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IN RE: PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE 
AND VARIANCE - E/S Cuckhold Point Rd. 
5' S of the c/1 of 4th Street * DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER 
(9101 Cuckhold Point Road) 
15th Election District * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
7th Councilmanic District 

* Case No. 92-454-XA 
Albert F. Nocar, Jr., et ux 
Petitioners * 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

SECOND AMENDED ORDER 

This matter came before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as Peti-

tions for Special Exception and Variance for that property known as 9101 

Cuckhold Point Road, located in the Millers Island area of eastern Balti-

more County. This property is located within the Chesapeake Bay Critical 

Areas on Hawk Cove near Hart Miller Island. Specifically, the Petitioners 

requested a special exception, pursuant to Section 1B01.l.C.7A of the 

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.}, to permit an existing 

fishing and shell fishing, shore line, Class I facility on the subject 

property. In addition, the Petitioners sought variance relief from the 

B.C.Z.R. as follows: From Section lBOl.2.C.l t~ permit front yard setbacks 

of as close as 33.2 feet in lieu of the required 40 feet, side yard set-

backs of as close as 5 feet in lieu of the required 20 feet, rear yard 

setbacks of as close as O feet in lieu of the required 30 feet, and build-

ing to building setbacks of as close as 1.5 feet in lieu of the required 

40 feet; from Section 409.8.A.2 to permit a washed gravel parking area in 

lieu of the required durable and dustless surface; from Section 409.8.A.5 

to permit unstriped parking spaces; and, from Section 417.4 to permit 

existing mooring piles a distance of as close as 8 feet to the divisional 

~ property lines in lieu of the required 10 feet. The subject property and 
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relief sought are more particularly described on the site plan which was 

marked into evidence as Petitioner's Exhibit 2. 

A public hearing was held on July 6, 1992 during which testimony 

revealed that the Petitioners had failed to submit a findings plan for 

review and approval by the Department of Environmental Protection and 

Resource Management (DEPRM) as required concerning the use proposed and 

it's compliance with Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas legislation. It was 

agreed by all parties that the Petitioners would be given a period of time 

in which to prepare and submit said plan. 

However, on December 1, 1992, this ofrice inquired of DEPRM as to 

the status of this matter and was advised that the Petitioners had not yet 

submitted the required plan. The matter was subsequently dismissed without 

prejudice by Order issued on December 3, 1992. Shortly thereafter, this 

office was advised by Counsel for the Petitioners that, in fact, the Peti-

tioners had been working with DEPRM in an effort to resolve this matter 

and that a findings plan had been submitted as required. The matter was 

then reopened by Amended Order issued February 5, 1993, pending the final 

recommendation from DEPRM as to the effect of the Petitione:r:s' shellfishing 

operation on Critical Areas. 

By letter dated September 19, 1994 from J. James Dieter, Director 

of DEPRM, to Mr. & Mrs. Nocar, the Petitione:r:s were granted a variance 

from Critical Areas requirements. Furthermore, DEPRM indicated their 

support of the Petitioners' requests for Special Exception and Variance in 

the case before me, provided compliance with their recommendations is met. 

A copy of their recommendations, which was received in this Office on 

January 13, 1995 and marked as Petitioner's Exhibit A, has been incorporat-

ed into the case file and made a part he:r:eof. 
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Inasmuch as the hearing on this matter took place 3 and 1/2 years 

ago, a brief review of the testimony and evidence submitted at that time 

is appropriate. 

Appearing at the hearing on behalf of the Petitions were Albert 

F. Nocar, Jr., legal owner of the property, Richard S. Nocar, Sr., Kimber-

ly A. Nocar, and several other residents from the surrounding community. 

The Petitioners were represented by Norman R. Stone, Esquire. Appearing as 

Protestants in the matter were Joseph and Marjorie Sullivan, Kenneth and 

Kathy Wallace, and Mark Canapp, nearby property owners. The Protestants 

were represented by J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire. 

