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IN RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE * BEFORE THE
N/S Dunkirk Road, 260 [t. E
of Pinehurst Road * ZONTNG COMMISSIONER

220 Dunkirk Road
9th Election District *
4th Councilmanic District

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.,et ux* Cage No. 95-222-A
Petitioners
® * X * * * ® * * * *

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSTIONS OF LAW

This matter comes before the Zoning Commissioner as a Petition for a

Zoning Variance for the property located at 220 Dunkirk Road in the commu-

The Petition is filed by

nity of Rodgers Forge, located near Towson.

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka, his wife, property own-
ers. Variance relief is requested from Section 1B02.3.C.1 of the Balti-
more County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) to allow a rear setback of 36 ft.

for an enclosed structure, in lieu of the required 50 ft., 1in a D.R.10.5

zZone.
This matter was originally filed as an administrative variance, pursu-

ant to Section 26-127 of the Baltimore County Code. That section allows

the Zoning Commissioner to grant variance relief from strict adherence to

the BCZR without the necessity of a public hearing for an owner occupied

lot within a residential zone. Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka's lot, 1is indeed,

owned and occupied by them and zoned D.R.10.5. However, Section 26-127

further provides that the Petition may be scheduled for public hearing
either at the request of any concerned occupant or property owner within

1,000 ft. of the site in question, or at the Zoning Commissioner's discre-
tion. A public hearing was scheduled for this case, based upon my initial
review of the Petition, and pursuant to the discretionary authority provid-

The public hearing convened for this case

ACHOET Rk

ed to me within the Code.
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generated significant public interest and numerous interested persons and
witnesses appeared.

Appearing at the public hearing was the Petitioners/property owners,
Raymond J. Percoutka, Jr., and Debra J. Peroutka, his wife. They were
represented by Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire. Other individuals who appeared
in support of the Petition included Gail and Pat Colohan, Robert Krauss
and Raymond J. Peroutka, Sr. Several residents of the Rodgers Forge commu-
nity appeared in opposition to the request. They included Ronald and
Carol Zielke, Mary B. Birckhead, Edward and Helen J. Ament, Norman O'Hara
and Carroll Miller, Joseph BA. Guzinski, on behalf of the Rodgers Forge
Community Association Board of Governors, appeared as an interested per-
son.

The testimony presented by the varicus witnesses shows that the facts
relevant to this case are largely not in dispute. Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka
own that property known as 220 Dunkirk Reoad, which is an end of group
townhouse in the Rodgers Forge community. The Rodgers Forge community is
an old community of townhomes which was built by the Keelty family many
years ago. The community is well maintained and carries a much deserved
reputation as a desirable neighborhood comprised of many row homes. The
Petitioners have owned their property for approximately 9 years. They
live thereon with their two children, a 14 year old and a 12 year old.
Their end of group row home ig 22 ft. wide and 36 ft. deep. Their lot
contains a front, rear and side yard and is approximately 40 Et. wide and
110 Ft. deep. The brick dwelling fealtures an copen stone porch in front
and a covered porch on the back. The rear of the lot contains a paved
area and a garage.

Tt is the existing covered porch to the rear of the house which has

generated the request for variance and controversy within the neighbor-
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hood. This existing stone porch is approximately 11 ft. deep and 20-1/2
ft. wide at its widest point. Under the BCZR, the porch is considered an
open projection. The Petitioners wish to enclose the covered porch and
convert. same intoc indoor 1living space. Due to the fact that the porch
will be enclosed, it will be considered part of the house under the BCZR
and a 50 ft. rear yard setback must be maintained. The 37.2 ft. sethack
presently provided, although legally sufficient for the open porch, does
not comply with the BCZR as it relates to enclosed portions of a dwelling.

Apparently, the proposed conversion of the porch into an addition has
created a great amount of controversy within the Rodgers Forge community.
Numerous witnesses were called to testify by the Petitioners and expressed
support for the Petitioners' plan. These included all of the immediate
neighbors of the subject site. Other residents of Rodgers Forge, most of
whom who did not live within sight of the home but within the confines of
the community, appeared in opposition. The testimony of these witnesses
largely related to concerns that the Petition did not satisfy the legal
requirements for a variance under the BCZR. Again, it need be emphasized
that the factual issues relating to this case are largely not in dispute.
All of the testimony offered, coupled with a site visit of the property,
fully educated this Zoning Commissioner as to the particulars of this
property and the issues presented.

A& comment 1is also in order about covenanits in the land records of
Baltimore County for this community, and the position of the Rodgers Forge
Community Association on the Petition. The case before me deals only with
the Petition for Variance and the application of the BCZR to same. The
Zoning Commissioner does not sit as a judge of any of the courts of this
State and my authority is only to interpret the BCZR as it relates to
Pelitions Dbefore me. However, it is to be noted in passing thalb litiga-

-3
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comminity regarding the

tion has existed between the Petitioners and the
viability of certain covenants which may or may not attach to this proper-

Ly. My decision does not relate to the validity of the those covenants.

Their enforceability is a matter for the Circuit Court for Baltimore Coun-

ty. Moreover, my decision must be based upon the relevant portions of the

BCZR as interpreted by the case law. Apparently, the community associa-

tion and Petitioners have settled their differences and the community

association does not support or oppose the request.
The authority to grant variances to height, area and distance require-

ments is set forth in Section 26-127 of the Baltimore County Code and

Section 307 of the BCZR. Section 307 sets forth the precise test which a

property owner must meet for variance relief to be granted. In essence,

Section 307.1 prescribes three standards which must be satisfied in order

for a wvariance to be granted. First, the Petitioner must establish that

the property owner would suffer a practical difficulty if the relief re-

quasted were denied. In this respect, the Petitioner must show that spe~

cial circumstances or conditions exist which are unique to the property or

structure in question. Second, testimony and evidence must be produced

that no adverse affect to the locale would result if variance relief were

to be granted. Last, a variance may he approved only if the grant of same

is consistent with the spirit and intent of the BCZR.

Addressing the last of thege listed tests first, I am persuaded that

the spirit and intent of the BCZR would be satisfied if the variance was
granted. 1t is to be emphasized that the size of the building envelope
will not be increased. The Petitioners' plans only call for an enclosure

of an existing porch. The same amount of open space and vyard area will

remain. The distance from the structure to the property line will not be

changed. But for the regulation which mandates a different required set-

-t -



back for open projections, as compared with enclosed additions, the Peti-
tioner could build without seeking variance relief. These factors, in my
view, clearly establish that the proposed request is consistent with the
gpirit and intent of the BCZR and satisfies that test.

As to the second test, it is manifestly apparent that a grant of the
variance will not cause any detriment to the surrounding locale. There
was a great amount of testimony offered on this issue. Numerous photo-
graphs of houses throughout Rodgers Forge were presented to this Zoning
Commissioner for comparison. In my opinion, enclosing the existing porch
will not block sunlight or air, or in any manner detrimentally affect
surrounding properties. The unanimous support of the Petitioners' reguest
by their immediate neighbors is also persuasive on this point. The testi-
mony and evidence presented was overwhelming and persuasive that a grant
of the requested relief will not cause any adverse effect or detrimental
impact on this immediate neighborhood or the community at large.

The last test requiring practical difficulty is the most difficult.
The concept of practical difficulty has heen addressed on numerous occa-
sions by the appellate courts of this State. To prove practical difficul-

N ty, the Petitioner must meet the following:
1) whether strict compliance with requirement
would unreasonably prevent the use of the proper-

ty 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 distriet or whether a lesser relaxa-
tion than that applied for would give substantial
relief; and

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

MHUROFILIE:L
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Anderson v. Bd. of BAppeals, Town of Chesapeake Beach, 22 Md. App.

28 (1974). Mcglean v. Soley, 270, Md. 208 (1973).

Moreover, practical difficulty cannot be the result of a self imposed

condition, See Marino v. Mayor and City Council of Balbtimore, 215 Md.

205 (1957).
The Court of Special Appeals has recently discussed the concept of
prackical difficulty and the test for variances in Baltimore County in

Cromwell v. Ward, 102 Md. App. 691, 651 A2d 424 (1995), The Court's

rather strict interpretation of Section 307 provides that the Petitioner
must establish thal his property possesses some unigque characteristic or
peculiarity uncommon to the neighborhood. Although the Court's seemingly
harsh reading of Section 307 might be strained, hoth the language of the
regulation and the Court's opinion requires a finding of unigueness of the
property and/or structure involved to support a grant of the variance.

Proving a unique characteristic or peculiarity of the subiject propar-
ty is a difficult, if not impossible, task for this Petitioner. The char-
acter of Rodgers Forge, itself, iz such that same is comprised of row
after row of gimilarly styled townhouses on similar lots. Although argu-
ably there may be subtle differences bhetween properties, an appealing
feature of the Rodgers Forge community is its consistency. I perceive no
real unique characteristic of this property or structure, which distin-
guishes it from other lots and houses within the subject community.

The Petitioners attempted to establish some unique factor by suggest-
ing that their family situation was different. Mr. Peroutka noted, for
example, that his two children are entering their teen vears and require
more "space". It is well settled that it must be the property or sitruc-
ture and not the persons occupying same which must have the unique charac-
ter to justify a variance. As importantly, I see no uniqueness in the

-G




Petitioners' nuclear family of a mother, father and twoe children within
the family community that is Rodgers Forge.

The Peltitioners alsc suggest a unigque characteristic exists as it
relates to the internal floor plan of his dwelling. He points out that
the kitchen area is unusually small and justifies the need for more inter-
nal space. Although this may or may not be the only house in Rodgers
Forge with this floor plan, this factor is not a proper basis to meet the
test set forth in the requlations and case law. internal renovations
might be possible to redesign the floor plan and create more kitchen
space. Rather, it appears that the request for the variance in this case
is more of a matter of preference for the Petitioner and his family and is
not urgently needed as is required by Section 307. As is well sgettled,
mere matters of convenience do not justify the grant of a variance. BSee

e.g., Ad + Soil, In¢. v. County Commissioners, 307 Md. 307, 513 Az2d 893,

(1986).

The benefits of living in Rodgers Forge are obvious. The community
possesses an ideal location and is a stable and attractive neighborhcod in
which to live and raise a family. However, like any neighbotrhood, there
are disadvantages too. This is not a large community of single family
homes on individual lots. The townhouses feature limited living area and
are not easily added to. If the Petitioners require larger living quar-
ters, they should consider other communities with larger houses where
there is room to expand.

This is a difficult case to decide. As noted above, it is clear that
the Petitioners' plans would cause no detriment to the surrounding locale
and are consistent with the BCZR. Unfortunately for the Petitioners, they
are unable to meet the practical difficulty test. In my view, the Protes-
tants correctly analyzed the state of the law as applied to these facts.

-7-
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Irrespective of the fact that a grant of the variance would cause no detri-
ment and would allow the Petitioners to enjoy an increased area of living
space, it cannot be approved.

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and public
hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons given above, the relief
requested should be denied.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore
7'}2/

County this day of April, 1995 that a variance from Section

1B02.3.C.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) to allow a

rear setback of 36 ft., for an enclosed structure, in lieu of the required

50 ft. in a D.R.10 .5 zZone, be and is hereby DENIED.

///z:zgég;%ﬁﬂyi/ﬁf? /é%%%éggﬁgigf:;mmw

“"“LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
Zoning Commissiconer
LES/mmn for Baltimore County
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Suite 112 Courthousc
400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

(410) 887-4386

April 6, 1995

Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire
Venable, Baetjer and Howard
210 Allegheny Avenue

Towson, Maryland

RE: Case No.

21204

95-222-A

Petition for Zoning Varlance

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr., et ux, Petitioners

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

Enclosed please find the decision rendered in the above captioned

case. The Petition for Variance has been denied in accordance with the

attached Order.

In the event the decision rendered is unfavorable to any party, please
be advised that any party may file an appeal within thirty (30) days of the
date of the Order to the County Board of Appeals. If you require addition-
al information concerning filing an appeal, please feel free to contact our
Appeals Clerk at 887-3353.

TLES :mmn
att.
cc: Mr. and Mrs.

Very truly yours,
/

/"7 R .
AH'__-—)!(’ Z o, 7 g e i e
B S S

,.';" Py
Lawrence f. Schmidt
Zoning Commissioner

+

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr., 220 punkirk Road, Balto. 21212

Mr. Joseph A. Guzinski, Rodgers Forge Board of Governors, 210
Dunkirk Road, Balto. Md. 21212

Mr. and Mrs.
Mrs. Mary B.

R. Zielke, 325 Murdock Road, Balto. M4d. 21212
Birckhead 11, 324 Murdock Road, 21212

Mr. and Mrg. E. J. Ament, 331 Murdock Road, 21212
Mrs. Norma O'Hara, 329 Murdock Road, 21212
Mr. Carroll Miller, 322 Murdock Road, 21212

Printee! with Soyhean Ink
on Reayclod Papor

MICROFHLMED



o

’ .
Petition for Administrative Variance

TS5 2z 2 —f1
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

for the property located at 220 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore Md. 21212
Whiﬁhispl‘ﬂﬁmtlyzomd D.R. 10.5

This Petition shall be tlled with the Office of Zonlhg Administration & Development Management,
The undarsigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore Gounty and which is described in the description and plat attached

hereto and made a part hereof, hersby petition for a Varianoe from Section(s) {/,r‘-% oA '5 e | (.T N
. AR ‘o Do
?)_Cfo FRED. S~ Baek Tou A Ew Cmer S1ucruns (Pepcuy (/)w L wn o
e Reauer 50 Fe trneg L » PR 10.S 2oroc

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimare County, to the Zoning Law of Baltimore County; for the following reasons: {indicate hardship or
practical difficulty)

Practical Difficulty
Fnclosure of existing covered porch located 37.2 feet from the rear
property line to accomodate needs of growing family.

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.
I, of we, agres to pay expenses of above Variance advertising, posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and fuither agree to and are {o
be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimare County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore County.

ifwe do salamnly declare and athrm, under the penalties of perjury, that l/we ate the
legai owner{s) of the property which s the subject of this Fetitlon

Contract Purchaser/Lessee Legal Owner(s),

Raymond J. Perout@#{ﬁsg. /7
(Type or Print Name) T i fame
Signature Sighatur -) O

Peroutka

Address {Type of Print Name)

Cy State Zipcode Signal ;

Aftorney for Petitioner:

(410) 377-6219 (home)
220 Dunkdirk Road (410) 539-8580 (work)

(Type or Pnnt Namej Address Phene No
Baltimore Maryland 21212
City Gtate Zipcodde
Signature Name, Address and phone number of representative to be contacted.
Address Phone No Name
Cliy State Zipcode Address Phane NG
A Publlc Heorlng having been requested and/or lound 1o be required, it is ordeted by the Zoning Cemmissioner of Baitimoare Counly, this doy of A9

thaf the subject matter of this patiton be set for a public hearing , advertised, as required by the Toning Regulations of Raltimare County, In twe newspopeaers of general
elreulalion throughout Baltimare Counly, and that the property be repusied

taning Commissioner of Bailimare County

REVIEWED BV!:SM . DATE: | o &O“.‘.C{,\( CAY. Printed with Saybean ink ITEM #: —&(‘Cg"
i ) . %8 on Recysled Papar
ESTIMATED POSTING DATE: _QJ_ O\ 'C{b
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Affidavit oopeort ol

Administrative Variance

| The undersigned hereby affirns under the penalties of perjury to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, as follows:

That the information herein given Is within the personal knowledge of the Affiam(s) and that Affiant(s) is/are competent 10
testify thereto in the event that a public hearing is scheduled in the future with regard thereto,
That the Affiani(s) does/do presently reside at 220 Dunkirk Road
address
\ - Baltimore Maryland 21212
That based upon personal knowledge, the following are the facts upon which IAve base the request for an Administrative
Variance al the above addyess: gndicete hardship or practical difficulty) ‘
The property located at 220 Dunkirk Road was purchased by affiants June 29,

1982, At that time, the prOﬁerty was Improved by a two and one-half story
brick dwelling with an attached porch extending from the rear. The rear
setback from this porch is approximately 37.2 feet. Affiant"s seek to
enclose the rovide needed room for their growing
family, DPBaltimore County Zoning for this area requires a 50 foot setback.
Affiants have previously receivéd consent for the enclosure frowm adjacent
property owners as well as the Rodgers TForge Community Association and its
Architectural Review Committee.

|
|

That Affiant(s) acknowledg;

if 2 pr est 1s filed, Affiant(s) will be required to pay a reposting and advertising fee and

Debra J. Pekoutka

ftype o1 print name)

‘ STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY OF BALTIMORE, (0 wit:

I HEREBY CERTIFY, this 19t qayor December .19.94 |, before me, a Notary Public of the State
of Marvland, in and for the County aforesaid, personally appeared ’

N

Raymond J. and Debra J, Peroutka

N
the Affiants(s) herem, personally ksown or satisfactorily identified to me as such Affiantt(s), and made oath in due form of faw
that the maticrs and facts hereinabove set forth are true and correet to the best of is/herftheir knowledge and belief,

AS WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal.

