490, 518 n.24 (1981).

Similarly, courts have held that zoning restrictions may not be justified by a desire
to control or eliminate commercial competition. Cord Meyer Dev.eiopment Co. v. Bell
Bay Drugs, 'ne,, 229 N.E.2d 44 (N.Y, 1967); Swain v. County of Winnebago, 250 N.Ezgd
439 (Ili. App. 1969) ("it is not the function of the county zoning ordinances to provide
economic pratection for existing businesses.) Fu:_'ther{nore, if zoning restrictions upon
dish antennas are at all motivated by a community's interest in insuring the financial
success of its franchised cable operator, such restrictions meay be const_rged as a
conspiracy between the community and the eable operator to foreclose com petition:

Catle TV franchisors should exercise great caution in imposing
restraints on noncable TV viceo vendors. Given [a community's]
obvious iInterest in ensuring the financial success of its
franchised cable TV operator to foreclose competition, Thus_, for
example, a zoning ban on satellite dish antennas would be highly
suspect and might not be covered by state action immunity.

Opinion No. 34-009, 69 Ops. Atty. Gen (Md. Feb. 21, 1984), n.20, A I'inding of such a
ct?nspirncy could lead to an assessment of treble damages and attorneys' fees under the

antitrust lawsq

Zoning Ordinances Must Serve Legitimate Objeetives

To withstand challenge under the due process clause of the Fourt_egnth Amendment,
zoning ordinances iniust not be enacted or enforced arbitrariljf or capriciously. Vlllag.e of
Euclid v. Ambler Reslty Co., 272 U.S. 365 (1926). Such crdinances must “substan'tlaily

advance legitimate state interests” and must not deny a property owner the economically

viable use of his or her land. Agins v, City of Tiburon, 447 U.S. 225 (1980); P=nn Central
Transy. Co. v. New York City, 438 U.S. 104 (1978),

L Héﬂth anél safety concerns, for example, have long been held sufficient to justify

5 ~ - 1end use restrictions. The validity of Zoring regulations edopted to promote subjective

+ - aesthatic goals is less clear. The courts in many states continue to hold that zoning
# ordinances based sclely or predominantiy upon aesthetie considerations are invahd; ) See,
7 eg. Mendinger Appesl, 104 A.2d 118 (Pa. 1954); Detroit Edison To. v. City of Wixom,

172 N.E.2d 382 (Mich, 1969); Euclid v, Fitzthum, 48 Ohio App.2d 297 (1976); Duckworth

x
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
1919 M STREET. N.wW.,
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20554
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Report No. ~ ACTION IK DOCRET CASE January 14, 1986

FCC ADOPTS LIMITED PREEMPTION OF LOCAL 20KING OR
OTHER REGULATION OF SATELLITE EARTH STATIONS
(CC DOCRET 85-87)

The Commission has adopted limited preemption of locgl zoning or other
Tegulation of satellite earth stations,

The FCC ruled
differentiate between i i and__other types of
antenna facilities are preempted unless such regulations:

== have a reasonable and clearly defined health, safety or aesthetie
ob jective; and, : i

=~ do not operate to impose unreasonable limitations ‘on, or prevent,
reception of satellite-delivered signals by receive-only aptennas,
or to impose costs on the users of such antennas that are excessive
in light of the purchase and installation cost of equipment,

Regulation of satellite transmitting antennas is
Preecptéd in the same manner, except that state and local bealth and safety
regulation is not preempted. . o

The Commisssion noted this action ensures that state and local rep-
vlations wil] Lot Interfere unreasonably with the federal right to construce
a_n_d_use anteonas to receive satellite-delivered sig_n_a_];s. -

Under the adopted rule, local governments may impose noo-disceriminatory
.regulations on earth stations-?a?long as the same regulations are applied to

antennas, Thus, a community may preserve its historic character by
limiting construction of all external antennas without singling out satel-
lite facilities for different treatment.

If an ordinance or regulation differentjates in the treatment of anten-
nas, the community mist show FRST thie crdinance or Iepulation has a reasone
able and clearly defined health, safety or gesthetic objective.  In addi~
tion, the Tegulation must mot limit or prevent Teception unreasonzbly, nor
iopose unreasonable costs oo an antenna user, T

red
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v. City of Bonney Lake, 586 P.2d 850 (Wash, 1978); Mayor and City Council of Beltimore

v. Swartz, 299 A.2d 828 (Md, 1973); Peck v. Kennedy, 168 S.E.2d 117 (Va. 195 9).