Testimony and evidence offered revealed that the subject property, 

also identified as Lot 512 on the site plan, consists of a gross area of 

7,250 sq.ft., predominantly zoned D.R. 5.5 with a small portion of the site 

zoned B.M., and is located in the waterfront coram'.lllity known as Swan Point. 

The property is improved with a two-story single family dwelling, two 

sheds, and several accessory structures used in the subject shellfishing 

operation. The Petitioners have resided on the property for many years 

and have operated the subject business thereon since 1986. This operation 

consists of two slough boxes for soft crabs, two sheds, a boat ramp and a 

pier. Testimony indicated that the relief requested does not involve the 

construction of any new structures, merely to continue operating the sub-

ject shellfishing business on the subject property, utilizing the existing 

facilities. 

Additional testimony revealed that this property is surrounded by 

many commercial uses and commercially zoned properties. In fact, a marina 

exists on the immediately adjoining property on the southeast side of the 

subject site at 9089 cuckold Point Road (Lot 511). On the southwest side 
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and further down the road are two more marinas at 9107 and 9109 cuckold 

Point Road (Lots 514 and 515, and Lot 516, respectively). Lot 513, which 

immediately adjoins the subject property on the southwest side, is present-

ly vacant. Lastly, a tavern exists across from the subject site at 9100 

CUckhold Point Road. 

Further testimony indicated that the requested variances are for 

existing conditions on the property as depicted on Petitioner's Exhibit 2, 

and that the variance to permit a durable and dustless surface will allow 

the Petitioners to maintain the existing stone and gravel driveway which 

will reduce the amount of impervious surface on the lot and make the prop-

erty more environmentally appropriate. In support of their requests, the 

Petitioners submitted as Petitioner's Exhibit 3 a Petition signed by numer-

ous residents of the surrounding community who are not opposed to their 

use of the property for a shellfishing operation. 

Appearing and testifying in opposition to the Petitioners' re-

quest was Mr. Joseph Sullivan, owner of the adjoining property on the 

southwest side of this site, identified as Lot 513 on the site plan. 

While Mr. Sullivan does not reside on his property, he objects to the 

Petitioners' crabbing operation, which he stated is bo th an eyesore and 

permeates foul odors . Mr . Sullivan testified that when he visits his 

property, he finds the subject operation to be both an eyesore and offen-

sive to his enjoyment of his property. Mr. Sullivan submitted as Prates-

tant's Exhibit 8 a photo montage of the subject property and the crabbing 

operation thereon. Mr. Sullivan objects to the pick-up used to distribute 

the crabs once brought to the property and customers visiting the property 

to purchase crabs. Mr. Sullivan argued that this crabbing operation is 

out of character with the residential zoning of the property. 
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It is clear that the B.C.Z.R. permits the use proposed in a D.R. 

5.5 zone by special exception. It is equally clear that the proposed use 

would not be detrimental to the primary uses in the vicinity. As noted 

earlier in this opinion, the subject property is split zoned D.R. 5.5 and 

B.M. Therefore, it must be determined if the conditions as delineated in 

Section 502.1 are satisfied. 

The Petitioner had the burden of adducing testimony and evidence 

which would show that the proposed use met the prescribed standards and 

requirements set forth in Section 502.1 of the B.C.Z.R. The Petitioner 

has shown that the proposed use would be conducted without real detriment 

to the neighborhood and would not adversely affect the public interest. 

The facts and circumstances do not show that the proposed use at the par-

ticular location described by Petitioner's Exhibit 1 would have any ad-

verse impact above and beyond that inherently associated with such a spe-

cial exception use, irrespective of its location within the zone. 

Schultz v. Pritts, 432 A.2d 1319 {1981). 

The proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, 

or general welfare of the locality, nor tend to create congestion in 

roads, streets, or alleys therein, nor be inconsistent with the purposes 

of the property's zoning classification, nor in any other way be inconsis-

tent with the spirit and intent of the B.C.Z.R. 

After reviewing all of the testimony and evidence presented, it 

appears that the special exception should be granted with certain restric-

tions as more fully described below. 