\3‘361}074 ~ 52&/10(:44‘—4
Hate NOTARY pgmc %

My Commission Expires: &} ,q/ c,&

sﬁﬁﬁia§§€§ﬁgﬁﬁqﬁﬁﬁéi£}
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Petition for Administrative Variance

220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
Raymond J. & Debra J., Peroutka

Zoning Description

BEGINNING at a point on the north side of Dunkirk Road at
the distance of 259 feet 11 inches easterly from the
corner formed by the intersection of the north side of
Dunkirk Road and the southeast side of Pinehurst Road
said place of beginning being at a point in a line with
the center of the partition wall there situated; thence
easterly binding on the north side of Dunkirk Road 37
feet 5 inches to a point in a line drawn midway between
the house on the lot now being described and the house on
the lot adjoining on the east; thence north binding on
said line 110 feet to the south side of an alley 15 feet
wide there situated; thence westerly binding on the south
side of said alley with the use thereof in common 39 feet
10-1/2 inches to a point in a line with the center of the
partition wall in this description mentioned and thence
south to and through the center of said wall and
continuing the same course in all 110 feet to the place
of beginning.

BEING the lot of ground recorded among the Land Records
of Baltimore County in Liber E.H.K.,Jr., No., 6408, folio
323, containing

The improvements thereon alsc being known as No. 220

Dunkirk Road and located in the Ninth Election District,
Fourth Councilmanic District.

ALK
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING
ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORS COUNTY (7~ 27
Towsen, Maryland )

Posted for _____-...’é.’df:s_eﬁ .................................................................
Petitioner; ﬂ%ywmégﬂﬁe«ﬁw ..... (Gl Ao
Location of pm:--é‘f.&?-ﬁ.éﬁﬁjﬁ?\/f../E)ql./c-/.}gzﬂf. ......................................
----------------------- ;::*--—-v-------n-—--—----—--------.-m----—--«--,—--------‘-------—--.--._...._.._.....,_-_
Location of m---ﬁ@.«.ﬁ;---.ﬁ&é&a_}.-a‘:az/;:).@/?e;r;- __éf_f.zi;z_ﬂ::fxé_ﬂ_,_

RemarEy: e em e mme e am e o e e e oy b o e e e e o

Posted by ______.._.! W ........... Dats of return:..... LA IS .
Slgnature

Number of Signs: /




CERTIFICATE OF POSTING ~ QI
ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY ?& -
Towsen, Maryland
outeie.. L. , Date of an-.;./.%.___-,-.._--_ .
POSLOA 08: oo LB ILEDOCA oo e e s e e e s e m e e
Petitioner //é}/wﬂ'":cﬁﬁ/«/w/fr%f/%,e ................................
Location of propdty:----Zﬂ_--ggﬂfﬁf&[ﬁé,_--/{’ L T
Location of Signa:.. _,fﬁiﬁﬂ---?ﬁﬁhgé@?d/.éf{% _f:’;ﬂ,é{’ﬁ?ﬂ_ﬂ?!f.é. ...........
Remarks: .o e i LT T mesremmmm ey
Posted by -.--M@ ............... Data of retm..g/.’:‘f_ -.@ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Rumbex of Signet /




Zéning nef of
tirﬁoré County, byg alf hoflly
0 the Zoning Act and- Regula-
tiéng of ‘Baimore County will
hold '@ public- hearing on the
E_Dnerly |dantifled hepain” in

bom 108 of the County Office
Building, 111 W: _Cheshpeake
Avenue 'in Towson, Maryiand
-121204- or- Room 118, Old
Courthiouse, - 400- Washington
Avenla,: Towson, Maryland
27204 as foIEows ' -

.+ Casa; #95w222A

+ (tem 218} :

< 280 Dunkirk Hoad .

- N/ .Dunkirk: Road, 260" E

-+ of PinghurstBoad .

~" gth Election District:

. 4th Councilmanic.

- Legal Owner(s):

f aymond J.-Peroytka, Jr.
and ghra i Peroutka -

. Haaring; Tuesday, .

- February - 21, 1895 at

- 300 p.m. in"Rm. 118 Old
Courthouse,

Narlanca to allow a 36—foot
‘raar. sethack™ for an enclosed
siructre {porch) in liew of the
required:50-foot setback.

" LAWRENGE E. SGHMIDT
.Zonlng Commissioner for
. Baltlmore Coynty

NDTES (1)Hearmas are: ‘Handi-
cappad Accessible; for spealal ac-
commodations Plsasa Call
. 887-3353

{2For |nformatlon concarn-
ing the File andlor Hearing; Please
Call 887-339
2/036 Fehruary 2.

e~

CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

‘:?1,5_? 1975

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

TOWSON, MD.,

published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published

in Towson, Baltimore County, Md.,, once in each of _§_ successive

weeks, the first publication appearing on ﬁx/é o? , lgﬂ'.-

THE JEFFERSONIAN,

LEGAL AD Towsom
Swinbiwiver
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. . .
Baltimore County Government

Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Fowson, MDD 21204 (410) 887-3353

2ONING HEARING ADVERTISING AND POSTING REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURES

Baltimore County Zoning Requlations require that notice be given to

the general public/neighboring 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 and placement of a notice in at least one
newspaper of general circulation in the County.

This office will ensure that the legal requirements for posting and
advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner is responsible for
the costs associated with these requirements.

PAYMENT WILL BE MADE AS FOLLOWS:

1) Posting fees will be accessed and paid to this office at the
time of filing.

2) Billing for legal advertising, due upon receipt, will come
from and should be remitted directly to the newspaper.
NON-PAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ZONING ORDER.

ARNOLD JABLON, DIRECTOR

o e o e v i T TE T b S = e = T # T A A i TR e e e o - - g e o o o e = A e A RS W M W TR = e L mm TR M e e e e

ITtem No.: o?f 8’
Petitioner: ra\‘fmo»ﬂ) T 5,' DEBEA T IDEROUTKA.

Location: Qalo  DudKIBK ?o AD

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

NAME: Ragmenn T ’PEEouTKﬂ"x .

ADDRESS : Ade  DunKkirK ?o&\'b.
Bacrimore WM. 21313

poNE NUMBER: (410) 377- 4219  ~— Heme
(Hio) §3G- §C& -~ DEFcE

AJ:ggs '
(Revised 04,/09/93)

5Ny | 18 /12

2

L Printed on Rerycled Paper
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Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue )
Towson, MD 21204 ) (410) 887-3353

January 5, 1995

OTICE OF CASE NUMBER ASSTGHMENT

Re: CASE NUMBER: 95-222-7 (Item 218)
220 Dunkirk Road
N/S Dunkirk Road, 260" E of Pinehurst Road
Sth Election District - 4th Councilmanic
Legal Owner(s): Raymond J, Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Percutka

Please be advised that your Petition for Administrative Zoning Veriance has been assigned the above case

nuher, Contact made with this office regerding the status of this case should reference the case nimber and
be directed {o 887-3391, This notice also serves as a refresher regarding the administrative process.

1) Your property will be posted on or before January 8, 1995. The closing date (Jamuary 23, 1995) 1s the
deadline for a nelghbor to file a formal request for a public hearing. After the closing date, the flle will
be reviewed by the Zoning or Deputy Zoning Commissioner. They may (a) grant the requested relief, (b) deny the
requested relief, or (c} demand that the matter be set in for a public hearing. You will recsive written
notification as to whether or not your petition has been granted, denied, or will go to public bearing.

2} In cases requiring public hearing (whether duwe to a neighbor's formal request or by Order of the
Coumissionsr), the property will be reposted and notice of the hearing will appesr in a Baltimore County
newspaper. Charges related to the reposting and newspaper advertising are payable by the petitioner(s). .

3) Please be advised that you must retmrn the sign and post to this office. They may be returned after the
closing date. Failure to return the sign and post will result in a $60.00 charge.

PLEASE UNDERSTAND THAT ON THE DATE AFTER THE POSTING PERIOD, THE
PROCESS IS NOT COMPLETE. THE FILE MUST GO THROUGH FINAL REVIEW. ORDERS

ARE NOT AVAILABLE FOR DISTRIBUTION VIA PICK-UP. WHEN READY, THE ORDER
WILL BE FORWARDED TO YOU VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL.

S

Arnold Jablon
Director

cc: Raymond and Debra Peroutka

voL
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TO: PUTUYENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Febrvary 1, 1995 Issue - Jeffersonian

Please foward billing to:

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, MO 21212
410-377-6219

NOTICE GF HEARING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by authority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore
County, will hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue in Towson, Maryland 21204
or
Room 118, 0ld Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towsen, Maryland 21204 as follows:

CRSE NUMBER: 95-222-& (Item 218)

220 Dunkirk Road

N/S Dunkirk Road, 260' E of Pinehurst Road

9th Election District - 4th Councilmanic

legal Owner(s): Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra .J. Peroutka

HEARTNG: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1995 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 118, 0ld Courthcuse

Variance to allow a 36-foot rear setback for an enclosed structure (porch) in lieu of the regquired
50-foot setback.

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

NOTES: (1) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECTAL ACCOMMGDATIONS PLEASE CALL 887-3353,
{2} FOR INFORMATION CONCERING THE FILE AWD/OR HEARING, PLEASE CALL 887-33%1.

HRGROF L di,



. Baltimore County Governmen.

Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue o
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

JANUARY 26, 1995
NOTICE OF HEARRING

The Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County, by anthority of the Zoning Act and Regulations of Baltimore
County, will hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Avenue in Towson, Maryland 21204
or
Room 118, 0ld Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenue, Towson, Maryland 21204 as follows:

CRSE NUMBER: 95-222-% (Ttem 218}

220 Dunkirk Road

K/8 Dunkirk Road, 260' E of Pinehurst Road

9th Election District - 4th Councilmanic

Legal Owner(s): Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Percutka

HEARING: TUESDAY, FEBRDARY 21, 1995 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 118, 0ld Courthousze

Variance to allow a 36-foot rear sethack for an enciosed structure (porch) in lieu of the required
50-foot setback.

Arnold Jablon
Director

ccs Raymond and Debra Peroutka, Jr., 220 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore MD 21212

ROTES: (1) ZONING SIGN & PGST MUST BE RETURNED TO RM. 104, 111 ¥. CHESAPEARE, AVENUE ON THE HEARING DATE.
(2) HEARTNGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL ACCOMMODATTONS PLEASE CALL 837-3353.
(3} FOR INFORMATION CONCERING THE FILE END/OR HEARTNG, CONTACY THIS OFFICE AT 887-3391.
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. Baltimore County Government ‘

Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapeake Avenue -
Towson, MD 21204 (410) 887-3353

January 19, 1995

Mr. and Mrs. Raymond J. Perouthka, Jr.
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

RE: Item No.: 218
Case No.: 95-222-A
Petitioner: R. J. Peroutka, et ux.
Dear Mr. and Mrs. Psroutka:

The Zoning Advigory Committee (ZAC), which consists of representa-
tives from Baltimore County approving agencies, has reviewed the plans
submitted with the above referenced petition. 8Said petition was accepted
for processing by, the 0Office of Zoning Administration and Development
Management (ZADM), Development Control Section on December 20, 1994.

Any comments submitted thus far from the members of ZAC that offer or
request information on your petition are attached. These comments are not
intended to indicate the appropriateness of the zoning action regquested,
but to assure that all parties; i.e., 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. Only those
comments that are informative will be forwarded to you; those that are not
informative will be placed in the permanent case file.

If you need further information or have any questions regarding these
comments, please do not hesitate to contact the commenting agency or Joyce
Watson in the zoning office (887-3391).

Slncerely, - )

Q) .v ' ) ‘#:_' _
_) k 0!\_,\ .\f’c' LA 2 "
_ L
W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Zoning Supervisor
WCR/ 3w
Attachment(s)

,\X} Prinled with Soybean Ink
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r' ) ! . | 0. James Lighthizer
S{ﬁ‘,A‘- S Maryland Dep®ment of Transportation ® S
‘é State Highway Administra tion N oot

—_—

J- B P
Ms. Julie Winiarski Re: Baltimore County
Zoning Administration and Item No: ¢ 2 /8 ( JIZAH )
Development Manageinent
County Office Building
Room 109
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204 _
ATTHN .'n’[ "lﬁéryJ oY LORTSOA

Dear Ms. Winiarski:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to
approval as it does not access a State roadway and is not effected by any State Highway

Administration project.

Please contact Bob Small at 410-333-1350 if you have any questions.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this item.
Very truly yours,

ot e LL

Ronald Burns, Chief
Engineering Access Permits
Division

BS/

My telephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for Impaired Hearing or Spesch
1-800-735-2258 Statewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 717 » Baltimore, MD 21203-0717
Street A-:ess: 707 North Calvert Street » Baltimor.aryland 21202



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Arnold Jablon, Director DATE: January 9, 1995
Zoning Administration and
Development Management

From: Pat Keller, Director éz:i\\

Office of Planning and Zoning
Subject: Petitions from Zoning Advisory Committee

The Office of Planning and Zoning has no comment on the
following pe

Ttem Nos. 229, 222, 223, and 224

If there should be any gquestions or if this office can provide
additional information, please contact Jeffrey Long in the
Office of Planning at B887-3480.

Prepared by:

Divigion Chie

JL NC218/PZONE/TXTJIWL

WIGROFILVEL



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TG Arnold Jablon, Director Date: January 9, 1995
Zoning Administration
and Development Management

13'ROMKQ bRobert W. Bowling, Chief
"\ }J\ Developers Engineering Section

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting
For Januarg 1995
llem Nos.f 218, 219, 220, & 221

The Devgdgpers Engineering Section hag reviewed the subject zoning
item. There are/mojcomments for subject ltems.

RWB:jrb

¢ File

RWB12




. Baltimore County Government .
Fire Department

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, MD 21286-5500 (410) 887-4500

DATEs 01718708

Mool Jabh lon

Directonr

acring Administration and
Davelopmant Management

Baltimore Couwnty OFfice Building
Towsonn, MO 21804

MeNTL BTOF-1 105

Feks g Fyroperty Cuner: SEE BELQW

LECATION: DISTRIGUTION MEETING OF JAN. 3, 1999,
[hepm Mo. s SEE BELOW aorting Agenda s s

Fant Lemene

Fursuant to your reguest, the referenced property has been surveyod
e this Buresw and the comments below are appliceble avd vedguilranrd bo
ey cemvected or incorperated into bthe final plans for the propey by,

. The Mire Marshal's Office has no comments at Lhs

I REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWING FTEM NUMBERS: 217, LG AND R0 .

SLEVIEWERY LT, ROBERT P. SALERWALD
Fire Marshal Office, FHONE S687-4881, MS-L108F

ey i le .
~ o o

LN
AR T o
. rnnled on Raryctad Papar



ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA
ROOM 301, COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING

DISTRIBUTION MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1995
FORMAL OR INFORMAL RESPONSE DUE AT JANUARY 23, 1995 MEETING

$ Distributed at Meeting

* Agenda Only

+ Agenda and Petition

& Agenda and Plat

# Agenda, Petition and Plat

Distribution:

Zoning Commissioner's Office (Lawrence Schmidt); MS #2112

ZADM, Development Control H.O. Hearing File (Gwendolyn Stephens)
ZADM, Development Control Work File (Joyce Watson)

ZADM, Development Management (David Flowers)

ZADM, Development Management (Kurt Kugelberg)

ZADM, Development Control (John Alexander)

Public Works, Development Plan Review (Dennis A. Kennedy)

Planning Office Director (Pat Keller)

Planning Office (Jeffrey Long)

Recreation and Parks (Ronald Schaeffer); MS #52

DEPRM (Laery Pilson) - 2 plats

DEPRM, Air Quality Management (Dave Filbert); MS #3404

State Highway Administration, Access Permits Division (David N. Ramsey)
Fire Prevention, Plans Review (Lt. Robert Sauerwald); MS #1102F

Dept. of Permits & Licenses, Building Plans Review (Dick Seim): MS #1106

* o

Highways (Richard Cox); MS #1003

Community Development (Amy Johanson); MS #1102M

People's Counsel (Pater Zimmerman); MS #2010

IF CRITICAL AREA, Maryland Office of Planning (Mike Nortrup)

IF ELDERLY HOUSING, Community Development (Frank Welsh); MS #1102M

I F * F % tongo FE FIEHEH ¢ ¢ A ¥

The attached information is being forwarded to you for comment. Your comments
should reflect any conflicts with your office's or department's code, standards or
regulations. Development representatives that attend the yreeting should be prepared to
submit their agency's response as either "no comment”, "written comment” or "more
review time required" within one week at the next mesting. if no written response is
received by the committee within two weeks, it is assumed that your agency has "no
comment”. All written comments must reference the ZAC item number. All comments
received will 88 compiled and included in the zoning/development file for review and
consideration by the hearing officer during the course of the upcoming
Zoningideveiopment hearing.

If your agency is not represented at the meeting, you should return your written
comments to Zoning Administration and Development Management, Room 109, County
Office Building, 111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, MD 21204 (Mail Stop #1108),
Attention: Joyce Watson. If you have any questions regarding these zoning petitions,
please contact Joyce or the Development Control planner (see initials after item number)
at 887-3391 (FAX - 887-5708).

Revised 11/16/94

Economic Development Commission, Business Develop. (Susan Brennan); MS #2M07



. ZONING ADVISORY COMMITI&
ROOM 301, COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1995

Non-Residential or Complex Residential

*eh +

Residential, Non-Administrative
Administrative Variance (Posting Procedure Only, if not challenged)
Use Permit (Posting Procedure Only, if not challenged)

Item Number:
Legal Owner;

Contract Purchaser:

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

item Number:
Legal Owner:

Contract Purchaser:

Critical Area?
l.ocation:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning;

Area:
District:

ltem Number:
Legal Owner:

Gontract Purchaser:

Critical Area?
“‘Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

$225 (MJK)

August T. McColgan & Mary E. McColgan

N/A

No

NE/S Williams Road, 2100’ E of centerline Long Green Pike
g#SCGZ; Williams Road)

' ng to approve a waiver from the panhandle
standards to permit 2 adjacent 6-foot wide panhandles.
2.656 acres
11th Election District
6th Councilmanic District

$226 (JRF) VIOLATION
Daniel Gary Fink, Sr. & Patricia Ann Fink

N/A

No

N/S Ventnor Terrace, 102’ E of Willow Spring Road (#126
Ventnor Terrace)

D.R.-10.5

Variance to permit an existing open porch and deck with
rear yard setbacks of 10 feet and 2 feet in lieu of the
required 37.5 feet.