Zoning Ordinances May Not Discriminate Against Dish Antennas

Local officials frequently consider and enact zoning ordinances that subject dish
owners and prospective dish owners to procedural and substantive requirements that are
not imposed upon oiiwer persons in similar circumstances. For example, an ordinance mey
require a dish owner to pay a special fee; submit to a special hearing; prepare and submit
special drawings, surveys or certifications; or comply with other requirements that do
not apply to persons desiring to install functionally or physically similar devices such as
traditional rooftop television antennas, basketball backboards or backyard swing sets,
These types of ordinances are diseriminatory and have been held to violate the Four-
teenth Amendment of the Constitution. See e.z. Morgan & Brockway v. City of Coral
Cables, Case Nos. 83-42793, CA 22, et al. (1ith Jud. Cir. for Dade Co., Fis., June 18,

1984).

Zoning Ordinances May Not Ban Dish Antennas

Because of the constitutional considerations discussed above, it seems probable
that a zoning ordinance expressly banning satellite dish antennas, even for limjted
periods of time (i.e. a "moratorium") would not survive challenge in the courts, Although
most Jocal officials are aware of this and have no desire to impose outright prohibitions,
many are willing to consider and sometimes enact restrictions that have the same
practical effect.

Dish Antennas May Not Be Banned By "Consent” Ordinances Or Referendums

In a similar vein, some communities have adopted ordinances requiring persons
desiring to install satellite dish antennas to obtain the consent of all or a certain
percentage of abutting or neighboring property owners. Other com munities have drafted
ordinances giving persons in the neighborhood the right to object to and thereby prevent
or effectively prevent a satellite dish installation. These ordinances niost likely violate
the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Washington ex rel. Seattle Title

Frust Co. v. Roberge, 278 U.S. 116 (1928); Eubank v, Richmond, 226 U.S. 137 (1912);

Grendel's Den v. Goodwin, 495 F. Supp. 761 (D. Mass. 1980); aff'd sub nom, Larkin v.
Grende!'s Den, 459 U.5. 116 (1982).

Some communities may consider submitting the issue of satellite dish antenna
installations to referendums of their voters. While this procedure is generally valid, Jocal
officials should be aware that use of the referendum process will not validate a
restriction that would be invalid If the officials acopted it directly:

If the substantive result of the referendum is arbitrary and
capricious, bearing no relation to the police power, then the fact
that the voters. .. wish it so would not save the restriction.

City of Eastlake, et al. v. Forest City Enterprises, Inc., 426 U.S. 683 (1976).
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SUITE 510
I920 N STREET, N.w.
WASHINGTON. D.C, 20038

T

(zo2) 887-080C0

MEMORANDUM

To: Local Government Officials

From: Brown & Finn, Chartered

Re: Local Regulation of Satellite Dish Antennas

This firm represents SPACE, the Satellite Television Industry Association, Ine., a
Y association representing the interests of manufacturers, distributors,
satellite earth station Feception equipment throughout the

ption of regulations governing the placement of
satellite dish antennas. To fairly address the legal and political issues raised by local
regulations governing home satellite antennas, one must be familiar with the technolozy
of satellite communications, The purpose of this memorandum and accompanying
materials is to provide illumination in these areas and, it is hoped, to encourage the
enactment of ordinances representing reasonable attempts to accommodate community
concerns with the Constitutional rights of individual dish owners.

A Word About the Technology
Dish Size

Most communications satellites operating today operate in the "C-Band" (3.7-4.2
billion eycles per second or 3.7-4.2 "gigaherts" (GHz)). The satellites use a very small
amount of energy (about 5-8 watts, about the same amount of energy used by a citizens'
band radio} to transmit signals nearly 50,000 miles from their transmission points to
satellites (orbiting approximately 22,000 miles above the equator) and back to reception
points on earth. Because of this, satellite signals are generally quite weak by the time
they return to the earth's surface and satellite antennas, which are reflective colleeting
dishes, must be fairly large to colleot enough signal to produce an intelligible picture‘:
Generally, dishes between 10 and 12 feet in diameter
North America .to receive usable sa

A normally

. ¢ antenng . eet, will be at least 15 feet in
height. Any variation in installation necessitated by reception difficulties could require

" pole~-mounted instaliations at grea.er heights. At some point in the {uture, higher

powered satellites at higher frequencies may enable use of smaller digmeter

. However, this development will not occur for a lgpg__timc,_,ﬁg_dg ng.t anticipate any
. S IREAE RO A RS IS
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The sovereignty of the people is itself subject to those
constitutional limitations which have been duly adopted end
remain unrepealed.

Hunter v, Erickson, 393 U.S. 385, 392 (1969).