As noted above, a review of the site plan for this property and 

the zoning map for this area reveals that Cuckhold Point contains many 

business-related activities. They range from a tavern to marinas and 

- 5-



w 
0 w 
a: 
cc w 
O a> a: -;:; 
0 

other crabbing operations. It is not uncommon for a waterfront comrmmity 

such as this to have commercial crabbers establish a business therein. 

That is precisely what these Petitioners have done. The Petitioners' 

business is somewhat limited, however, in that it consists of a pick-up 

truck which identifies the business as the Chesapeake Seafood Distributor, 

a 28-foot Markley crabbing boat, the slough boxes and sheds. Similar 

types of crabbing operations are found along waterfront properties through-

out eastern Baltimore County. Given the marina uses nearby, the other 

business uses taking place on Cuckhold Point Road, and the fact that crab-

bing operations are common to waterfront properties in this particular 

area of eastern Baltimore County, I believe the Petitioners' requests for 

special exception and variance are appropriate. 

An area variance may be granted where strict application of the 

zoning regulations would cause practical difficulty to the Petitioner and 

his property. McLean v. Soley, 270 Md. 208 (1973). To prove practical 

difficulty for an area variance, the Petitioner must meet the following: 

1) whether strict compliance with requirement would 
unreasonably prevent the use of the property for a 
permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily 
burdensome; 

2) whether the grant would do substantial injustice 
to applicant as well as other property owners in the 
district or whether a lesser relaxation than that 
applied for would give substantial relief; and 

3) whether relief can be granted in such fashion 
that the spirit of the ordinance will be observed and 
public safety and welfare secured. 

Anderson v. Bd. of Appeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md. App. 28 

(1974). 

After due consideration of. the testimony and evidence presented, 

it is clear that practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship will result 
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if the variances are not granted. It has been established that the relie·f 

requested is for existing conditions on the property and does not involve 

the construction of any new structures on the premises. It is clear that 

special circumstances or conditions exist that are peculiar to this land 

and the structures which are the subject of this variance request and that 

the requ.irements from which the Petitioners seek relief would unduly re-

strict the use of the land due to the special conditions unique to this 

particular parcel. In addition, the relief requested will not cause any 

injury to the public health, safety or general welfare and meets the spir-

it and intent of the B.C.Z.R. 

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and 

public hearing on these Petitions held, and for the reasons given above, 

the special exception and variances should be granted. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for 

Baltimore County this / 7 ti. day of January, 1995 that the Petition for 

Special Exception seeking relief, pursuant to Section 1B01.1.C.7A of the 

Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R.), to permit an existing 

fishing and shellfishing, shore line, Class I facility on the subject 

property, in accordance with Petitioner's Exhibit 2, be and is hereby 

GRANTED, subject to the conditions and restrictions set forth below, and, 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Petition for Variance seeking 

relief from the B. C. Z. R. as follows: From Section lBOl. 2. C .1 to perrni t 

front yard setbacks of as close as 33.2 feet in lieu of the required 40 

feet, side yard setbacks of as close as 5 feet in lieu of the required 20 

feet, rear yard setbacks of as close as O feet in lieu of the required 30 

feet, and building to building setbacks of as close as 1. 5 feet in lieu of 

the required 40 feet; from Section 409.8.A.2 to permit a washed gravel 
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parking area in lieu of the required durable and dustless surface; from 

Section 409.8.A.6 to permit unstriped parking spaces; and, from Section 

417.4 to permit existing mooring piles a distance of as close as 8 feet to 

the divisional property lines in lieu of the required 10 feet, in accor-

dance wi.th Petitioner's Exhibit 2, be and is hereby GRANTED, subject to 

the following restrictions: 

TMK:bjs 

1) The Petitioners are hereby made aware that pro­
ceeding at this time is at their own risk until such 
time as the 30-day appellate process from this Order 
has expired. If, for whatever reason, this Order is 
reversed, the relief granted herein shall be rescinded. 

2) The special exception granted herein is limited 
to the operation depicted on the site plan marked as 
Petitioner's Exhibit 2. The Petitioners are prohibit­
ed from adding any additional structures on their 
property for the purpose of expanding the existing 
shellfishing opera.tion. 