1,284 square feet

12th Election District

7th Councilmanic District

* 227 (JRA)

Kostas Krywonis & Teresa Krywonis

N/A

No

WIS Jarrettsville Pike, 900’ N of Sunny View (#13522
Jarrettsvilie Pike)

R.C.-4

nistrati ' to allow a 40-foot side yard setback
in lieu of the required 50 feet for an attached garage and a
?S-foot rear yard setback (existing) in lieu of the required 50
eet,
1.23 acres
10th Election District
3rd Councilmanic District

(Over)



ZONING ADVISORY CO'IITTEE .
MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1995

PAGE 2
Item Number: + 228 (WCR) DROP-OFF; NO REVIEW
Legal Owner: Margate Joint Venture
Contract Purchaser: N/A
Critical Area? No

Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

W/S Greene Tree Road, 1590’ N of centerline Hooks Lane
(Tr&e I:\,’/Igrgate; formerly Section 3, Valley Gate)

D.R.-3.

Variance to allow a building separation based on a building
Peight of 40 feet to be 30 feet instead of the required 40
eet.

Area: 3.3 +/- acres
District: 3rd Election District
3rd Councilmanic District
Item Number: * 229 (MJK)
Legal Owner:; Roger Theodore & Jane Theodore
Contract Purchaser: N/A
Critical Area? No

Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

E/S Old Court Road, 30’ S of centerline Ruxton Hill Road (#1
Ruxton Hill Road; Lot #44, Bridleshire)

D.R.-1
Administralive Variance to permit an accessory structure
(pool) in the side yard and in the third of the lot closest
removed from any street in lieu of the rear yard and farthest
third, respectively.

Area: .925 acre

District: 9th Election District
4th Councilmanic District

ltem Number: + 230 (JLL)

Legal Owner: Sheppard Pratt Health System, Inc.

Lessee; Greater Baltimore Medical Center

Critical Area? No

L.ocation: 150" NE of Gibson Building on the Sheppard Pratt Property
%t No)rth Charles Street {The Gilchrist Center for Hospice

are

Existing Zoning: 0-2 & D.R.-2

Propesed Zoning: Special Exception for a convalescent home (nussisaaome).
Variance to allow a rear yard setback for a non-residential
building as ciose as 30 feet in lieu of the 40-foot setback
required for the D.R.-2 zone and as closie as 20 feet in lieu
of the 50 feet setback required for the O-2 zone.

Area. 2.6 acres

District: 9th Election District

4th Councilmanic District

(Over)



ZONING ADVISORY CO”IITTEE .
MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1995

PAGE 3
Item Number: * 231 (MJK)
Legal Owner: David Lee Wallace & Michelle Beecher Wallace

Contract Purchaser:

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

tem Number:
Legal Owner:

Contract Purchaser:;

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

{tem Number:
Legal Owner:

Contract Purchaser:

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

N/A

No

NE/S Kidds Schoolhouse Road, 1400’ SE of centerline

Eecc;:kleysville Road (#2910 Kidds Schoolhouse Road)
C.-4

Administrative Variance to permit an accessory structure

(garage) in the front yard in lieu of the rear.

2.934 +/- acres

6th Election District

3rd Councilmanic District

$232 (JCM) VIOLATION
Dennis L. Mathews & Mary Ann Mathews

N/A

No

N/S Willow Avenue, 400’ +/- E of centerline York Road (#7
Willow Avenue)

D.R.-16

Variance to permit a rear yard setback of 10 feet in lieu of
the required 30 feet.

199 +/- acre

9th Election District

4th Councilmanic District

*233 (JLL)

John C. Birkenbach & Adrienne L. Birkenbach

N/A

No

N/S Shepperd Road, 1900’ +/- E of Wesley Chapel Road
(#2212 Wesley Chapel Road)

R.C.-4

ini ' to permit a proposed poo!l and patio
in side and front yard in lieu of th& feguired rear yard.
232,392 square feet
10th Election District
6th Councilmanic District

(Over)



ZONING ADVISORY CC‘AITTEE .
MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1994

Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

Item Number:
Legal Owner:

Contract Purchaser:;

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area:
District:

item Number:;
Legal Owner;

Contract Purchaser:;

Critical Area?
Location:

Existing Zoning:
Proposed Zoning:

Area;
District:

PAGE 4
item Number: $234 (JCM)
Legal Owner: North Charleston Land Corporation
Contract Purchaser: N/A .
Critical Area? No
Location: S/S Ridge Road, 2200' W of centerline Falls Road (#16959
Ridge Road)
Existing Zoning: R.C.-2

Special Heating to approve a guest house as an accessory
structure.

110.5 +/- acres
5th Election District
3rd Councilmanic District

+ 235 (MJK)
Stem-Med Corporation
N/A

No

carner of §/S Stemmers Run Road, W/S Marlyn Avenue
(#401 Stemmers Run Road)
B.L.-C.N.S.

J ion for a service garage for auto glass repair
and installation and to cease use as a service station.
Variance to permit a zero foot setback for parking spaces to
be a road right-of-way line in lieu of the required 10 feet.
372 acre
16th Election District
5th Councilmanic District

* 236 (CAM)
ﬁzl\ly Shoemaker Rabinson & Samuel Shoemaker Robinson
No
S/S Burnside Farm Road, 2325’ N and E of Greenspring
\éageyé Road (#10520 Burnside Farm Road)

nistrati ' to allow an accessory structure to
be located in the front yard in lieu of the required rear and to
allow an accessory structure a height of 26 feet #w4su of the
maximum 15 feet.
3.0349
3rd Election District
3rd Councilmanic District



Director's Office

County Office Building

Baltimore
ore County | 111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Department of Permits and Towson, Maryland 21204

Development Management (410) 887-3353
Fax: (410) 887-5708

19 September, 1996

Councilman Douglas B. Riley
Fourth District

County Council of Baltimore County
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Councilman Riley:

As a result of your memo to me dated 24 July 1996, I reviewed the complaints received
about 220 Dunkirk Ave.

As you know, the property owner had requested a variance to construct an enclosure of an
existing porch, In Case No. 95-222A, the Zoning Commissioner denied the variance.

Subsequently, the property owner “screened” in the existing porch, and it is to this that
the community objects. Upon receipt of the original complsint, this office investigated
and, in the inspector’s opinion, believed that the property owner was moving forward to
enclose the porch. On 3 January 1996, the inspector issued a correction notice which
stated that the porch could only be screened. The inspector did not enter the property.
When no response was received from the property owner, a citation was issued to the
district court. The trial was scheduled for 17 July, at which time the assistant county
attorney, Lee Thomson, nol prossed the citation. His reasoning was valid for so doing;
the questions were whether there existed an encroachment into the required rear-yard
setback area by an “enclosed” porch and the interpretation of a section of the zoning
regulations which establishes requisite setback requirements. The particular section of
the zoning regulations which was cited refers to lots not in a recorded subdivision.
Rodgers Forge is a recorded subdivision, therefore the section was not applicable. Most
importantly, however, is the issue of “enclosure” . What constitutes an “enclosure”; if
not, then there is no setback issue. The zoning commissioner in his opinion points out
that the porch is existing and, if open, perfectly legal. If not enclosed, there is no setback
violation, of any setback requirement set out in the regulations.

m Printed with Soybaan Ink
%(9 on Recycled Paper



Donna Thompson was assigned to the case, and, after the nol pros, she determined to
reinspect the subject property. On 2 August, she visited the site. While the property
owners were on vacation, their parents were there and permitted Ms Thompson to enter
the property and personally view the offending porch. She found that there was no
framing for glass, indeed no glass, just screening. She concluded that the porch was not
“enclosed”.

§303.1 of the Zoning Commissioner’s Policy Manual defines an enclosure as one which
prevents air circulation with glass or other non-permeable material (even if only
seasonal). Screening by and of itself, year round, is “open” and does not constitute an
“enclosure”. The porch, Ms Thompson found, did have a “knee-wall”, which probably
gives the impression that the porch is enclosed. The “wall” is needed for support of the
screening. It is does not constitute “enclosure”.

For this reason, Ms Thompson concluded that no violation exists. ~ Mr. Fitts, the
inspector who visited the site originally, did not enter the home and believed that the
porch was or would be enclosed with glass.

If the property owner does substitute glass for screening as the weather changes, then we
do have an “enclosure” and would then rise to the level of a violation.

After consultation with Mr. Thomson and Ms. Thompson, I determined that no violation
existed and that no further action could be taken. While community concerns are
extremely important and considered thoroughly and carefuily, this office cannot request
the county attorney to prosecute, nor can the county attorney be expected to prosecute,
cases wherein violations cannot be proven by clear and convincing evidence, which is the
burden of proof required by state law. I point out that it is not preponderance of the
evidence, the burden associated with civil or administrative hearings, that is required but
the higher standard of proof.

I cannot find fault with the decision to nol pros or not to issue other citations. At this

time, there is no violation. If the facts change, I certainly will review the circumstances
and take appropriate action. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Arnold Jablon
Director



‘ . b 7729

71 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
February 13, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Bldg., Room 109

TENTION: GWEN STEPHENS

@ar Zoning Commission

SUBJECT: Case No. 95-222-A (Item 218)
Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an
enclosed structure at 220 Dunkirk Road
Owners: R. J. and D. J. Peroutka

This letter is to express our concerns about the subject above.

The proposed addition would be detrimental to the neighborhood and
the neighbors. It would viclate the consistent appearance of the
architecture. A primary reason we choose to live here is this
consistent look, which contributes to the desirable lifestyle and
stable real estate values of the area, Living in such close
proximity to others, as we do in Rodgers Forge, requires residents
to consider the effects on the neighbors of what one does to one’s
own property. This proposed addition is neither neighborly nor
considerate of others’ environmental needs.

The addition as described would be harmful to the environmental
conditions of an inside group home, blocking line of sight both
vertically and horizontally, cutting off sunshine and limiting
natural flow of air across backyards.

We greatly object to this request for variance. We appreciate your
consideration of our concerns and loock forward to your decision on
this matter.

Sincerely,
Gerard Dolan Anne Fredenburg Dolj:fvijz
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313 Murdock Road
Baltimore MD 21212-1826
19 February 1995

Mr Arnold Jablon

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson MD 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens
Dear Zoning Commissioner

I write in reference to case number 95-222-A, item 218, regarding a request for a variance to
allow a 36-foot setback for an enclosed structure in lieu of the required 50 feet, at 220 Dunkirk
Road, owned by Raymond and Debra Peroutka.

As a property owner and long-term resident (8+ years) of Rodgers Forge, I am opposed to the
granting of this zoning variance. I am specifically concerned that this addition to the house is
incompatible from the standpoint of architectural materials and overall appearance of the
rowhouse group and the sight lines enjoyed from the back yards of the group of adjacent houses.
As a resident of the next block, I am not directly affected by the proposed modification, however,
the addition of this type of structure has a deleterious effect on both esthetics and property values
of the neighborhood as a whole.

I am also concerned that the approval of this type of addition sets a precedent for future damage
to the architectural integrity of these fine houses by other property owners, and that the Peroutkas
have demonstrated no compelling reason why this variance should be granted.

I understand that the Peroutkas have used the threat of litigation and legal maneuvering, as well as
the creation of a fait accompli, to coerce the Rodgers Forge Community Association into
"approving" this addition ex post facto, and 1 disapprove of the manner in which they are trying to
extract community and zoning approval for their project.

Respectfully submitted,

Maarten A. Calon



® @
Mary B. Birckhead II

324 Murdock Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

County Zoning Commissioner
Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear Sirs:

This letter is to voice my feelings about the variance request for the
property located at: 220 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21212. As the county
laws state, loosely, the person(s) must show undo hardship... to be granted the
variance; I do not see how this request for a variance can be granted.

Families have lived for years in the Forge without changing the exteriors
other than usual maintenance. When people move into the neighborhood part of the
reason 1s because of the total feeling and ambiance of the neighborhood; whether
they agree or not or even realize it or not this includes the fact that, except
for changes prior teo the zoning laws and a few renegade or oblivious owners, the
houses in the Forge are as the were originally planned. Additions/changes have
not been made to the exteriors. This gives a uniform, appealing appearance to the
area as a whole. The open areas both private and public are there for a reason
they allow NEEDED light, air, breezes and nature in various forms to circulate and
be seen/felt by all. An "X" cubic ft. structure does not only affect those "X
cubic feet. These areas also help in keeping the neighborhood secure, by allowing
visibility to both private parties and police.

The Forge is a steady fast community in many ways, one of which is in terms
of real estate values. The homes have a history of being a solid investment;
maintaining there value during bad times and slowly increasing during others. As
people start changing the external appearances this too will change. The solid
overall value of living in Rodgers Forge itself will be gone. It will depend on
each house and the neighboring houses. If house "B" has a deck and "A" and "C"
are original house "B’s" value may increase a little. If houses "D", and "F" have
large decks and houses "E", and "H" have enclosed additions the value of "G" as
an original house will plummet.

Logic shows that if you have a family in size greater than the capacity of
a small car you do not own only a compact car. You may own compact by preference,
but; you buy a car big enough for your family, your needs. Logic and humanity
should also work here; if you have a family that reguires more room than is
presently available and to increase your present area would inflict undo hardship
on your neighbors and the community as a whole, that family should either look at
other ways to live with the space at hand or move to a location that will provide
them with the amount of space they feel they require and some extra if possible.

Having been in and around the Forge all my life; either playing/visiting at
friends as a child, teen and adult or owning and raising a family now...it is very
evident that for a long time people are genuinely happy here and in the community
that has stayed steady - not steady as in stagnant, old and dying where no one
wants to live but steady in feeling and overall commen goals of wanting to live,
raise a family maybe, in happiness and enough comfort to be comfortable to that
household. Rodgers Forge is a community to live in not just a house that comes
with a parking space. So many people and places have lost this feeling of
community; do not help oure be taken away.

Thank you,

Py iug
M.B.Birckhead II
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March 15, 1995

Mr. Lawrence Schmidt
Zoning Commlssioner

Room 112 0Old Court House
400 Washington Avenue
Yowson, ML 21204

RE: Casge No., 95-~222-A
PDear Mr. Schmaidt:

I have enclosed a copy of my presentation at Lthe zoning
hearing concerning Case No. 95-222-3 which took place Fabruary 21,

L99h, In light of the malfunction of the recording system |
thoughl 1t appropriate that I submit a complete copy ot my
presentation, plus concluding remarks, Several of Llhe ofherx

protestants 1in attendance at the hearing have siguned the
pregentation attesting to my serving as spokesperson tor the
proteastant group.

Sincerely vours,

(Ll Yt

Carol L. Zielke
325 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
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128 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, MD, 21212-1750
February 20, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111! West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens

RE: Case Number 95-222-A (Item 218)

220 Dunkirk Road

Variance to allow a 36 foot set back for an
enclosed structure (porch) in lieu of the
required 50 feet.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

We oppose the granting of a variance from the 50 foot set back
in this case because we feel that it would jeopardize the
architectural integrity of Rodgers Forge. We understand the
Petitioners’' desire to beautify their dwelling, but we would hope
that they would appreciate the benefits our community has to offer
and would not try to make their town house into something it was
not intended to be.

Having lived in our home in Rodgers Forge for more than thirty
vears, we understand well that persons in a community of row houses
need to be especially sensitive to the manner in which their
actions may infringe upon the rights of their neighbors. One
person’s added living space may diminish their neighbors® light and
view and in some cases impede the flow of a welcome hreeze. Just
as we reguire developers to allocate space for parks and play areas
such as our "Tot Lot," we need to guard against covering the
minimal yard space of town houses in congested areas such as this.

We are further concerned that the granting of this variance
would set a precedent for granting other variances, which could
lead to a hodge-podge of additiens and the chopping up of precious
open space, We would hate to lose the essential nature of the
original, well planned Rodgers Forge community.

Very truly yours,

By g X

Ann H. Mathews
L. Brent Mathews



Laurence S, Fogelson
Kathleen G, Adams
401 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

Phone: 410-377-8339

February 20, 1995

Mr, Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Develcopment Management
Baltimore Count Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens
RE: Case # 95-222-A (Item 218}
Raymond and Debra Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road
Dear Zoning Commissioner:

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the variance applied for at
the subject property. The proposal is out of keeping with the character of the
neighborhood and would set a bad precedent, If this variance were granted,
others would be encouraged to follow with applications for any number of
variations. The resulting hodge-podge appearance of the community would be
detrimental to its property values, and the integrity of the design of this
historic community. The traditicnal design of Rodgers Forge is being emulated
by many modern planners and builders seeking to capture the qualities which our
community hasg possessed since it was built. The subject application would

compromise those gqualities.

Kath n G. Adams

Laurence 8. Fogglson

A:\JABLON



312 Overbrook Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
February 11, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens

Casa #: 95-~222-A {(Item 218)

Property Owners: Raymond Peroutka and Debra Peroutka
Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance to allow a 36 foot set back

for an enclosed structure (porch) in
lieu of the required 50 feet

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The integrity of Rodgers Forge is built on its decades of
strict aesthetic conformance. It is also built on strong
relationships with neighbors. Because relationships with
neighbors is never more important than in the close proximity of
row-house living, it is with great reluctance that any of us in
Rodgers Forge oppose the regquest of others.