Reasonable Regulation Can Be Achieved

Y accommodating those ¢

rights of dish owners. On behalf of SPACE, we will be happy to provide you with any

assistance you may need in drafting such an ordinance. To this end, enclosed with these
materials is a copy of The Satellite Earth Station Zoning Book, which contains a

discussion of some general legal and practieal issues presented in this area. Also
enclosed is an updated model ordinance that, we believe, is a reasonable attempt to
accommodate community and Individual concerns, Additionally, we are providing a copy

of a recent Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, issued by the Federal Communications
Commission (In which the F.C.C. proposed to preempt local ordinances that discriminate
against satellite dish antennas); a copy of a recent Report and Order, released by the
Commission, that preempts ordinances that discriminate against the installation of
amateur radio towers; and copies of the Coral Gables case, the Canton Townshis case
and the Maryland Attorney General's Opinion referred to above,

If, after reviewing these materials, you have any questions, please do not hesitate
to contact us.

LAW O FFrICES
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changes in technology in the predictadble future that would permit the instailation and
operation of antennas significantly smaller in size. Overly restrictive size &+d height
limitations imposed by a zoning ordinance could effectively prohibit the installation and
operation of usable dish antennas, As discussed below, such ordinances are
unconstitutional,

Location and Screering Requirements

Unlike regular radio and TV signals which can bend somewhat over the horizon,

satellite signals are microwave signals which must trave! in a straight line from
transmitter to receiver. Because of this, a direct "line of sight" between a dish antenna
and the orbiting communications satellites is required for reception, Obstruction of this
line of sight by a hill, a building, or even a tree, could eliminate reception. Because of
factors such as topography, foliage or building obstruetions, many homeowners would be
unable to install and operate a usable dish antenna if they were required to comply witha
rigid location requirement (such as, for example, a requirement that dish antennas be
installed only in resr yards). Similarly, overly restrictive sereening and landseaping
requirements (such as, for example, a requirement that dish antennas be totally sereened
from "public view™) could likewise interfere with or prevent successful instaliation or
reception. In this respect, a rigid sereening requirement would be analogous to a
requirement that solar panels be installed only in the shade,

Dish Owners Have Constitutional Rights

A homeowner's right to install and operate a usable satellite dish antenna s

protected by the First Amendment of the United States Constitution, Red Lion
Broadeasting Co. v. F,C.C., 395 U.S. 367 (1969); Schad v. Borough of Mt. Ephraim, 452

U.5.61(1981). Asa Michigan district court judge noted in a recent case:

Regulation of satellite dish antennas . . , involves First
Amendment rights that typically are not a consideration in
determining the validity of zoning ordinances., Asa consequence
the Court has the duty to strictly scrutinize to insure that the
asserted state interest is achieved by the least restrictive means.

Because satellite dish antennas provide users with the unique
ability to receive scores of programming services, some of which
are not available through any other means, &n ordinance severely
restricting or effectively banning dish antennas would leave
consumers without adequate alternative means of receiving these
services.

People of Canton Township v. Antoinette Benner, No. 85 CT 3551 (Dist. Ct., 35th Jud.

Dist., Mich., Sept. 26, 1985), Slip op. at 9-10, 11, Zoning ordinances that expressly or
effectively prevent home owners from installing and operating useble satellite dish
antennas infringe upon these rights. Such ordinances will not survive judicial scrutiny:

Law OFrices
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SWTE 510
920 N STREET, 4. w.
WASHINGTOCN, D.C, 20038

————

(202) 8am7-ceco

January 22, 1986

Mr. Walt Frazier
Stansbury-International
6330 Frankford Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21206

Re: Synodinos Variance

Dear Walt:

I reviewed the material you forwarded concerning the Synodinos installation. It

y at the hearing that the Synodinos can not obtain acceptable

reception except from the location and at the height installed, coupled with argum ents

based upon the First Amendment and th> F.C.C. preemption, should entitle the Synodinos

to a variance aimost as a matter of law. If the County denies the variance, it is, in

effect, telling the Synodinos that they cannot instalj or operate a usable satellite cish

antenna on tleir property. Such an edict would run counter to the First Amendment and
the F.C.C.'s rule.

I am'euclosing a copy of our Zoning Memorandum to Local Government Officials,
the Canton Township and Coral Gables cases, and the F.C.C.'s News Release on s

preemption. These materials may be of assistance to the Synodinos or their attorr.ey in
peeparing their cuse.