3) Upon request and reasonable notice, Petitioners 
shall permit a representative of the Zoning Enforce­
ment Division to make an inspection of the subject 
property to insure compliance with this Order in the 
event it becomes necessary to do so as a result of a 
complaint. 

4) When applying for any permits, the site plan and/ 
or landscaping plan filed must reference this case and 
set forth and address the restrictions of this Order. 
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Suite 112 Courthouse 
400 Washington Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Norman R. Stone, Esquire 
6905 Dunrnanway 

Baltimore County Government 
Zoning Commissioner 

Office of Planning and Zoning 

• 
Jpnuary 17, 1995 

Baltimore, Maryland 21222 

RE: PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION AND VARIANCE 
E/S Cuckhold Point Road, 5' S of the c/1 of 4th Street 
(9101 Cuckhold Point Road) 
15th Election District - 7th Councilrnanic District 
Albert F. Nocar, Jr., et ux - Petitioners 
Case No. 92-454-XA 

Dear Mr. Stone: 

(410) 887-4386 

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the 
above-captioned matter. The Petitions for Special Exception and Variance 
have been granted in accordance with the attached Order. 

In the event any party finds the decision rendered is : unfavor­
able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appea~s within 
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information on 
filing an appeal, please contact the Zoning Administration and Deyelopment 
Management office at 887-3391 . 

TMK:bjs 

cc: Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission 

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO 
Deputy Zoning Commiss1oner 
for Baltimore County i 

45 Calvert Street, 2nd Floor, Annapolis, Md. 21401 

Prinlcd wilh Soybean Ink 
on Recycled Paper 

Mr. & Mrs. Joseph Sullivan 
8825 Old Harford Road, Baltirno~ Md. 

DEPRM; People 1 s Counsel; Ca~ ile 
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PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE 
AND ZONING VARIANCE - E/S 
Cuckhold :?oint Road, 5' S of 
t he c/1 of 4th Street 

* ;)EPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER 

{91 01 Cuckhold Po int Road) 
15th Election District 
7th Councilmanic District 

Albert F. Nocar, Jr. 
?etitioner 

* * * * * 

* OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 

* Case No. 92-454-XA 

* 

* * * * * 

AMENDED ORDER 

Th ls mat ter came before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as Peti-

t ions f o r Special Exception and Zoning Variance filed by the legal owner 

o f the subject property, Albert F. Nocar, Jr., by and through his attor-

ney, No rman R. Stone, Esquire. The Petitioner sought a special exception 

and v ariances for an existing fishing and shell fishing, shore-line Class 

I facility on the subject property. 

The matter was original ly heard on July 6, 1992 at 9 ~00 AM in 

Room 118 of the Old Courthouse in Towson, Maryland. During the course of 

the hearing, it was revealed that the Petitioner had not yet filed the 

required findings plan for review and approval by the Department of Envi-

ronmental Protection and Resource Management {DEPRM) which is required due 

to the location of the subject property in the Chesapeake Bay Critical 

Areas. The Petitioner was then instructed to file the appropriate findings 

plan with DEPRM and the hearing proceeded. On December 1, 1992, I was 

advised by DEPRM that the Petitioner had not yet filed the required find-

ings plan at which time I determined that the Petitioner was not diligently 

pursuing the obligation imposed upon him by the Critical Areas legislation. 

l\rl Order was subsequently issued by this Deputy Zoning Corrunissioner on 

December 3, 1992 which, in essence, dismissed without prejudice the Peti-

tioner's requests for a special exception and variance. 



0n 9ecember 10 , 1992, I received from Norman R. Stone, Jr., Es-

quir e, attorney for the Petit1oner, a letter requesting that I reconsider 

my decision to dismiss this case. It was brought to my attention that the 

Petitioner was indeed working with DEPRM and complying with their request. 

This fact was also verified by Steve Broyles, the Petitioner's engineer, 

and Pat Farr, a representative of DEPRM. 