Like many of our neighbors, we are acutely aware that this
action may very well jeopardize our good relationship with these
neighbors. Those in closest proximity to 220 Dunkirk, probably
risk the most in publicly opposing the request of their neighbors
and friends. Despite the difficult position in which we find
ourselves, we must strongly oppose the granting of the above-
referenced variance. A variance such as this is certain to have
a cumulative detrimental impact on the entire neighborhood.

Whereas many of us here in Rodgers Forge would enjoy larger
accommodations such as the one the petitioners desire, the
community's integrity is at stake. Most residents appreciate
that row-house living is unlike any other. An additional room
for one family affects the light, ventilation, and view of
others. As a community, the special interests of one family
cannot override the needs of the larger community.
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MARYLAND FIRST FINANCIAL SERVICES CORP.

821 N. Charles Street - Baltimore, Maryland 21201 - (410) 539-8580

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION COVER BHEET

DATE: January 25, 1995

PLEASE DELIVER 3 PAGE(S), WHICH INCLUDE THE COVER SHULT TO:

o . .—1.

|

COMPANY: Baltimore County Zoning Conmissioner ZON'NG COMMISSIONER

1O ‘
JAN 251995

MNAMI Mr. Lawrence E. Schmidt

FAX NO.: BR7-3468

FROM:

NAME Faeymond 0 Peroutka, Jr.

COMPANY. Marytard ! orst Financial Gopvices Corp.

PAN NG (410) . 20 T NOS (410) 539~8580

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
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Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.
220 Dunkirk Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21212
(410) 377-6219

December 26, 1994

Mr. John Alexander

Office of Zoning Administration
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Room 109

Towson, Maryland 21204

Re: Request for Zoning Variance
220 Dunkirk Road
Request Number 218

Dear Mr. Alexander:

Enclosed you will find copies of those letters which I have
received from the Rodgers Forge Community Association as well as
those neighbors located behind my property. This should complete
the application materials which we discussed on December 20th.

If you have any questions or require further materials or
information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Raydlig J.

routka,
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1he Rodgers Forge Community, ry.

AN ORGANIZATION OF THE RESIDENTS oF RODGERS FORGE
BALTIMORE, MD, 21212

December 23, 1994

Mr. Raymond J. Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re: Proposed Enclosure
Dear Mr. Peroutka:

The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. (the “Association”), acting through its
Board of Governors and its architectural committee, has reviewed, in detail, the plans
that you submitted for the enclosure of the porch at the rear of your home at 220
Dunkirk Road. Members of the architectural committee also met with you to discuss
these plans. Copies of the plans for the proposed enclosure submitted by you and
considered by the Board are attached.

This Istter is to inform you that the committee approves your plans for the
proposed enclosure.  Accordingly, no officer or member of the Association's Board of
Governors, either individually or on behalf of the Association, will oppose your
application for a zoning variance for the proposed enclosure, provided that your
application is consistent with the attached plans.

The Association appreciates your efforts to design your enclosure so that it is
consistent with the architectural characteristics of the community, and the time and
patience you took to explain your design to the architectural committes.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Architectural Committee,
Board of Governors,
Rodgers Forge Community, Inc.

cc: Honey Holston, President
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Carol L. Zielke PRESENTATION BY PROTESTANTS 95-222-A (Item 218)
2/21/95

As a property owner in Rodgers Forge | and others have come here today to
protest the granting of “a variance to allow 36 foot rear setback for an enclosed
structure {porch) in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone"--specific
to case number 95-222-A at Dunkirk Road, Rodgers Forge.

In early January several of us saw a posting for an administrative hearing for
the current case. Posted above it was a letter from the Architectural Review
Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community Association approving the plans and
pledging that the Association’s Board of Governors would not oppase this application
for zoning variance. Photographs of the sign and letter are entered as Exhibit [ 3 ].
Subsequently, several of us wrote a letter of concern about this variance petition to
Mr. Jablon, Director of Planning and Zoning. Copies of that letter, signed by 29
property owners and residents, are entered as exhibit [ 4 ].

We were moved to write our letter of concern due to the inconsistency of the
community association’s position in the December 23rd letter with the position stated
in an earlier letter circulated with the Association’s November Newsletter. The latter
stated that Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka had challenged the covenants and that the
community association planned to defend the covenants vigorously. A copy of this
earlier letter was entered as Exhibit [ 1 ] during the questioning of Mr. Peroutka. The
letter of approval from the Architectural Review Committee of the RFCA did not refer
to any litigation. However, after submitting our letter of concern to Zoning and
Planning, we received a copy of a letter submitted on January 17 to the Public Record
for Variance Petition 95-104-A by Mr. J. Michael Tanczyn, attorney for the owners
of another Rodgers Forge property. He stated that "the Rodgers Forge Community
Association, in settlement of other litigation, issued the enclosed letter for what is
now Case No. 95-222-A indicating their approval of a larger structure...". A copy of
this letter was entered as Exhibit [ 2 ] during the questioning of Mr. Peroutka. This
letter strongly hinted that the RFCA’s approval of the Peroutka enclosed porch had
been obtained under duress.

This is substantiated by a recent communication from the community
association, a "To Whom It May Concern" letter for any homeowner in the
community. This Memo along with its cover letter are submitted as Exhibit [ 7 1. It
states the following:

"The Board of Governors has resolved its differences with Mr. and Mrs.
Peroutka concern (sic) a lawsuit the Peroutkas filed in the Circuit Court
of Baltimore County. One of the conditions in resolving this suit was
that neither the Board of Governors nor any member of the Board would
either personally or on behalf of the Board actively oppose or actively

AU st



Carol L. Zielke PRESENTATION BY PROTESTANTS 95-222-A (Item 218)
2/21/9%

encourage opposition to the Peroutka’s application to Baltimore County
for a zoning variance. Also, neither the Board nor any member of the
Board will actively support or actively encourage approval of the
variance. The Board of Governors and its members will allow the Zoning
Commissioner to make its determination on the zoning issue without any
opposition or support from the Board of RFCI."

We can only conclude that the approval of Mr. Peroutka’s design and the lack of
oppasition by the community organization to the current variance request was indeed
obtained under duress.

Many of us have lived in the community for twenty years or more. We had
recently {(December 1) protested a simiiar variance petition for purpose of an addition
in our immediate neighborhood. The RFCA had also protested the same. We and the
community association based our arguments on Zoning Regulations only. We did not
invoke covenants. Coming only three weeks after that hearing, the approval of the
enclosed structure at issue in the current case seemed totally inconsistent with the
Community Association’s position. Furthermore it was inconsistent with the long
history of the RFCA enforcement of changes in the exteriors of homes in Rodgers
Forge as documented in Exhibit [ 5 1. This exhibit includes the following: a} a copy
of the Architectural Review Committee Application Form for Alterations; b) the recent
handaout in the phone book which stated the association actively participates in Zoning
Issues that affect the community; ¢) two RFCA Newsletters which communicate the
need to obtain approval for changes in the exteriors of homes.

At the December 1, 1994, Zoning Variance Hearing the Association defended
their past pattern in upholding the architectural uniformity of the original development
scheme for the Rodgers Forge Community. These cases include both zoning
restrictions/violations or covenant restrictions. Among the cases which have been
upheld by either the County Board of Appeals (CBA), the Circuit Court of Baltimore
County, or the Maryland Court of Appeals are the following:

Alpern v. RFCA, CBA Case No. 88-111-A  enclosure of side porch

Hoge v. RFCA, CBA Case No. 76-118 fence violation

RFCA Inc. v. Ingolia CBA (1992) deck variance denial

RFCA Inc. v. Zimmerman, Circuit Court enforcement of metal awning
violation

RFCA Inc. v. Callahan, Circuit Court enforcement of fence restriction
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RFCA Inc. v. Meinal, Circuit Court enforcement of sun porch
violation

Kirkley v. Seipelt, 212 Md 127 {1957) anforcement of metal awning
violation.

The architectural uniformity of the Rodgers Forge Development and the
continued maintenance of this uniformity by the RFCA is certainly integral to providing
for the continued stability of the community and its property values over the 50 to 60
years of community’s existence. At the December 1, 1994, variance hearing
representatives of the Association documented the Associations “long history of
concern” and "efforts in enforcing architectural uniformity" to preserve the "‘over-all’
scheme and general design of the community” as "created at the inception of this
development"” and carried out over many years of construction by the developer. The
Associations right to oversee the exteriors of the homes was reinforced by the
decision of Kirkley v. Seipelt in the Circuit Court.

Qur current protest is based on the Baltimore County Zoning Regulation which
stipulates that:

"the Petitioner shall be granted a variance request only in cases where
special circumstances or conditions exist that are peculiar to the land or
structure which is subject to the variance request and where strict
compliance with the zoning regulations for Baltimore county would result
in practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship".

The Peroutkas have said that the practical need for their variance request is "to
accommodate a growing family". Their growing family consists of 2 children who
have reached their pre-adolescent growth spurt. Many residents of Rodgers Forge to
whom | have spoken have lived in homes either smaller than the one under
consideration or comparable in size to the Peroutka’s--a 5 bedroom, large end of
group. These families raised 3-6 children in their homes without need for an addition .. .

=

or enclosed porch such as Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka ask. [Because the patitioner'sgﬁ;mﬂ\
lawyer objected to our statament as hearsay, we entered as evidence several letters _f,)
from Rodgers Forge property owners attesting to the fact that they had raised large

families in homes similar in size to the Peroutka’s home without practical difficulty.]

Some of those residents also attended the hearing.

Two children or even six children should not qualify a family for the practical
need required to granting the rear yard variance to construct an enclosed porch.
Obviausly an enclosed porch creates more living space in an already very targe house,
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but acquiring this increased space reflacts convenience or preference rather than
substantial need since the Peroutkas admit to having a typical End Of Group home in
Rodgers Forge. Strict compliance to the zoning regulation will not prevent their
reasonable use and enjoyment of the property,

| would like to add my own perspective on the "growing family." It is a
temporary need. Six years ago | too had a "growing family”, and now they have
grown up and left home. The Peroutka children will no doubt do likewise. While
one’s children grow up and move away, this enclosed porch will not. It's here for
good. | would argue that the community has far more to lose in the granting of this
variance since many families might then utilize similar strategies for expanding their
space.

The community of East Rodgers Forge consists of 412 homes {or 501 if
Overbrook Rd is included). The original developer laid these homes out in repeating
patterns of group homes. The patterns in East Rodgers Forge include groups of 4, 6
and 4 homes or 5, 6 and 5 homes per block. When additions are made to an End Of
Group home, the property which suffers the greatest deleterious effects of a full width
enclosed structure of 11 foot depth is the home which shares the adjoining wall.
These homes will lose significant area of sight line, they will experience reduction in
ventilation including cooling summer breezes, and depending on orientation, they may
experience reduction of sunlight. We must remember that living in the inside group
is like being in a tunnel. One receives light only at the ends of the tunnel. If the open
space of every end of group were allowed such a structure on the basis of practical
difficulty of a growing family, then 75% of all inside group homes for the 4 + 6 +
4 pattern would suffer deleterious effects and 6C % of the inside group homes in the
5 + 6 + 5 pattern would suffer. A variance may not be granted if the health, public
safety and general welfare of the community should be affected. In view of the high
percent of homes affected, such a lenient granting of practical difficulty is not in the
spirit of the law. The community will suffer irreparable harm as EOG after EOG
requests such variance.

Another criteria to judge the granting of the variance is the "aesthetic
ambience" of the neighborhood. In Daihl vs Board of Appeals of Baltimore County
[268 MD 157] it was established that the "aesthetic ambience™” of the neighborhood
was an issue of concern. Many residential properties lie in close proximity of the
property in question. Their "aesthetic ambience" is endangered. This leads to the
following questions: 1) Are enclosed porches/additions characteristic of this
neighborhood of 412 homes? and 2) What are the architectural characteristics of the
neighborhood?
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The answer to the first question is no. We undertook a pictorial survey of the
200-400 biocks of Dumbarton Road, Regester Avenue, Murdock and Hopkins Road.
Exhibit [ 8 ] documents the number of large enclosed structures in this area. There
are 9 full width enclosed structures and 6 full width screened porches. The full width
enclosed porches/additions represent only 2.2 % of the 412 homes in this area. How
can such a small percent of additions represent an architectural characteristic of the
neighborhood?

We also documented in Exhibit [9] the number of small enclosed porches in this
area. Most are approximately 5 x 8 feet corresponding to enclosure of the original
back porches. There are 28 of these of which 2 are screened porches and 4 are
structures which extend about 10 feet in width and are more than 5 feet deep. These
represent 6.7 % of the total number of homes in the old section of the community.

Exhibit [ 10] presents our data in tabular form by street. The greatest
concentration of large structures is on Dunkirk. The small enclosed porches are about
equally distributed between Hopkins, Dunkirk and Murdock Roads.

Other than Mr. Peroutka’s screened porch permit, | have found only two valid
permits for any of the structures documented in our exhibits. These are submitted as
Exhibit { 11 J. A third structure was buiit in 1986 after obtaining approval from the
CBA in Case No. 86-212-A. [t is questionable as to whether or not most of the
enclosures or additions in East Rodgers Forge are legal.

We present in Exhibit [ 12 ] photos of many groups of homes in East Rodgers
Forge which demonstrate that in the original plan the major architectural
characteristics of the community certainly did not include additions or enclosed
porches to the rear exterior face of the homes. In many cases there are no porches
at all. In group after group the back face of each home remains much as it did when
first built.

The homes in the 200 block of Dunkirk still retain much of their original
character. | would like for vou to look at pages 21-23 Exhibit [ 12 1 whare photos of
the porches of the 200 block of Dunkirk are presented. The majority of these homes
show small 5 x 8 foot porches with similar size roofs, Mr, Peroutka’s neighbors at
218 and 220 also have the small roofs, but larger decks have replaced the porch floor.
Most likely the Peroutka home also had the small 5 x 8 porch before a deck was
added. However, a deck is not a porch. [At this point Commissioner Schmidt
indicated that a deck is considered a porch and that the county allows the owner to
build a deck out to one fourth the distance between the rear exterior face and the
property line.]
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During preparation of the presentation | wondered over how | might build a
model of Mr. Peroutka’s proposed structure. Qur photographs showed that Mr.
Peroutka had built the model for me. Looking at these photos Exhibit [ 13 ] one can
saee the massivenass of the "porch” in comparison to the lot and other properties.
Although the size of the accessory structure in the rear yard is smaller than that in the
December 1 case which was denied, the Peroutka lot is smaller by 125 square feet
and the enclosed porch is larger by 37 SF. Baltimore County Zoning regulations allow
decisions to reflect such architectural characteristics as mass, materials, doors, and
windows as to appropriateness for the neighborhood in which they ar built.
[304.2.B.c.& f.] In addition to the mass of this structure, the brick in this structure
is so minimal that it cannot be seen behind the tall stockade fence. Furthermore the
windows will not be aesthetically compatible with windows of 6 over 6 mullions
typical to the community. [At this point Commissioner Schmidt corrected me and said
that these regulations 304.2.B.c & f ware for new construction on previously
undeveloped smaller than regulation lots.]

The building space in these rear yards is still limited. | cannat see how building
in these yards, including the ends of groups will not cause problems for the neighbors
and ultimately for the community as a whole. Open spaces will be compromised and
this will affect the safety and general welfare of the community.

How does the rear yard open space affect the safety and general welfare of the
community? The homes in Rodgers Forge are not a development of detached homes
with 1/2 acre lots. We have limited open space in which to accommodate expansion.
The larger yards for the end of groups are part of the overall planned development
scheme to provide open space. When this space is filled in by large enclosed
structures which protrude into the rear yard, the decreased sight line interferes with
the neighborhood watch program. It reduces the informal contact between neighbors
and thus interferes with the integration of new families into the community. It
reduces play areas for neighborhood children so that they are more likely to play in
alleys and streets which endangers lives especially for the very young. It also
increases the noise level. Grass absorbs and muffles sound. Caoncrete sidewalks and
asphalt streets echo sound!

In conclusion, as space fills in the community will take on a more urban
character which will be detrimental to home sales. Homeowners likewise will feel
squeezed with respect to open space and will decide to move on. Property values will
fall along with County tax revenues. That will be detrimental to all.
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CONCLUDING STATEMENT
(Added March 12, 1995)

The Peroutkas failed to demonstrate practical difficulty, unreasonable
hardship or special circumstances. Their sole "practical difficulty” consisted of
a desire to have both children do their homework downstairs in two separate
rooms. We presented evidence by letters that numerous larger families resolved
family life problems without constructing any additional rooms. Some
additional points pertaining to the hearing are as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6}

The real estate sales representative testifying for the petitioner,
admitted that she was not licensed as an appraiser. Consequently,
her testimony represents her personal opinions regarding the need
for additions.

Mr. Guzinski's appearance on behalf of the petitioner was
inappropriate in light of Exhibit [ 7 ] which specifically forbade any
RFCA Board member from becoming involved in the zoning hearing.

The three and one-half hour hearing was succinctly summarized by
Mary B. Birckhead Il who said that the petitioners had failed to
meet any criteria for obtaining a zoning variance. The law is the
law and must be enforced.

Additional letters from 10 property owners and petitions signed by
12 property owners stating their objections to granting this
variance request were submitted to Commissioner Schmidt at the
conclusion of the hearing.

The protestants group presented evidence showing that additions
to the rear of Rodgers Forge homes is not an architectural
characteristic of this planned community and that only 9 full width
enclosed porche/additions exist in the 412 homes located in East
Rodgers Forge. For the most part it could not be established
whether or not these structures were legally built.