Let me know if there is anything else we can do. Particularly, do you thiak that it
would be appropriate for us to write another letter tc Mr, Hu

B
Enclozures:  Zoning Memorandum to Local Government Qfficials
- F.C.C, News Release ' - '
Cantcon Township Decision
Loral Gables Dzeisivn

ISH:emm




BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPCONDENCE

Arnold Jablon ’
TO.Zoning _Commissione . __._______.

Norman E. Gerber, AICP, Director
FROM_Office of Planning and Zoning

Zoning Petition No. 86-246-A

This office is opposed to both the size and the front yard location

of the satellite dish.

Norman E. Gerb
Director

NEG:JGH:slm

L5, DALTIMORE COUNTY
" asae | FIRE DEPARTMENT

‘@i@ TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204-2586

. 494-4500

PAUL H. REINCKE

CHIEF October 14, 1985

Mr. Arnold Jablon

Zoning Commissioner

Office of Planning and Zoning
Baltimore Couinty Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Attention: Nick Commodari, Chairman
Zoning Plans Advisory Committee

RL: property Owner: Peter A. Synodinos, et ux
Location: NW/S Larch Road, 200' NE Ranelagh Road
Item No.: 121

Gentlemen:

Zoning Agenda: Meeting of October 8, 1985

Pursuyant. to your reguest, the referenced property has been surveyed by this
Bureau and the comments below marked with an "X* are applicable and required

23\ BALTIMORE_CCUNTY

") DEPARTMENT OF TRAFFIC ENGINEERING
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
494-3550

STEPHEN E. COLLINS
DIRECTOR

November 14, 1985

Mr. Arnold Jablon
Zoning Commissioner

County Office Building
Towson, Maryland 21204

Item No.
Property Owner:
Location:
Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Acres:
Distrigt:

Dear Mr, Jablon:

122,123,124,125 & 126.

::: The Department of Traffic Engineering has no comments for items numbered

Michael S, Flanigan
Traffic Engineer Assoec II

MSF/bld

B BALTIMORE COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS & LICENSES
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204
494-3610

TED ZALESKI, JR,
DIRECTOR

Mr, Arncld Jablen, Zoning Comaissionax

Office of Plenri~s -4 Zcning

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Mr. Jablom

Comments on Item # 121 Zoning Advimsory Committee Mesting are as follows:

Property Owners  Peter A, Synodinos, et ux
Locatien: W/S Larch Road, 200 NE Ranelegh Road
Dietriets 1lth,

AFPLICARLE ITEMS ARE CIHCLED:

O All structures shall conform to the Baltimcrs County Building Code as adopted by Council Bill #17-85,
the Maryland Code for the Handicapped and Azed (A.M.8.I, #117-1 - 1950) mnd cther applicable Codes and Standards.

4 building and other miscellansous permits shall bs required before the start of any construction.

9 Hesidential:t Two sete of conatryction drawings are wequired to file & peralt aprlication. The seal of &

registersd in Maryland Architect or Enginesr is/OCEAN required on plans snd technical data,

November 2z, 1985

BALTI MORE COUNTY ZONING PLANS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

COUNTY OFFICE BLOG.
111 W. Chesapeake Ave.
Towsan, Maryland 21204

olo

MEMBERS

Bureau of
~ Enginesaring

Department of
Traffic Engineering

State Roads Commission

Burgau of
Fire Prevention

Health Department
Project Planning
Building Department
Board of Education
Zoning Administration

Induatrial
Development

November 12, 1985

Mr. and Mrs. Peter A. Synodinos
11702 Larch Road
White Marsh, Maryland 21162

RE: Item No., 121 - Case Ho. B6-246-3
Petitioners - Peter A. Synodinos, et ux
Variance Petition

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Synodinos:

The Zoning Plans Advisory Committee has reviewed the plans sub-
mitted with the above-referenced petition. The following comments
are not Intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action
requested, but to assure that all parties are made aware of plans or
problems with regard to the development plans that may have,a bearing
on this case. The Director of Planning may file a written report with
the Zoning Commissioner with recommendations as to the suitability of
the requested zoning.

Enclosed are all comments submitted from the members of the
Committee at this time that offer or request information on your
petition. If similar comments from the remaining members are received,
I will forward them to you. Otherwise, any comment that is not inform-
ative will be placed in the hearing file. This petition was accepted
for filing on the date of the enclosed filing certificate and a hearing
scheduled accordingly.

Very truly yours,

£.