After reviewing the documents submitted pursuant to the Petition-

er's request for reconsideration, it appears that the Petitioner was, in 

fact, pursuing their obligation under the Critical Areas legislation with 

DEPRM. Given this, I shall grant the Petitioner's request for reconsidera-

tion of my earlier decision and reopen this case. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Cormnissioner for 

Baltimore County this /;.µ day of February, 1993 that the Order issued 

December 3, 1992 be and the same is hereby modified and amended as follows: 

TMK:bjs 

1) This case, which was previously dismissed without 
prejudice by Order issued December 3, 1992, shall be 
reopened. 

2) Thi s matter shall be scheduled for a hearing on 
final argument or for the submission of additional 
testimony and evidence by the Petitioner and the Prot­
estants. 

Deputy Zoning Commi ssioner 
for Baltimore County 

cc: Norman R. Stone, Esquire 
6905 Dunmanway, Baltimore, Md. 21222 

J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 
305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, suite 105, Towson, Md. 21204 

People's Counsel; File 
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:'.:N RE: PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION * BEFORE THE 
AND ZONING VARIANCE - E/S 
Cuckhold Point Road, 5' S of * DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER 
the c/1 of 4th Street 
(9101 Cuckhold Point Road) * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
15th Election District 
7th Councilmanic District 

Albert F. Nocar, Jr. 
Petitioner 

* * * * 

* Case No. 92-454-XA 

* 

* * * * * * 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

This matter comes before the Deputy Zoning Commissioner as a 

Petition for Special Exception and Zoning Variance filed by the legal 

owner of the subject property, Albert F. Nocar, Jr., by and through his 

attorney, Norman R. Stone, Esquire. The Petitioner requests a special 

exception for a fishing and shell fishing, shore-line Class I facility, 

pursuant to Section 1B01.1.C.7A of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations 

(B.C.Z.R.). The Petitioner also seeks variance relief from the B.C.Z.R. 

as follows: From Sect.ion lBOl. 2. C. l to permit front yard setbacks as 

close as 33.2 feet in lieu of the required minimum of 40 feet, side yard 

setbacks as close as 5 feet in lieu of the minimum required 20 feet, rear 

yard setbacks as close as O feet in lieu of the minimum required 30 feet, 

and building to building setbacks as close as 1.5 feet in lieu of the 

minimum required 40 feet; from Section 409.8.A.2 to permit a washed gravel 

parking area in lieu of the required durable and dustless surface; from 

Section 409.8.A.6 to not require the stripping of parking spaces; and from 

Section 417.4 to permit existing mooring piles to be as close as 8 feet 

from the divisional property lines in lieu of the required minimum of 10 

feet, all as more particularly described on Petitioner's Exhibit 1. 

Appearing at the public hearing on behalf of the Petitions were 

Albert F. Nocar, Jr., legal owner. Mr. Nocar was represented by Norman R. 



Stone, Esquire. Also appearing on behalf of the Petitions were numerous 

residents of the area. Several other residents of the area appeared as 

Protestants in the matter and were represented by J. Carroll Holzer, Es-

quire. 

At the cormnencement of the hearing on July 6, 1992, the Department 

of Environmental Protection and Resource Management (DEPRM) disclosed that 

it had not yet r eceived from the Petitioner a Critical Areas Findings Plan 

as required. The decision was then made by this Deputy Zoning Cormnissioner 

to proceed with the hearing and reserve the right to reconvene at a future 

date, if necessary, to take additional testimony once a findings plan was 

submitted to DEPRM and cormnents as to its appropriateness were received by 

this office. Testimony and evidence was then presented by several witness-

es both for and against the relief requested in the instant Petitions. 

At the close of the hearing, the Petitioner was instructed to 

follow through with the submission of a Critical Areas Findings Plan to 

DEPRM in order that they might submit formal comments and recormnendations 

to this Deputy Zoning Cormnissioner. On December 1, 1992, I contacted 

Nancy Pentz, the Development Coordinator for this project, who informed me 

that she had not received a findings plan from the Petitioner. She also 

informed me that her office sent correspondence. to the Petitioner request-

ing said plan in August 1992. 