The protestants group maintains that construction of the proposed
large enclosed porch/addition in the limited open space available
will have an a deleterious affect on the health, safety and general
welfare of the community.
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The protestants group strongly recommends that the requested variance
for a rear yard set back to 36 feet in lieu of 50 feet not be granted to the
petitioners, Mr. and Mrs. Ray Peroutka of 220 Dunkirk Road in Rodgers Forge.

Respectfully Submitted: QM o{
Carol L. Zielke, Spokesperson for the Protestants
325 Murdock Road/Baltimore, MD 21212
March 15, 1995

The following property owners in Rodgers Forge who attended the February 21
hearing testify that | acted as spokesperson for the protestant group:

NAME ADDRESS DATE
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Petition for Administrative variance
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212
Raymond J. & Debra J. Peroutka

Notes to Property Plat

ownership of Adiacent Parcels

Address Ownerfs Name
218 Dunkirk Road Wayne & Georgia King
222 Dunkirk Road Robert & Deborah Krauss
215 Murdock Road Charles W. Schauber, Jr.
217 Murdock Road Patrick & Ann Dorn
219 Murdock Road ¢. Canon & D. Fox

[
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December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan teo file a protest with
the Zoning Board.

Chaites U1/ Q,Zaccéz% T

(Property Owners)

/8 prapevece P

(Street Address)

CloS et

(Signature) !




December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of theilr
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.
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(Property ‘owhers)

Street Address

Chen 5 £

i (Signature)
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December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.

e OUWJ%@W

(Street Address)

(Sifnature)




December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.
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N CEERT Vo, K.a FAYS T
(Property Owners)

222 Dunkiryg  Td,
(Street Address)

(Signature)
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February 21, 19495

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention Gwen Stephens:

Case Number; 96-222-A (Item 218)

Praoperty Ownars: Raymond J. Peroutka and Debra J. Peroutka

Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance to allow 36 foot set back for an enclosed structure

{porch} in lieu of required B0 feet,

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

I have collected signatures on the enclosed petitions from residents of the 200
block of Murdock Road in the Rodgers Forge Community, Baltimore MD, 21212 and
witnessed thelr individual signatures,

1 cannot attend the hearing on Tuesday, February 21, 1995 because of the
duties of my job.

I urge you to give every consideration to their petition to deny the variance. I
too support the purpose of the petition.

Very truly your,

(W arles/ Vo Calvert.
Charles B. Calvert
208 Muurdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212
{(41Q) 377-4117



Mr. Arnold Jabion, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)
Propsrty Qwners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 faot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lisu of
the raquired 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned property owners of Rodgers Forge community oppose the granting of
the requested variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. A growing family does not
represent a practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship. This alteration is for convenience only.
We strongly believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
should not be buiilt since there is already limited rear yard open space in our community. It is
important to maintain this space to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the
community. Large structuras protruding inte the rear yard interfere with the availability of light
and air to adjacent homes, hlock visibility of a vacationing neighbor's property thereby
increasing the opportunity for break-ins, and discourage informal social contact hetween
neighbors that fosters the growth of a viable community spirit. Large enclosed porches or
additions are not an architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homes.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Addrass: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear vard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lisu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned property owners of Rodgers Forge community oppose the granting of
the requested variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. A growing family does not
rapresent a practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship. This alteration is for convenience only.
We strongly beliave that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
should not be built since there is already limited rear yard open space in our community. It is
important to maintain this space to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the
community. Large structures protruding into the rear yard interfere with the availability of light
and air to adjacent homes, block visibility of a vacationing neighbor’s property thereby
increasing the opportunity for break-ins, and discourage informal social contact between
neighbors that fosters the growth of a viable community spirit. Large enclosed porches or
additions are not an architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homas.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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January 20, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management NYZ S necend a&d@éxﬂ
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109 l ,
111 Waest Chesapeake Avs. ézfﬂu&,{— )‘v ‘f/bm {Lq?z .

Towson, MD. 21204
Cane # 25~10% A (Zhem /05)

Case Numbaer: 95-222-A (ltem 218}
Property Ownars: Raymond J. Paroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to aliow 36 foot rear vard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committee and the Board of Govarnors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20,5 feat hy 10.8 feet)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensiaonal structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. Howaever, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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January 20, 19956

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Developmeant Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218}
Property Owners: Raymond J. Perocutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jabion:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are cancerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Cammunity
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committes and the Board of Governors would not oppose the ownars in public hearing, We find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be oppossd by the community association and the immaediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such

hearing.
Signature 37 76"}"/5
kegal Property Owner Address/Phone
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January 20, 1995

Mr. Arnald Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Davelopment Managemant
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 Waest Chaesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218}
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch) in lieu of
the required B0 foot setback in a DR 10,5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Farge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard sethack at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. it seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if somaane should request a
public hearing, we would like to bs informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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. January 20, 1995 .

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Qffice Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A {litem 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lieu of
the requirad 60 foot sethack in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing, We find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be opposad by the community association and the immediate neighbors. its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromisaed by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal raquest for a public hearing. However, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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January 20, 1985

Mr. Arnoid Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chasapeaka Ava.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A {item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to aliow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch} in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jahlon:

Tha undersignad residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committes and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. Woe find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structura such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory huildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such

hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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January 20, 19956

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baitimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeaks Ave.

Towson, MD, 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A {Item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard sethack at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to beliave that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet}
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. [ts intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. Howaever, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such

hearing.
Signature
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Mr, Arnecld Jablen, Director

Zunng Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave,

Towson, MD., 21204

Case Number: 95-222~A (ltem 218)
Property Owners; Raymond J. Peroultka, Jr, and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foobt rear yard sethack for an enclosed strucLure (Porch)
m el of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned property owners of Rodgers Forge communily oppose Lhe
granting of the requested variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. A
growing tamily does not represent a practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship,
This alteration is for convenience only. We strongly believe that such a large
structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet) should not be buill since
thers is already limited rear vard open space in our coemmunity. U i important Lo
maintain this space to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the
comimunity., Large structures protruding into the rear yard interfere with the
avatlabihty of light and air to adjacent homes, block visyihty of a vacatwning
netghbor's property thereby increasing the opportunity for break-ins, and
discourage informal social contact between neighbors that fosters the growth of =
viakle community spirit. Large enclosed porches or additions are not an
architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homes. 1he integrity
and Jong term stability of Rodgers Forge is_built on the strict maintenance of the
aesthetically pleasing exteriors of the original planned comimunity.

Signhature
Legat Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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M. Arneld Jablon, Director

Zoning Admtmstration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave,

Fowson, MD, 21204

Case Numbear: 9h-222-A (ltem 218)
Froperty Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Paroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Reoad

RE!  Variance to allow 36 foot rear vard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch)
i heu of the required B0 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned property owners of Rodgers Forge community oppose the
granting of the requested variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road, A
growing tamily dees not represent a practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship.
This alteration is for convenience only. We strongly believe that such a large
structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 fest) should not be built since
there iz already limited rear yard open space in our community. It i3 important to
maintain this space to protect the health, safety, and general welfare of the
community. Large structures protruding into the rear yard interfere with the
avallabihty of Tight and air to adjacent homes, block visibility of a vacabioning
heighbor's property thereby increasing the opportunity for break-ins, and
discourage informal social contact between neighbors that fosters the yrowth of a
viable community spirit. Large enclosed porches or additions are not an
architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homes. The intedrity

assthetically pleasing exteriors of the original planned community,

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date

Q(;Lw o313 ADP Kn@ﬂ-
AT I P ¢

4 e e e T PN U

U L L VR LY LR b L S Lt sl

/305

ol MM MLERRET T EEEE K AT e CTAARY SR L L L 1Y W VU P I VPR WP

A T [ " L T FP AT T S Y




o @
PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY PETITIONER(S) SIGN-IN SHEET
ADDRESS

_&ﬁﬁ RM \Buwir%u 0 Duadir R 3021 L

Delo. Pe ot &w Dl K RA 2212

Lol gom No )%ULM 444/& &)9\@‘4
%L_Laﬂd&f\f_ 218 Alabama Rd 2120t

o+ Colohain 2)8 Alabama fqié/@/)‘y

PR A KU\\\&& 2zz2 DONKIBY BP, Cicey

i/\'¢‘14¢ffz/;2 . /¢ Ddepocits Se

"/zf'z’? LS A [//fr/? /ﬁ(/if/




PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY PROTESTANT (5) SIGN-IN SHEET

ADDRESS
,Q@(?ués 7

Rovs GAgo Z/E.LKe (S}lé/ﬁj{ 335 HYRDBCK RO wr in L,

A s BRY Muppoci R {l%fﬂ/(’\ﬂ{rﬂ‘”
LEN 4 4 T AmenT 231 Pu npoet oA .

t
%VZWA) @ %Aﬂ) \?Qq Mu wd ek Qé\. H
ERQpe  HitLey 322 . .




. .

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY CITIZEN SIGN-IN SHEET

NAME | AODRESS

jCKEPH A. CGualski 200 Duhbpk R4

__Lonérrs FoRGE Boaro ob Gourelves . Raciimerz AP 20212







il

T
#2158 ' (933 | TFag dad 4209
MuRDaC K nid MuRpocK MuRdock
(Rear) 7 (REAR) (REAR)
_— T T (vERMERD urTFT-EET'Pm'EE/Pu:a/camL)
Seflagec. ENTRANCE ' &
it Garace Ew ALLEY + * PAVED PBuackTof Re
CoNe. PAVED s .
‘104" <
S 3
]
¢ PARTY oy &
ALl "“\JL‘ u ~
§ o ¥% g 4
g | ;-5 o “ed {(g g Vicinity Map N
+ Scafe; 17 = 1000°
o 28 & N ®
o iy
© | -
i ¥ (]
E;.;g{ws : Eﬁ & / ﬁ:mm@ \caqe'zsa Date: 12/20/94
Ty ! %uVERED AREA Prepared by: R. Peroutka
§ oRCH . L r
CovmRED | = /// {"': 20'7'x fo' 10" ' E::;s{ e ' Seale : 1 20
AREA™S \ {_/?-é 5_,_"//_(2 —F s 1S ok s
e ; ' \ T LOCATION INFORMATION
N ', . KEA u Councilmanic District: 4
# 5 i - ) N v «  Election District: _9
A 12 | 220 ! & , 2272 s 1" = 200’ Scale Map#: NE 8A
Q x| 2 Y Srory ¥ Voo Zoning: _D.R, 10.5
S| King 3| BT T~ 225TRY | > ot Size: 0,095 acres
3 »] EnD oF a X fB3RecK X
N - 8 W] Ewyor |l LotSize: 41415 sa.ft.
¢ ou ! < [0~
K | 3.8 I I‘N!J‘K GRoup
FRoNT FRONT ! ' 5@3“ Sewer.: _Public__
oren Sem | 2.0 < . FRonNT Water: _Public
PoRest 7 =T coveres \ 7 Chesapeake Bay
’ ;  Entaice. Critical Area: _NO
e 7 ‘LOPEM Prior Zoning Hearing: _None
| WINDowy STenNTE,
.t T’azqﬂ o
g r\ﬂg G (T.Tx I'T') 3 NING OFFIC E ONLY
Sp } © SR
! 9 ﬁL Reviewed by: _ 2\
\
(e r———
37's” Item #: (;1 LQ

ﬂgv'll.»,
@ v e

EAST oF \ @ DUNKIR K 'Ro AD Case#: q5"212"h

NeRTH 22 223 ' WK,

Direc MuRPHY.

Plat to accompany Petition for Zoning Variance %
"p,,_.vs @

4

Property Address: 220 DUNKIRK ROAD P
Subdivision Name: _Rodgers Forge (Not Recorded a
Owners: __Raymond J. & Debra J. Paroutka €4S

&

Ry
i

AR %WW
bery T

.
Fe F U e
'%‘%& 4 ‘.ﬁ‘;_-: Y




Qli—d-/\ Cﬁﬂ._e,ﬁp .




S cle

o 17« 20T
Msﬂz&w

[Tl




®

G5 -z2z22—-fA

2L o
Dunikit i
pa 7 Q (&D.Mx"'
ot




T :dy +doig &31s
T :dj -suo) =11
sweyg jdeouc) gy

RNZ :RHO3A
SIET S/W

L0E mocy
buttssutfuy TeIsusn
AITIIHDS SAT 0L

S, ¥38

3 ssTpn3s oipiy
T :d -doag 991§
T :dq *suc) =TS
SURTq 3d90U0) 3y

RO¥Z W03

"1 ‘B0 S/
fsTe9g eonag
* %.“\u\ *AIQ "ATS
o IOVAHT "AKI 0L
i & D
\ :
e g 2T Y m
%M\J.‘ v | : o -da
] T g -dag e1s
\ T :dj *suo) a1TS

suerq jdeoucy 99

suetg 3deono). 1Y

RM¥Z WOud

t0LT SH

JaomnEsd 1TeM
HINIST TVIY 40 ATA 0L

1 :df -doag s31g
I W *suop a1
suerd 3deouo) gy

HIYZ :WOWd

menteys fjjeg o33y
SMO) Z0VE S/H
UTRIOH "M udor

STIOISTH/TE “1BeTI8

9,H0Z ® 5,R¥1d 0L

ey adeaspue] msgos
g :dy -doag e31s
g 4y *suo) TS
TemIRys A33ed Uiy
suerq jdeouo) =gy

WAVZ ROWI
S}MO) ‘Z0%E S/H
TOTUR(OR ATY
*s*4'd R

Td DISIITHIS :0%

¢ :dy -doig &31s

Z W -suop °31s
suwerq idsouo) 9y

- ... SEHEL4 jdsouc)y q§- - -

RIVZ HO¥4
SOTT S/W
THIOY STIY)
STIMWAN ITTAIS 0L

T 3dj *doag =318
T :dy *smop 2y1s
swerq 1denuo) @y

RIVZ *HORI

dn 3014

SHEvd 3 NOLINZEDEY 0%

NAVZ _:HOMA __WA¥Z  WOdd
4
NG / *SHID 900 80ZT S/W
vt { _,, 1022 S/ ZaTssoug eng
N 02 AINGOD 0L "ONE "A30/MAT 0L

- SueTddecuoy rgy T C
frup vpur % cmWmop
HAVZ :HOda
ASHID L0WZ S/W
BIR)T S0r
*ASQ DTHONOOT :0L

1 N -doag ey1g
¥/N R "suo) ents
suerd deouo) :yy

WIVZ *HO¥d

800 “60ZT S/W
SSTOM Joug)

LCHAOUNTH ITSYM

ar'os 46 "ang =0k

1 :dy -doag =31§
T K -suop e31s
suefq 1deouo)y :qy

RIVZ *WOMd

800 ‘8011 S/H

F0TAA0 ONINOZ ok

Z iy -doag eatg
Z :dR ‘suop a3tg
swerq ydeouo) gy

S1MO) ‘HOPE SN
TITIM TV .
*ATQ A¥S/SIO/WEARA QL




SLATE S

Gray UL

AcprALT

CHINGLES :
e T T T ST - T T T T e e T T

r
. WHITE
SIDING —

[ D A IR | 1 1 | 1 I I .1 I 7 Jee——— " | 1 |

ol O I A i1 1 LI D ] ] T
—rﬁifcﬁl%Q' I A A N S : il I - t_: ' L‘ 1' I I__Ll ] e s I o
f T 1T T 1T T NI WP S -~

Tewa HIASE L]—{|l| i-l,llL!ll,,illrlll1lln'_]:! l‘l - !

ReaR  NIEwW




SR

S
S e

3

Ay

=2

Pt
S

i

A
5 m“»%&:m,\. :
o R




WEST watl VIiBW

ExisTmie Feuce

1SS

s

1ML

fﬁ

i
ant
bl



EasT WALL ViE®




The Rodgers Forge Community, ..

AN ORGANIZATION OF THE RESIDENTS OF RODGERS FORGE
BALTIMORE, MD. 21212

December 23, 1994

Mr. Raymond J. Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re:  Proposed Enclosure
Dear Mr. Peroutka:

The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. (the “Association”), acting through its
Board of Governors and its architectural committee, has reviewed, in detail, the plans
that you submitted for the enclosure of the porch at the rear of your home at 220
Dunkirk Road. Members of the architectural committee also met with you to discuss
these plans. Copies of the plans for the proposed enclosure submitted by you and
considered by the Board are attached.

This letter is to inform you that the committee approves your plans for the
proposed enclosure.  Accordingly, no officer or member of the Association’s Board of
Governors, either individually or on behalf of the Association, will oppose your
application for a zoning variance for the proposed enclosure, provided that your
application is consistent with the attached plans.

The Association appreciates your efforts to design yeur enclosure so that it is
consistent with the architectural characteristics of the corﬁ@unity, and the time and
patience you took to explain your design to the architectural committee.

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Architectural Committge,
Board of Governors,
Rodgers Forge Community, inc.

cc: Honey Holston, President
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December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpese of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.

7 (Pr@éperty Ownersd

2.1% JMM@?

{Street Address)
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December 20, 19594

|

!
I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose. of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permlt this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is  approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
1nSpected their plans and dlscussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objectlon to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.
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(Property Owners)
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Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

I am aware of Deb and Ray Peroutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans,

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project.

é A/@M_Mcg@xm

oo

lgnature
Address N
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Comments (if any):




Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

I am aware of Deb and Ray Peroutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project.
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Signature w.&. Weaf v,
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Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

I am aware of Deb and Ray Peroutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project,
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Address /277

Comments (if any):




December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from thelr rear
property line rathexr than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objectign to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning;Board.
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(Property owhers)
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(Signature)




December 20, 1994

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
 purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the wvariance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objectidn to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning; Board.