AMES E. DYER
Chairman
Zoning Plans Advisory Committee
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' County. Office Building
111 W, Chesapeake Avenue

. Towsen, Maryland

21204

" Your petition has been received and sccepted for filing.
5th° ﬁ

_ Petitioner Peter A. Synodinos, et ux - Rece
. Petitioner's L
=7 - ‘_At_tnrp_ey

__ day of /_Wovesber __, 1985.

tved by. ,

T T L . WA

to be corrected ¢r incorporated into the final plans for the property. D. Cosmercinl; Thres mets of construction drswinge sealed and signsd by & registered in Maryland Architect
. ‘ or Enginesr shall be required to file with & permit application. Reproduced seals sre not scceptable,

ot J 1. Fire hydrants for the referenced property are reguired and shall be
~ located at intervals or feet along an approved road in
accordance with Baltimore County Standards as published by the

! -
411 Use Groupn sxcept B-L Single Pamily Detached Dwellings require a minimm of 1 hour fire rating for PR R . Lyl e
exterior walls closer than 6'-0 to an intericr 1ot line, R~y Tee Groups require a ome hour wall if clower : . . T } ) ; N
then 3'-0 to mi interior lot line, iny wall built on an interior lot lioce shall require s fire or party N Y § -!h'a) .y . '
B " : . E : X PRy A . coeTr ot n o R e P A

Pepartment nf Public Works. ] wall. 5Ses Table LO1, Sectiom 1LOT7, Section 1406.2 and Tabls 1L02. Mo openings are pernitted in an

A second means of wvehicle access is required for the site,

The vehicle dead end condition shown at

EXCEEDS the maximum allowed by the Fire Department.

4. The site shall be made to comply with 2ll applicable parts of the
: Fire Prevention Code prior to occupancy or beginning of operation.

 The bujldirngs and structures existing or propcsed on the site shall

~comply with all applicable requirements of the National Fire Protection
‘Association Standard No. 101 ®*Life Safety Code”, 1976 edition pricor

"

e

o,
%L to occupancy.

) *GQEQSite plané are approved, as drawn.
R D ) : .

¥

“x) 7.¢{ The Fire Preventio1 Bureau kas nc commen at Jghis time,

ré;. L ‘ 74
L ‘ a Noted .and Z;,j(J -..:’é 6) M

' REVIEWER: %t £5~ Approved:
U ifmifle Gopup =

. Special Inspection Tivision

Hﬂre Prevention Bureau

F.

srtarior wall witiun 3'-0 of an interior lot line.

The structure doss not appear to comply with Table 505 for parmissable height/area. Reply to the regussted
variasnes by this office cannot be oonsidered until the necessary data pertaining te height/ares and

conatructicn type is provided. Sse Teble LOL and 505 and have your Architect/Engineer contact this department,

The Tegquested variance sppears to confliot with Seciion{s)
County Building Cods,

¢ Oof the Baltimcre

When filing for a required Change of Dss/Occupancy Fermit, sn alterstion permit application ahall also )
be flled along with threw sets of mcoeptable construotion plens indicating how the sxisting structurs is
to be altered in order to comply with the Code Tequirements for the nev use. Maryland Architectural or
Enginess seals are usually required. The change of Use Groups ars from Use to Use s O
to Mixed Uses » Bee Section 312 of the Building Cods.

The proposed project appemrs to be located in o Plocd Plein, Tidal/Riverine. Please ses the attached
copy of Section 516,0 of the Puilding Code as sdopted by Bill #17-8Y, Eite plans shall show tne correct
elevations sbove ssa level for the lot and tue finish floor levels including basoment,

@Comntll FPlans shall show foundation and anchorage against wind overturn.

Thess abbreviated comsents reflsot only ob the inicrmation provided by the drawings mibnittsd to thne G/fice
of Planning and Zoning snd are not intendsd to bs construed as the full exten® of any permit. I¢ desired

the applicant wmay obtain additional informatinn by wimiting Room 122 of the County Qffics Building at 111
¥. Chetapeake Avenus, Towson, Maryland 2120L,
. > LAD-—
. B -

BY: C. E. Burnham, Chief
Building Plasra kevisw

L/f22/85
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Petition for Vasiance
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: lagh Roed (11702 Lasch Read) -~ - 3
!  DATE & TIME: Wedassday, De-?
{ comber1), 1986 ut 10: W a.m.* . - 0
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CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

. PETITIO '
A N FOR VARIANCE TOWSON, MD., November 21

LECA.TION Naorthwent :u:lc of : ~he T :

g il g;’;’m“g;:;:;_gj THIS 1S TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was
DATE AND TIME: Wednexday, De-

cember 11, 198 ¢ 10:3) s m.

PUBLIC HEARING: Room 106, published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper printed

County Office Building, 11} ®.
Chesspeake Aveaue, Towson,
land

and published in Towson, Baltimore County. Md appearmg on

m;ch(',umlylby mma;ﬂ November 21
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