It is clear the Petitioner has failed to comply with the submis-

sion of a findings plan as required by Critical Areas legislation. This 

calls into question Section 500.14 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regula-

tions (B.C.Z.R.). That Section specifically prohibits me from rendering a 

decision on the merits of this case until such time as the Petitioner 

submits a findings plan to DEPRM for conunents pursuant thereto. It has been 
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approximately five (5) months since this hearing took place. I find that 

the Petitioner has had ample time to prepare a findings plan. It i s obvi-

ous that the Petitioner is not diligently pursuing the relief requested. 

Therefore, given the clear language of Section 500.14, I have no alterna-

t ive but to dismiss the Petitioner's request for special exception and 

variances in this matter. 

Although this dismissal shall be without prejudice, no new Peti-

tion shall be accepted for filing by this Office until such time as the 

Petitioner submits a Critical Areas Findings Plan to DEPRM in order to 

ensure that such a delay does not occur at any future hearing. I under-

stand that this matter involves a pending zoning violation case and as 

such, shall be returned to the Zoning Enforcement Division of the Zoning 

Administration and Development Management office for prosecution. 

Pursuant to the advertising, posting of the property and public 

hearing held, and for the reasons stated above, the relief requested in 

the Petitions for Special Exception and Variances shall be dismissed with-

out prejudice. 

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for 

Baltimore County "? ,..oi_ this ,:) day of December, 1992 that the Petition for 

Special Exception for a fishing and shell fishing, shore-line Class I 

facility, pursuant to Section 1B01.l.C.7A of the B.C.Z.R., and the Peti-

tion for Zoning Variance seeking relief from the B.C.Z.R. as follows: 

From Section lBOl.2.C.1 to permit front yard setbacks as close as 33.2 

feet in lieu of the required minimum of 40 feet, side yard setbacks as 

close as 5 feet in lieu of the minimum required 20 feet, rear yard se·t-

backs as close as O feet in lieu of the minimum required 30 feet, and 

building to building setbacks as close as 1.5 feet in lieu of the minimum 
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required 40 feet; from Section 409.8.A.2 to permit a washed gravel parking 

area in lieu of the required durable and dustless surface; from Section 

409.8.A.o to not require the stripping of parking spaces; and from Section 

417.4 to permit existing mooring piles to be as close as 8 feet from the 

divisional property lines in lieu of the required minimum of 10 feet, be 

and are hereby DISMISSED WITHOUT PREJUDICE. 

TMK:bjs 
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Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 



Suite 113 Courthouse 
400 Washington Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Norman R. Stone, Esquire 
&905 Dunmanway 

Baltimore C<l1rnt y C,ovcrnrncnt 
Zoning Commiss ioner · 

Office of Pl anning and Zoning 

December 3, 1992 

Baltimore, Maryland 21222 

RE: PETITIONS FOR SPECIAL EXCEPTION & ZONING VARIANCE 
E/S Cuckhold Point Road, 5' S of the c/1 of 4th Street 
(9101 Cuckhold Point Road) 
15th Election District - 7th Councilmanic District 
Albert F. Nocar, Jr. - Petitioner 
Case No. 92-454-XA 

Dear Mr. Stone: 

(410) 887-4386 

Enclosed please find a copy of the decision rendered in the 
above-captioned matter. The Petitions for Special Exception and Zoning 
Variance have been dismissed in accordance with the attached Order. 

In the event any party finds the decision rendered is unfavor­
able, any party may file an appeal to the County Board of Appeals within 
thirty (30) days of the date of this Order. For further information on 
filing an appeal, please contact Ms . Charlotte Radcliffe at 887-3351. 

Very truly yours, 

J , v,t( /d h-c<e) 

TMK:bjs 

cc: J. Carroll Holzer, Esquire 

TIMOTHY M. KOTROCO 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner 
for Baltimore County 

305 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105, Towson, Md. 21204 

7s Counsel 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas Commission 
45 Calvert Street, 2nd Floor , Annapolis, Md . 21401 

DEPRM 
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