Chails L/ e Zdécéf’/é T

(Property Owners)

32/5 parevoce P

(Street Address)

Clo Szt

(signature)




Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

I am aware of Deb and Ray Peroutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.,

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project.

Signature

207 Muadoc)d [fonts

Address

Comments (if any):
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RODGERS FORGE COVENANTS CHALLENGED

Forover sixty years. residents of Radgers Forge have enjoved the secunty of
Fnowing that neighbors buying a house In the community have agreed, through the
purchase of their house, to maintain their hame n a manner consistent vath its
established character and appearance. This agreement 1s reflectad in the
“covenants”. The covenants are, essentially, imits on the alterations that Rodgers
Forge residents can make to thewr homes, and on the use oftheir property  Like the
walls, roafs, lots, garages and physical attributes, the covenants were made part and
parcel of each home in the Farge by itz developer, James Keelty, Inc. Ey buying a
home in this community, the purchaser agrees to abide by the covenants. &s you |
know, from repeated reminders i the Mewsletter, the community associaton has the
task of monitoring compliance with the covenants. and manv exterior types of
ajtarations to your home must be approved by the association.

The cavenants have now been challenged by our neighbors iving £ 220

, Raymond and Debra Peroutka, The Peroutkas have filed suit agaunst
aur cammunity associatian, claiming thattha covenants in the Forge’s aldest zaction
(the cechion compricea ofHankins, Dunbiry . Murdock Roads and Regester svenue,
eatt of Finenurst) expired in 1960, and are asking the courtto declare that the
covenants are no langer apphcable ta the Fergutkas” property. The Peroutras .
Arcarding to their camplaint, desira ta canstruct an enclased adaition to the back af
then house, an alteration that under the covenants must he approved by the
community assaciation.

The association’s Board of Gavernors ¢ aretully reviewed the Feroutkas”
siteqztions wath the ascoctation’s attorneys, and decided to defend this suit
vigardusly The htigation vali lively be expensive. However, this litigation has
tngnrtance f heyvand a particultar owners desire o build an enciosed addition 10 his
propertyatchallendges the ability ofthe community to enfarce the covenants against
aane otthe owners in Rodgers Forge’s oldest section, and uiimatety the
cammunite s abiity {0 preserve itz character and to protect its value.

2 htgation, ang signiicant developments.
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. Law Offices . fMj—hyM Cr(jn%/
MICHAEL P. TANCZYN, P.A. A

Suite 106, 606 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 296-8823 - (410) 296-8824
Fax: (410) 296-8827
Computer Fax: (410) 296-2848

January 16, 1995

Honorable Timothy Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Old Courthouse

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Re: Case No. 95-104-A
323 Murdock Road

Dear Mr. Kotroco:

I know that the hearing has closed some time ago and that your Decision ig imminent, if
not made already,

I 'am writing to make you aware that as of Deccember 23, 1994 the Rogers Forge
Community Association, in settlement of other litigation, issued.the enclosed lotter for what is
now Case No. 95-222-A indicating their approval of a larger structure with skylights to be added
to the rear of a Rogers Forge townhome not far from the DeMallie’s As you can tell from the
letter, Rogers Forge has no objection to the Variance and they have developed new architectural
standards since their testimony before you.

We therefore submit this for your consideration,

Very truly yours,

| N AQ\\TLS\S —_—

Michael P. Tanczyn

MPT/ed
Enclosure
cc! Mr. J. Donald Gerding
Mr. & Mrs. Craig DeMallie




Posting of Zoning Notice.

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch)
in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.
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. January 20, 1995 . & |,{
0

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Develocpment Management

Baitimore County Office Building, Room 109 !
111 West Chasapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone,

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architactural Review
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to beliave that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 fest by 10.8 fest)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no differant from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for @ public hearing. Howaevaer, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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January 20, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Managamant
Baltimora County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)
Property Qwners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Percutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from tha Architectural Review Committes of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committes and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch {20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. [ts intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Signature
Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date
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® @ Prdoternd #7

January 20, 1995 ;/l/

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baitimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave,

Towson, MD. 21204

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 faot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) in lieu of
the required 50 foot sethack in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committes and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. Wa find
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages.

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. Howaever, if someone should request a
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such

hearing.
Signature g7 76’.5'/6
Legal Property Own Addrass/Phone
“ fﬂgﬂf@:zg?ﬂt%‘/ 208 MM/ }e /?f
F77-¥F3 &
O D rna ey ot 232 Proodoet K2 [ [22 /5 5

Z77-934Y ‘
& ﬁ[ﬁéz« / 222 T el ic ///,m/ gs ~
jdnwrp /(a/ 220 Mudoot, 1 377-5720 ([22fos

9 WMMMM 2oy s dicte 377-41777  [-22 5’ e
¢ Fihonsiey KB0 0l irt o5 Turtso 5>

e —~ g;"'%/ //ﬂ,‘/é/ ,q,/ / Z//‘/ﬂﬂé,g/c_/ // S - ’f' 5 - P
." . ’ .._2.) w’ //2/7,«]?;;
@, aﬂ‘l"‘"’?/ b S ! 632?«\4




February 21, 1995

<

Mr. Arnold Jablon. Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management (0 P(
Baltimore County Office Bullding, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

Attention Gwen Stephens:

Case Number: 96~222~A (Item 218)

Property Owners: Raymonhd J, Peroutka and Debra J. Peroutka

Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance to ailow 36 foot set back for an enclosed struclure

(poreh} in lieu of required 50 feet.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

I am writing to oppose the granting of the requested variance for rear
vard setback at 220 Dunkirk Rd.

I feel that the construction of the proposed addition would seriously cut
down on the air flow, and light available to the surrounding homes, and would
also obstruct the view of neighbors. 1 feel that it is important to maintain the
open spaces planned when the houses were constructed,

I feel that the addition would certainly impair the ability to participate
in the Nefghborhood Watch Program by observing neighbors property when owners
are away.

I also feel that with only two children, they have ample living and
storage space on the 4 floors of the house, plus the garage.

I have lived in a similar size house (6 bedrooms) for more than 25 years,
and comfortably raised 4 children (as did 2 previous owners of my house) in the
space provided by original design of the house,

I urge you to deny the request for a setback varlance,

er truly yours,

2 Kazéwf 7 .

ne Reno Calvert
208 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
(410) 377-4117
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February 21, 1996

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building., Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenus

Towson, MD 21204

)
Attention Gwen Stephens: Q p
Case Number: 96-222~A (Item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka and Debra J. Peroutka
Location: 220 Dunkirk Road
Regarding: Variance to allow 36 foot set back for an enclosed structure

{porch) in ilieun of required 50 feet.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

I am opposed the granting of the requested variance for rear yard setback
at 220 Dunkirk Rd.

I have lived at 209 Murdock Road for more than 50 years since my child-
hood, and have raised three children in my three bedroom house, We had/have
adequate space to meet our living and soclial needs,

I feel that it Is important to maintain the open spaces planned when the
houses were constructed. I feel that the proposed addition would seriously cut
down on the air flow, and light available to the surrounding homes, and would
obstruct the view of neighbors.

I feel that the addition would greatly impinge the ability of nelghbors to
participate in the Neighborhood Watch Program in observing other neighbors
property when owners are away.

I also feel that with only two children, the Peroutka's have ample living
and storage space on the 4 floors of their house (larger than mine}, with
additional space in their garage.

I urge you to deny the request for a setback variance.

Very tru yours
£ y
7] M % ﬂu/é
/ Joiin 8, Parks

! 209 Murdeck Road
altimore, MD 21212
{410) 377-681%




Joseph A. Knell, Jr.
3230 Murdock Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218)

Property Owners: R.J Peroutka & D.J. Peroutka
Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance

February 14, 1995 Eé/

b

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director //////
Zoning Administration and Development Management

Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

Attention: Gwen Stephens

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

This letter is to express my opposition to the granting of
the Variance requested in the above referenced case.

I have been a resident of Rodgers Forge for over 25 vyears.
I chose this neighborhood becauss of its well constructed houses,
strict covenants, and zoning regulations. It disturbs me that
some property ownhers do not wish to 1ive by the rules and attempt
to circumvent them by devious means. This was brought to my
attention by seeing a Public Hearing notice concerning a
requested Variance posted on the above property after
construction of this project had already begun.

I raised &5 chiidren in my house which is the same size as
the above property. Therefore I knhow that additional Tiving
space is not needed by a property owner with onlily 2 children.

The construction of "add-ons” to the large houses on smaltl
lots in Rodgers Forge is unsafe and unsighttly. It deprives their
neighbors of air, sunlight and views which was not the original
pian and should not be allowed. This construction may increase
the property value of that particular house, but it decreases the
value of surrounding property.

I urge you, please do not grant the Variance requested in
the above referenced case.

Sincerely




February 17, 1995 /

TO_WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

The Board of Governors has resolved its differences with Mr.
and Mrs. Percutka concern a lawsult the Peroutkas filed in the
Circuit cCourt for Baltimore County. One of the conditions in
resolving this suit was that neither the Board of Governors nor any
memper of the Board would either personally or on behalf of the
Board actively oppose or actively encourage DppOSltlon to the
Peroutkas application to Baltimore County for a zoning variance.
Also, neither the Board nor any member of the Board will actively
support or actively encourage approval of the variance. The Board
of Governors and its members will allow the zoning commissioner to

make its determination on the zoning issue without any opposition’

or support from the Board of RFCI.



‘ . LAW OFFICES

Mom,)omco, HAMILTON & AL’I‘M.J, P.C.

JOSEPIT MONTEDONICO (D. C., MD) 5301 W[SQONSIN AVENUE, N. W. SCOPT D, AUSTIN (D. ., MD.)
fg‘«\];BN Ali 1(1;;&11;;’:‘01% <, M)D.) CHEVY CHASE PLAZA, SUITE 400 VICKI & TUNT (VA., D. C)

IN L. RIDGE, JK, (D. C., MD. DENISE ADAMS HILL (D. G, MD.
STEPHEN L. ALETMAN (D, C, VA, L) WASHINGTON, D. C. 20015 LINWOOD L. RAYFORD(. u m.Mg.' rr:f\\))
FRANCIS X. CANALE (D. C., MD) (202) 364-1434 TIMOTIY 8. MENTER (. C., CAL.)
WILLIAM JOHN HICKEY (D. C., MD, MA ) ANDREW J, SPENCE (D, €., MD.)
JOUN 1. DILLON (D C., MD.) FAX (202 1544 THOMAS RAMSAY MOOERS (D. C., MD., FA.
KENNETH G. ROTH (D, C., VA.) (202) 364-15 @ S A

THOMAS C. MUGAVERO (D C., ¥A))
CAROL A, ALEXANDER (0. €, MD.)
BRUCE A, LEVINE (D, C., VA))

ALFRED F. BELCUGRE (D C., MD) (202} 364-1545
JOSEPH €. VEITIL, W (D, C., VA.)
MELVIN R. WRIGHT (D, C.)

. KAREN Y. ROBERTS (D C., PA)
DAVID 0. GODWIN, JR. (D C., MDD} OFFICES IN BLISA A EISENBERG (D. ., MD.)
DENNIS R, CARLUZZO (D. C, VA, NJ) KATHLEEN BLAKE ASDORIAN (D C., PA
PATRICIA M. TAZZARA (D. C) FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA FREDERICK, MARYLAND KATHEYN A, K. UNTIEDT (VA.}( :
ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND RICHMOND, VIRGINIA DA e D)
MICUAEL I McGOVERN (D €. MD) DRENDY B. ESMOND (VA., MD, D. €)

February 17, 1995

BY FEDERAL EXPRESS

Mr. Don Gerding

Rodgers Forge Community, Inc.
335 0ld Trial Road

Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Re: Raymond J. Peroutka, dJr. and Debra J. Peroutka va.
Rodgers Forge Community, Inc.

Dear Don:

pursuant to our recent conversations, I am enclosing for you
and the Board an original and two copies of the Settlement
Agreement and General Mutual Release which has been signed by Mr.
Peroutka. Please have the president of the Board sign the
agreement and send it back to me. Also 1 have received a Line of
Dismissal which I will send to Mr. Peroutka’s attorney upon the
receipt of the executed agreement. Upon the filing of the Line of
Dismissal, the case will be dismissed and Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka
cannot bring it back again.

Also per your request I have attached a "To Whom It May
Cconcern" note regarding what may be said to any home owner about
the settlement of this case.

v

If you have any questions, please call me.

v truly yours

WJIH:ch
Enclosure

ce: Ms. Kim Porter w/encl.
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PROTESTANTS EXHIBIT #/¢

Case Number: 95-222-A

SUMMARY OF ALTERATIONS TO HOMES
IN THE OLD SECTION OF RODGERS FORGE
HOMES BETWEEN PINEHURST AND YORK ROAD

ENCLOSED PORCH/

TOTAL ADDITION ENCLOSED PORCH (5'x 8)

STREET HOMES (ROOM SIZE) OR SMALL ADDITION
DUMBARTON ROAD (ODD #s} 44 2 NONE
REGESTER AVENUE 92 0+ 1° 0+ 1°
MURDOCK ROAD 92 1 8 + 1°
DUNKIRK ROAD 92 b + 4° 8 + 2°
HOPKINS ROAD 92 1+ 1° 6 + 2°

TOTAL 412 9 + 6° 22 +4° + 2°

{% OF TOTAL) 3.6% 6.7%
aFyll width screened porch bSmall addition °Screened porch

Overbrook Road {89 homes) which is part of East Rodgers Forge was omitted from these
figures becasue it remains under covenants.

Most of the large structures are concentrated on Dunkirk Road. The small enclosed porches
are about equally divided between Hopkins, Dunkirk and Murdock Roads.

The above survey was made on February 3-15, 1995 and is documented with photographs
taken at that time.

file:RF941129.A1T ‘ .
WEROFI s



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND LICENSES %
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204

BUILOINGS ENGINEER

BUTLDTNG PERMIT

b T g i R S R e

PERMIT #: ROB3704 CONTRUL. #: MR DIGT: 09 FREC: 04
NATE ISSUED: 02/28/%71 TAX ACCOUNT &: 0903470310 NLAGE: 04

LOCATION: 208 RECESTER AVE

Fi.ANS: CONBY FLOT 1'"R‘PLﬂT'~"'Dﬁﬂﬁ ELEC NO  FLUM KNO
SURDIVISION: RODGERS ?éRGE '

{
OWNERS INFORMATION '
NAME: ELIA, JERRY & HARIA

ADDR: 208 REGISTER AVE BALTO, MD 21212

TENANT :

CONTR: DECKCRAFT

ENGNR : -

SELLR: \ .

WORK : REMOVE EXISTING DECK ON REAR OF 8FTH AND-,
REFLACE WITH SCREENED IN FORCH. 16 X 10 X
4 = 1608F. WILL COMPLY WITH CODE MEMD 1. ~

ELDG. CODE:  BQCA CODE P
RESIDENTIAL CATEGORY: TOWNHOUSE OWNERSHIP: “WFRIVATELY OWNED

ESTIMATED $ FROPOSED USE: SFTH & FORCH e
10,872 EXIBLING UBE: SFTH w0
J\dk'ﬁSW>JU

2.

' ~ 1 jj
e PUBLT f%ég h;,ﬁ”
W

TYPE 3F IMPRV: ADDITIO
USE: ONE FAMILY. ' °
FDUNDATIGN:-H‘,{ R ::f«lxi d ) R
SEWAGE: PUBLIC EXIST» N WATE

) ' ';‘ o “.'#_4I?’é’=‘ R .;(".ajun‘j‘(-l‘;‘ . .
LOT. GIZE AND SETBACKS.-#"7¢r=7 . . . o
e st vt SN L
BIZE1 035703B8X13
FRONT,.8TREE TN
8IDE TATREE:
FRONTZBETBY:

BETD

)
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BALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND |
N - YL - \

SO, AnLAND 2 /,4 %/57/;

AUILDINGS ENGINEER

BUYLDTNG FHRMITY

SHEDIVIGTON  RODGIRE | ORGL

PLRMIT &, BOCrg1Y CONTROL & MR plar o9 [RITE 0.5 }
DATE 188UFD 11/750/90 TAX ARCOUNT §: 091464600140 CL.ARYS 04 |
!
PLANS CONST O FLOT 4 R FEAT O DATA O LLEC NO O T'LUM NO
LOLATION 4499 MURDGOK 1D
L

OWNERS TN ORMAT TON
NAME  HIOOPER . JIOHN & MARY
ADDR 419 MURDOCK RD 21240

TENANT

CCONTR FERIAK GONSTRUCT LON

FNGNR

SELLR

WiIRK ENCLOSH, EXTISTING RELAR FORCH W/WODD FRAML &
WINDOWS ON SEMT-DET DUELLING. RONDE EXTHTING
FOOTERS RER'D. TO BE USBED A& BUNROOM.
BXH' X% 2400 SF

GLDGL. CoDis poca CODE

REGIDENT LAL CATEGORY: SEMY-DETACIED OWNLRSHIY . CRIVATLLY OWNED

FSTIMATED ¢ FROFPOSED USE: SEMI-DET & ADDITION

2,%00.00 EXTSTING USE: SEML-DEY

Pyrg 05 IMIRY - ADDITYON

LG

FOUNDATION: CONCRETE BASEMENT  NONE

BOWAGE  PURLIC EXIST WATER - PUIM G EXTSHY

LOT S1ZE AND SETBACKS
GLZIE: Q37/037X110/1410
FRONT STREFT:

SIDE  STREET:

FRONT SETR: NG
SIDE SETRH: NC/3
SINDE STR BETH:

REAR  8BETH: 30




PLOT_PLAY P07 819

OWNER /cxw %ycﬂyT?;f i _ Aoplicaticn No.
o 7
ADDRESS 1<) iy, jc( /1 f{/lj

PLEASE SHOW BELOW:

- property line dimensions and easements.

- existing buildings.

- existing well/septic., (show distance to nearest structure)

- road names and location of alleys.

- 1f your preperty is 1n a tidal or riverine flood area,
indicate elevation of lowest floor of proposed wWwork,

- the proposed work and the setback distances to the proposed
WO©rK .
s | S e

rront yard sctback —

——— R
Rear yarc sntback 22 *i.~ Right oide setback A//¢

Lefty side setback

NOTE 1, IT a Tence 15 vo be closer than 2 feet to any existaing fence
or wall, adequate access must be provided for maintenance

2.Cannot fence access easements. ——

EXTSTING
DWELLTNG

{front)

ROAD NAME 7/ 9 /Mum/ec A




Protestants Exhibit /3

Impact of Proposed Enclosed Porch on
Appearance of the Property at 220 Dunkirk Road.

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch)
in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.
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PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

v As Dwrite this message for the first month of the New Year,
it is early December and the Newsletter tor December should have
been delivered to cach house. The topic addressed in the
December Newsletter was our covenants in the Forge, and yet
pgain 1 find that in January this most vital issue to the
peiphborhood must once more be addressed,

During the past few days, [ have been inundated with phone
¢alls and letters concerning sheds put up in backyards and high
fences erected. The residents who have calied and written have
been dismayed, angered and, in some cases, embistered, thas peo-

BLOCK CAPTAIN MEETING HELD

by Jarne Bayer
On November 15, 1993, a meeting was held for all interested block captains 1o review their basic
responsibilities, to discuss ways to improve the system and to brainstorm on new ideas to increase com-
munity spirit and input,
[ was thrilled to have 17 block captains from all over the Forge attend the meeting. After a welcome
and introduction of all block caprains, the responsibilities were reviewed.

ple are making exterior alterations to their houses without (in
dome cases) even bothering to fill out an Alteration Form (found
in the front of our Rodgers Forge directory). Many of the com-
plainants fee! that they have ohserved strict adherence to the
dovenants. Why, they wonder, isn't everyone held to strict
decountability in adherence to the covenants? Don't those in
violation care about what their alterations do to their neighbors?
Whatever we do will have an impact on our neighbors, Does cree-
t’}ng a six-loat fence block a neighbor's nceess to the breezes in
stunmer? Will my other netghbors, whose garden is so lovely in

¢ Deliver annuat directory and dues invoice. (It is strongly encouraged that block captains coflect dues,}
s Deliver emergency flyers o Volunteer at least one hour at the Rodgers Forge Picnic in June
* Welcome new neighbors

It was proposed that a telephone chain be set up for the block captains in the event information
needs to be passed around quickly.

A fun way of maintaining community spirit and getting to know your neighbors is to organize a
block party, Several block captains in attendance had organized such an event. Suggestions include: pic-
mics, ice cream socials and pot luck dinners. The alleys can be blocked off for the activities but a
Baltimore County permit is required. [f you are interested, please write to Mr. C. Richard Moore, Chief
of Highways and Tratfic Operations at 111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, 21204 {mail stop 1003).

the spring, lose sunlight because of my high fence? You must specify the day, time, section of ailey to be shut down and a rain date, if there is one.

In fact, regardless of whether something would or would not Welcoming new neighbors is a most positive way of introducing people 10 our community. Lizzie
be a violation of the covenants, we should think carefully about Huisler and Pat Meenan have put together a Hospitality Services packet that can be handed out to new
how what we build will affect all of our neighbors. If the effect ncighbors with the directory. The packet mncludes information on the association, dues, covenanis,
on others will be deleterious, perhaps the neighborly way would schools, churches, shopping, security and neighborhood concerns, Each block captam wili receive
be to rethink our plans, several of these packets each year to deliver as our new neighbors arrive!

Each homeowner shouldt have been given a set of the cove- I would like to thank all of the block captains who attended and all of the block captains for their
nants at the time of settlement. Please read them —they are hard work and dedication to the Forge. I am always interested in hearing from all block captains.
actually very interesting reading. If you were not given the
covenants at your seitlement, ask for them from vour title
company R I RODGERS FORGE DUES RESULTS |

he majority ol people who buy houses in Rodgers Forge do as af 12/07/0
50 becausc of the covenants. They want enforcement of the ( 7 TOTAL  RESULTS ALTERATION |
covenants, knowing only strict enforcement will retain the Loeation UNITS  NO. 0 REMINDER
integrity of Rodgers Forge and the value of their houses. .
: May the New Year bring healrh and contentment to vou all. Brandon Road 124 54 + The Board of Governors meets the
: Chumleigh Road 15 7 47 Scc““ld }}:c;l;:f:dfgi q‘]’;r lel‘lg;i
1 maontn, K 5 H ¢ §
' ' o Dumb'arron Road 19 54 43 e conmde?cd at this time. To ex-
]i"\*OI\Q-L( k—lt_){:,,(t_‘f'" Dunkirk Road 215 95 44 pedite the process, please submit
Glen Argyle Road 21 14 67 forms by the first of the month o
: Honey Holston Heathficld Road 81 34 42 any of the following committee
I President Hopkins Road [48 67 45 members: Jane Bayer, Honey
Lanark Court 36 19 53 Holston, and Debra Miichell. The
R Murdock Road 238 1068 45 ‘corerIemd t”c?rm and accompany-
: T B e
e Overbroak Road 119 63 53 ee 1o AT ‘
: Pinchurst Road 14 6 43 RFCA
RFCA FOOd, Househ°|d al‘ld Regester Avenue 187 75 40 gﬁtliiosr:ﬁs;D 21212-0631
- i Rodgers Court 24 19 79 ' R
craﬂ Supply Dr've Stanmore Court 20 3 25
. . Stanmore Road 21 87 41
DATE: Saturday, fanuary 8, 1994 Stevenson Lane %8 e 49 —_ﬁ
| TIME: 10:00-11:30 a.m. York Road 1814 78 PAPER
PLACE: Rodgers Forge Elementary Parking Lot Total Homes 1779 813 46 PICK-UPS
ITEMS: Non-perishable food, cleaning supplies, Stevenson Lanc Apts. > 6 >
! N . Rodgers Forge Apts. 507 40 8 January 12
, crafts items, linens, etc, Total Anartnient 63 46 4
ofal Apartmenis January 26
Community Total 2401 86l 36
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PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE

[ he calendar has kept its promise and delivered April to
us, the first full month of Spring. The icy winter is behind
us and more and more residents of Rodgers Forge are walking,

~running and jogging through our community, Please drive

carefully and slowly on our roads,
Homeowners are beginnipg to think of the outside of their

" restdences and assess the damage done by winter's many ice

stormg, Please remember that any alterations to the exterior of
our houses must be in compliance with our covenants. The cove-
nant restrictions arc in effect In all of Rodgers Forge. They were
promulgated by the developer, James Keelty, many years ago,
and are still valid and enforceable. The covenants were not
capriciously written, but were written to insure that the
covenants would help to hold the entire community to the same
standards, thus ensuring that the Forge would not become a

! hodge-podge of houses, each bearing little or no resemblance to
" the housc adjoining it. I believe that adherence to the covenants
' is important in our neighborhood because the very proximity to
. other houses imakes any deviation from the norm more outstand-
" ing. This is often a jarring, discordant note in the harmony of
©a group of homes,

Baltimore County Police

QFFICER JOHN REGINALDI, Community Relations Officer for the Baltimore County Police

Before any changes to the exterior of your house, whether
a fence, fresh paint or a new deck to the rear of the home, an
alteration form must be given to the Board. To not submit a form
istonot think of one's neighbors. What we do to the exterior of
our homes ultimately affects all of our neighborhood,

The Baltimore County Police are working to reduce car thefts
inour community and assure us that this is a problem not limited
to Rodgers Forge, Other communties have also been the target
of car thieves. Please take the precautions that were listed in the
flyer distributed with the last NEWSLETTER.

You are invited to come see the Easter Bunny at the Tot Lot
on Saturday morning, April 2nd. He will be giving to community
children his usual rabbit largesse of Easter egps. Come and visit
with your neighbors and welcome spring to Radgers Forge. The
Board wishes cach of you a very Happy Easter!

\-\-mm‘ ‘C“\D':sl o
Honey Holston
President

RFCA Food, Household and
Craft Supply Drive

DATE: Saturday, April 9

TIME: 10:00 - 11:00 a.m.

PLACE: RodgersForge Elementary School Parking Lot

ITEMS: Linens and towels would be greatly appreciated, along
with other items

Helpful Tips From Your
Lepariment

Department, has provided us with some advice to prevent auto thefts:

s Park in well-lit arcas.

* Lock your car with windows up,

¢ Never leave your car with the keys in the ignition, even if it is to run into the lecal convenicence
store to get a cup of coffee or a newspaper.

¢ Install an alarm system or kill switch,

* Do not keep valuables where they can be seen (i.e, personal belongings, C.B., radar detector,
etc.). Lock all valuables in the trunk.

* Install tapered door locks.

* Park in heavily traveled areas.

* Do not hide spare keys on or near the car. They will be found,

* Never leave your name and address on your key ring. If you lose it, a thief may visit your home,

* Install an auto lock device that is locked around the steering wheel and/or is secured to the brake,
(“The Club” can be purchased from most auto parts stores.)

¢ Keep your license and registration with you, not in your car.

* Memorize your tag and check it often. If either tag is stolen, report it immediately by calling 911,

* Be aware of suspicious characle'rs'loi'tcriﬁg in parking lots, looking in cars, trying locks on
parked cars, or just sitting in a car for a prolonged period of time.

s If you see anything suspicious, report it immediately by calling 911.

Marking a “Snow Space” for Parking en Public Street Is liegal

Officer Rinaldi also provided us with Section 21-10 of the Baltimore County Code, pertaining to the
“markers” used to designate owners’ parking spaces during the recent snows.
Sec. 21-10. Obstruction of streets, cte.; destruction or removal of construction signs; obstrucling
railroad grade crossings by common carriers.

Any person placing any obstruction upon any of the public highways, roads, bridges, streets,
avenues, lancs, or alleys of the county or interfering or obstructing the side ditches or drains thercof
or encroaching upon the same with fences or other obstructions or in any other manner or any per-
son destroying or removing barricades or signs from the same during the course of construction or
causing imjury or damage to the same while under construction or any person or corporation, its
agents, or employees, exercising the business of a common carrier, permitting obstruction of any
crossing for a period more than ten (10) minutes shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by
a fine nat to exceed one hundred dollars ($100,00) for cach offense.

ACode 1978, ¢ 17-10).

L

ANNUAL PICNIC o SAT, JUNE 11 ¢ 11 AM.-2 PM.
Join us for fun, food and a festive timel See page 2 for more picnic plans.

ALTERATION REMINDER oRAPER
The Board of Governors meets the second Wednesday of every )

month. Requests for alterations are considered at this time, To ex- April 6

pedite this process, please submit forms by the first of the month P .

to any of the following committee members: Jane Bayer, Honey Ap"l 20

Holston, ang Debra Mitchell. The completed form and accompa-
nying information may also be mailed to: Architectural Commit-
tee, RFCA, P.Q, Box 4631, Baltimore, MD 21212-0631.
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DON'T FORGET TO RENEW X
YOUR MEMBERSHIP IN X

THE RODGERS FORGE COMMUNITY, INC.

FOR ONLY $10.00 PER YEAR

JOIN NOW ¥
KEEP OUR COMMUNITY STRONG! 1

YOUR DUES PROVIDE THESE SERVICES: -
SPECJAL EVENTS |
COMMUNITY PICNIC AND THE RODGERS FORGE FLASH IN JUNE,

COMMUNITY SPONSORED CHILDREN'S PARTIES AT HALLOWEEN & L
CHRISTMAS AND AN ART SHOW IN THE FALL, ]

THE PLANTING OF DOZENS OF TREES BY THE 'GREENING OF RODGERS
FORGE COMMITTEE'. TOT LOT IMPROVEMENTS. LANDSCAPING AND ‘
‘MAINTENANCE IN AREAS SUCH AS THE CORNER OF DUMBARTON ROAD
AND STEVENSON LANE AND THE TRIANGLE AT BLENHEIM AND
HOPKINS ROADS.

IMPORTANT COMMUNITY CONCERNS
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION SPECIAL COMMITTEES ADDRESS ISSUES
SUCH AS CRIME PREVENTION AND TRAFFIC SAFETY, COVENANTS
ENFORCEMENT (MAINTAINING THE ARCHITECTURAL UNIFORMITY
WHICH ENHANCES THE PROPERTY VALUES OF OUR COMMUNITY), AND
GREATER COMMUNITY AND ZONING ISSUES WHICH IMPACT OUR
STANDARD OF LIVING.

- et [V

PLEASE SUPPORT THE EFFORTS OF THE
RODGERS FORGE COMMUNITY
ASSOCIATION INC..
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Protestants Exhibit %

Full Width Enclosed Porches/Additions or
Screened Porches in East Rodgers Forge

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A {ltem 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {(Porch}
in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Total number of enclosed porches/additions = 9
Total number of screened porches = 6 ‘

Total 15
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Protestants Exhibit 7

The Small Enclosed Porches (b'x8’) in East
Rodgers Forge

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218}
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enciosed structure (Porchj
in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Total number of 5’x8’ enclosed parches = 22
Total number of 1/2 width enclosed porches = 4 .
Total number of 5’x8’ screened porches = 2 .

Total = 28

/NN
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Protestants Exhibit '+~

The Back Faces of the East Rodgers Forge Group
Homes: Documentation of the general lack of
additions or enclosed porches within the
community.

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A (item 218)
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch)
in lieu of the required b0 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.
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200 Block of Dumbarton (South side)

From 201
looking east




300 Block of Dumbarton (South side)

From 301
fooking east

From 321
looking west




300 Block of Dumbarton (South side)
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200 Block of Regester (North side)

From 200
looking east

T o g |

From 210
looking east
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200 Block of Regester (North side)

From 230
looking west



300 Block of Regester (North side)

From 300

looking east

From 330
looking west
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400 Block of Regester (North side)

looking east
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200 Block of Regester (South side)

From 201
looking east

From 231
looking west




300 Block of Regester (South side)

From 301
looking east

From 327
looking west
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400 Block of Regester (South side)
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200 Block of Murdock (North side)

From 200

looking east

From 230
looking west
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300 Block of Murdock (North side)
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From 322
looking east

1 From 320
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300 Block of Murdock (North side)

From 330
looking west
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400 Block of Murdock (North side)

From 400
looking east

From 426
looking west
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200 Block of Murdock (South side)

From 201
looking east

From 221
looking west
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200 Block of Murdock (South side)

From 231
looking west
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300 Block of Murdock (South side)

From 301
looking east

From 331
looking west
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400 Block of Murdock (South side)

From 401
looking east

From 427
looking west
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200 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

/N R AR
" bmrndeyi i, [ | . .2
[l e bt o

i : i . !
! . C

202 and 204

206 and 208

21



200 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 210
looking east

From 220
looking west
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200 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 222
looking east

From 230
looking west
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300 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 300
looking east

From 322
looking east
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300 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 330
looking west
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400 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 400
looking east

414 - 418
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200 Block of Dunkirk (South side)

From 201
looking east

From 231
looking west
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400 Block of Dunkirk (North side)

From 420
looking east

27



300 Block of Dunkirk (South side)

From 301
looking east

From 331
looking west
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400 Block of Dunkirk (South side)
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looking west




400 Block of Dunkirk (South side)
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200 Block of Hopkins (North side)
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300 Block of Hopkins (North side)

From 300
looking east

From 310
looking east
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300 Block of Hopkins (North side)

From 330
looking east
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400 Block of Hopkins (North side)
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400 Block of Hopkins (North side)

From 420
looking east
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200 Block of Hopkins (South side)

From 201
looking east

From 221
looking west
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300 Block of Hopkins (South side)

From 301
looking east

¥From 321
looking west
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300 Block of Hopkins (South side)

From 331
looking east
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400 Block of Hopkins (South side)

From 401
looking east

From 409
looking east
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400 Block of Hopkins (South side)
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IN RE: PETITION FOR ZONING VARIANCE * BEFORE THE generated significant public interest and numerous interested persons and
gf?iﬁiﬁﬁfﬁii& o0 EE B ZONING COMMISSIONER witnesses appeared.
;ig Dg?zziioioggstrict * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY Appearing at the public hearing was the Petitioners/property owners,
gzimgggngflg:§ézt§;?t§;?%et ux* Case No. 95-222-A Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr., and Debra J. Peroutka, his wife. They were
Petitiongrs . i} . . . - . . .

represented by Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire. Other individuals who appeared

FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

in support of the Petition included Gail and Pat Colochan, Robert Krauss

and Ravmond J. Peroutka, Sr. Several residents of the Rodgers Forge commmi-

This matter comes before the Zoning Commissioner as a Petition for a

nity appeared in opposition to the request. They included Ronald and

Zoning Variance for the property located at 220 Dunkirk Road in the commu-

L. ) . Carol Zielke, Mary B. Birckhead, Edward and Helen J. Ament, Norman O'Hara
nity of Rodgers Forge, located near Towson. The Petition is filed by

and Carroll HMiller. Joseph A. Guzinski, on behalf of the Rodgers Forge

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka, his wife, property own-

Community Association Board of Governors, appeared as an

interested per-
ers. Variance relief is requested from Section 1B02.3.C.1 of the Balti-

sOon.

more County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) to allow a rear setback of 36 ft.

. The testimony presented by the various witnesses shows that the facts
for an enclosed structure, in lieu of the required 50 ft., in a D.R.10.5

relevant to this case are largely not in dispute. Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka
Zone.

own that property known as 220 Dunkirk Road, which is an end of group

This matter was originally filed as an administrative variance, pursu-

' ) townhouse in the Rodgers Forge community. The Rodgers Forge commmunity is
ant to Section 26-127 of the Baltimore County Code. That section allows

an o©ld community of townhomes which was built by the Keelty family many

the Zoning Commissioner to grant variance relief from strict adherence to

ears ago. The community is well maintained and carries a much deserved
the BCZR without the necessity of a public hearing for an owner occupied Y

reputation as a desirable neighborhood comprised of many row hames. The

Mr. and Mrs. DPeroutka's lot, is indeed,

. 3 Petitioners have owned their property for approximately 9 vyears. They
owned and occupied by them and zoned D.R.10.5. However, Section 26-127 : m ]

. ) live thereon with their two children, a 14 year old and a 12 year old.
further provides that the Petition may be scheduled for public hearing

; 15;2 i

o
7

. Their end of group row home is 22 ft. wide and 36 ft. deep. Their lot
either at the request of any concerned occupant or property owner within

,'/ ' ,,' .

contains a front, rear and side yard and is approximately 40 ft. wide and

1,000 ft. of the site in question, or at the Zoning Commissioner’s discre-

110 ft. deep. The brick dwelling features an open stone porch in front

tion. A public hearing was scheduled for this case, based upon my initial

and a covered porch on the back. The rear of the lot contains a paved
review of the Petition, and pursuant to the discretionary authority provid-

1}
:
£

‘ Pl
e

rd
L

Dein
£

l _ area and a garage.
>‘ ed to me within the Code. The public hearing convened for this case

It is the existing covered porch to the rear of the house which has

generated the request for wvariance and controversy within the neighbor-

.,

pack for open projections, as compared with enclosed additions, the Peti-

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

tioner could build without seeking variance relief. These factors, in my 28 (1974). WcLean v. Soley, 270, Md. 208 (1973).

view, clearly establish that the proposed request is consistent with the Moreover, practical difficulty cannot be the result of a self imposed

spirit and intent of the BCZR and satisfies that test.

condition. See Marino v. Maycr and City Council of Baltimore, 215 Md.

As to the second test, it is manifestly apparent that a grant of the

205 (1957).

variance will not cause any detriment to the surrounding locale. There The Court of Special Appeals has recently discussed the concept of

was a great amount of testimony offered on this issue. Numerous photo- practical difficulty and the test for variances in Baltimore County in

graphs of houses throughout Rodgers Forge were presented to this Zoning

Cromwell v. Ward, 102 Md. App. 691, €5% A2d 424 (1995}. The Court's

Commissioner for comparison. In my opinioa, enclosing the existing porch

rather strict interpretation of Section 307 provides that the Petitioner

will not block sunlight or air, or in ary manner detrimentally affect must establish that his property possesses some unique characteristic or

surrounding properties. The unanimous support orf the Petitioners' request peculiarity uncommon to the neighborhood. Although the Court's seemingly

by their immediate neighbors is also persuasive on this point. The testi-

harsh reading of Section 307 might be strained, both the language of the

mony and evidence presented was overwhelming and persuasive that a grant regulation and the Court's opinion requires a finding of uniqueness of the

of the requested relief will not cause any adverse effect or detrimental property andfor structure involved to support a grant of the variance.

impact on this immediate neighborhood or the community at large.

Proving a unique characteristic or peculiarity of the subject proper-

The last test requiring practical difficulty is the most d4ifficult.

ty is a difficult, if not impossible, task for this Petitioner. The char-

The concept of practical difficulty has been addressed on numerous occa-

acter of Rodgers Forge, itself, is such that same is comprised of row

gsions by the appellate courts of this State. To prove practical difficul- after row of similarly styled townhouses on similar lots. Although argu-

l -\ - - - R - R - - P .- - - - . R .
ig h = ty, the Petitioner must meet the following: §§ \\ ably there mav be subtle differences between properties, an appealing
od qgﬂ d £ |\
Elz 1) whether strict compliance with requirement {ta “\5 feature of the Rodgers Forge ity is its consistency. I perceive no
\ uld unreasonably prevent the use of the proper- 0 c?mmunl | |
. :; for a permitted purpose or render conformance i;: real unique characteristic of this property or structure, which distin-
- ily burdensome; , |
neseEE R® guishes it from other lois and houses within the subject commmunity.
C Y e 2) whether the grant would do substantial ,_f}. . ‘
éf ?3$; injustice to applicant as well as other property Eg dQ§S The Petitioners attempted to establish some unique factor by suggest-
i owners in the district or whether a lesser relaxa- o “ - ST s for by sigmest—
VEE” : tion than that applied for would give substantial — = ';;' 1 | ing that their family situation was different. Mr. Peroutka noted, for
¥ f; and |
Ej 3 reher: ® ‘3 o example, that his two children are entering their teen s and ire
S8 2 b ted in such fash- & S - year. requ
3) whether relief can be gran e i
Cowm jon that the spirit of the ordinance will be OO

more "space™. It is well settled that it must be the p rty or struc-
observed and public safety and welfare secured. rope

ture and not the persons cccupying same which mist have the unique charac-

ter to justify a variance. As importantly, I see no uniqueness in the

-6-
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ﬁ;' . property and the issues presented.
-

-(?\3 A comment is also

hood. This existing stone porch is approximately 11 ft. deep and 20-1/2

ft. wide at its widest point.

Under the BCZR, the porch is considered an

open projection. The Petitioners wish to enclose the covered porch and

convert same inte indoor 1living space. Due to the fact that the porch
will be enclosed, it will be considered part of the house under the BCZR
and a 50 ft. rear yard setback must be maintained. The 37.2 ft. sethack
presently provided, although legally sufficient for the open porch, .does
not comply with the BCZR as it relates to enclosed portions of a dwelling.

Apparently, the proposed conversion ¢f the porch into an addition has

created a great amount of controversy within the Rodgers Forge commnity.

Rumerous witnesses were called to testify by the Petitioners and expressed

support for the Petitioners' plan. These included all of the immediate

neighbors of the subject site. Other residents of Rodgers Forge, most of

whom who did not live within sight of the home but within the confines of

the community, appeared in opposition. The testimony of these witnesses

largely related to concerns that th= Petition did not satisfy the legal

requirements for a variance under the BCZR. Again, it need be erphasized

that the factual issues relating to this case are largely not 1in dispute.

—

All of the testimony offered. coupled with a site vigit of the

fully educated this Zoning Commissioner as to the particulars of this

in order about covenants in the land records of

:Qi Baltimore County for this community, and the position of the Rodgers Forge

Community Association on the Petition. The case before me deals only with

1 the Petition for Variance and the application of the BCZR to same. The

Zoning Commissioner does not sit as a judge of any of the courts of this

State and my authority is only to interpret the BCZR as it relates to

Petitions before me. However, it is to be noted in passing that litiga-

-3~

Petitioners' nuclear family of a mother, father and two children within

the family commmunity that is Rodgers Forge.

The Petitioners also suggest & unique characteristic exists as it

relates to the internal floor plan of his dwelling. He points out that

the kitchen area is unusually small and justifies the need for more inter-

nal space. Although this way or may not be the only house in Rodgers

Forge with this floor plan, this factor is not a proper basis to meset the

test set forth in the regulations and case law. Internal renovations

might be possible to redesign the floor plan and create more kitchen

space. Rather, it appears that the request for the variance in this case

is more of a matter of preference for the Petitioner and his family and is
not urgently needed as is required by Section 307. As is well settled,

mere matters of convenience do not justify the grant of a variance. See

e.g., Ad + Soil, Inc. v. County Commissioners, 307 Md. 307, 513 A2d 893,

(1986).

The benefits of living in Rodgers Forge are obvious. The commnity

possesses an ideal location and is a stable and attractive neighborhood in

which to live and raise a family. However, like any neighborhood, there

homes on individual lots. The townhouses feature limited living area and
are not easily added to. If the Petitioners regquire larger living quar-
ters, they should consider other commnities with larger houses where

there is room to expand.

the Petitioners' plans would cause no detriment to the surrounding locale
~ @nd are comsistent with the BCZR. Unfortunately for the Petitioners, they

are uneble to meet the practical difficulty test. In my view, the Protes-

tants correctly analyzed the state of the law as applied to these facts.

-7-
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tion has existed between the Petitioners and the community regarding the

viability of certain covenants which may or may not attach to this proper-

ty. My decision does not relate to the validity of the those covenants.

Their enforceability is a matter for the Circuit Court for Baltimore Coun-

ty. Horeover, my decision must be based upon the relevant portions of the

BCZR as interpreted by the case law. Apparently, the community associa-

tion and Petitioners have settled their differences and the community

association does not support or oppose the request.

The authority to grant variances to height, area and distance require-

ments is set forth in Section 26-127 of the Baltimore County Code and

Section 307 of the BCZR.

Section 307 sets forth the precise test which a

property owner must meet for variance relief to be granted. In essence,

Section 307.1 prescribes three standards which must be satisfied in order

for a variance to be granted. First, the Petitioner must establish that

the property owner would suffer a practical difficulty if the relief re-

quested were denied. [n this respect, the Petitioner must show that spe-

cial circumstances or conditions exist which are unique to the property or

structure in question. Second, testimony and evidence must be produced

that no adverse affect to the lcocale would result if variance reiief were

to be granted.

Last, a variance may be approved only if the grant of same

is consistent with the spirit and intent of the BCZR.

Addressing the last of these listed tests first, I am persuaded that

the spirit and intent of the BCZR would be satisfied if the variance was

granted. It is to be emphasized that the size of the building envelope

will not be increased.

The Petitioners' plans only call for an enclosure

of an existing porch. The same amount of open space and yard area will

remain.

The distance from the structure to the property line will not be

changed. But for the regulation which mandates a different required set-

-4~

Irrespective of the fact that a grant of the variance would cause no detri-

ment and would allow the Petitioners to enjoy an increased area of

living

space, it cannot be approved.

Pursuant to the advertisement, posting of the property, and public
hearing on this Petition held, and for the reasons given above, the relief

requested should be denied.

THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED by the Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore

) :;7151/
County this day of April, 1995 that a variance from Section

1B02.3.C.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Requlations {BCZR)} to allow a

rear setback of 36 ft., for an enclosed structure, in lieu of the required

50 ft. in a D.R.10 .5 zone, be and is hereby DENIED.

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
Zoning Commissioner
for Baltimore County

LES/mmn
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d Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.
312 Overbrook Roa

| o Raymond J. Peroutka, Ir.

Baltimore, MD 21212 420 Murdock Road " . 220 Dunkirk Road
February 11, 1995 . Baltimore, Maryland 21212 | D:ebra J. Peroutka . - . , | Baltimore, Maryland 21212

y 2 February 13, 1995 | £<0 Duakirk Road B EER | - (410) 3776219

3 Baitumore, Marvland 21212 ] _ . '
Arnold Jablon., Director (4101 377.6219
Zoning Administration and Development Management :
BaltimoreCounty Office Building, Room 109 ] 4 ' ' December 26, 1994
M Arnocld Jablon, Director 111 wWest Chesapeake Avenue , — ’
r. 7 ‘ :

Zoning Administration and Development Management Towson, Maryland 21204 ‘_ January 24, 1995
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue Re: Case 295-22-A(Item 218)

Towson, MD 21204

v . -
Dear Zoning Commissioner, - IA FAX: 887-3468 Mr. John Alexander

Mr. Lawrence E. Schmidt Office of Zoning Administration
. . 1 111 West Chesapea
Baltimore County Zoning Commissioner peake Avenue

i | Room 109
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 2120z e vt 1o

Attention: Gwen Stephens I have been a resident of Rogers Forge since 1960, living in the 400 block of
Case #: 95-222-A {Item 218) Register for the first two years and at the above address the rest of that
Property Ouwners: Raymond Peroutka and Debra Peroutka : time.

Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance to allow a 36 foot set bagk
for an enclosed structure (porch) in
lieu of the required 50 feet

B A SR AR R e

I wish to state that I am opposed to any changes in the exterior of the

. - Re: TItem No. : Re: Request for Zoning Variance
hc_)mes in Rogers Forge which have an impact and/or interfere with air flow, : o ‘ ;,O-.- 2&8 P , _ 220 Durkirk Road
light patterns and/or present sight lines. I do not think that when going ase "a.: :Tg.m"-q»u‘,':;,

‘Petit] : Request Number 218
out the back (or front) door one should be met by a wall extending beyond - etitioner: R. J. Peroutka et ux.

Dear Zoning Commissioner: the present dimensions of the neighboring homes.

Dear Mr. Schmidt: | Dear Mr. Alexander:

The integrity of Rodgers Forge is built on its decades of
strict aesthetic conformance. It is also built on strong
relationships with neighbors. Because relationships witb .
neighbors is never more important than in the close prox1m1ty.of
row-house living, it is with great reluctance that any of us in
Rodgers Forge oppose the request of others.

We do not live on large individual lots. We are a neighborhocod of row homes :
on small lots with our neighbor's home only several feet from us or less. ' 199 Thf Clo-Slng date for the abov
What one does to the exterior of their home is not done in isolation. It has : >- I anm informed by the Zoni
a very direct impact on the neighbors and the neighborhood. Consequently casef that the membe
I am opposed to exterior additions to the homes in Rogers Forge.

‘Enclosed you will find copies of those letters which I have
received from the Rodgers Forge Community Association as well as
those neighbors located behind my property. This should complete
the application materials which we discussed on December 20th.

e referenced case was January .

Ng Supervisor respcnsible fo
r organizations of the visor

If you have any guestions or require further materials or

Thank you for you consideration of these viewpoints. ‘ protests/requests information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Like many of our neighbors, we are acutely aware tyat this ‘ A _ were filed.
action may very well jeopardize our good relationship with these , iﬂ?ﬁre ym¥¢' \\\ .
neighbors. Those in closest proximity to 220 Dunkirk, probably ' 4 _ - ) ] I was advised that the ZADM ofeice
risk the most in publicly opposing the request of their neighbors i AKX éQLLkéﬂf’ signed by a

number of residents.  Airne o oilo received a letter ] . Vo
and friends. Despite the difficult position in which we find f Karl H. Weaver | states that the =i though the letter clearl B i <
routka, .

Sincerel
However, Y.

ourselves, we must strongly oppose the granting of the-above- 2ppea;s Fo questioq e

referenced variance. A variance such as this is_certaln to have : | ?5001at10n o vy iomedinee on of

a cumulative detrimental impact on the entire neighborhood. ‘ A grzgzét ssrgyfﬁé 1ﬁirequests Lanbors to approve ¢ - develonrent

| ed and a public hearing j ed if

Whereas many of us here in Rodgers Forge would enjoy larger | letters.from ol ar | : ng is scheduled.

accommodations such as the one the petitioners desire, thg :

community's integrity is at stake. Most residents_agpreC1ate _ . .

that row-house living is unlike any other. An addlt}onal room : | | application

for one family affects the light, ventilation, and view of :

others. As a community, the special interests of one family

Notwithstandi
cannot override the needs of the larger community.

had no objections,

subritted establishing the approval of the Community

and adjacent neighbors, I u
- ' nderstand th
schedule a public hearing on this matter.at you have

Association
elected

Dacember 20, 1994

Petition for Administrative Variance

220 Dunkirk Road
_ | . . PRI Baltimore, Maryland 21212
. ‘ . R . : : S ‘ ' Raymond J. & Debra J. Perout - 3
- ﬂ' ib ] . | ym outka | porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the

i . ; Notes to Property Blat purpose of_ creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
t | dotes to Property Plat have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
ﬁe 0dgers orge 0 u”l y, I”c. property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
7' mm . Ounership of Adjacent Parcels broperty line rather than be fect. as reomimey by tohy their rear
| ine rather an eet, as reguired by zoning.
Caro! L. Zielke PRESENTATION BY PROTESTANTS 95-222-A (item 218) | Address Owner’s Name i i : I have
2/21/95 218 Dunkirk Road Wayne & Georgia King

inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objeqtion to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
December 23, 1994 :: ‘ : 222 Dunkirk Road Robert & Deborah Krauss the Zoning Board.
_ As a property owner in Rodgers Forge | and others have come here today to 215 Murdock Road Charles W. Schauber, Jr.

i " i tback for an enclosed 217 Murdock Road Patrick & Anm Dorn
protest the granting of "a variance to allow 36 foot rear se ) €
gbizgyr?‘??‘déjc";emmka ' structure {porch) in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone"--specific 212 Murdock Road C. Canon & D. Fox
unkir :

Baltimore, Maryland 21212 to case number 95-222-A at Dunkirk Road, Rodgers Forge.

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the

AN ORGANIZATION OF THE RESIDENTS oF RODGERS FORGE
BALTIMORE, MD. 21212

Chaoubs U/ Sz,(zaqé@fz 7}

. . \ . i (Property Owners)
In early January several of us saw a posting for an administrative hearing for

the current case. Posted above it was a letter from the Arct)itectural Review . _ /? / { ﬂ/(( e / 0Cri /2
. Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community Association approving tpe plaps apd . : (Street Address)
Dear Mr. Peroutka: ' pledging that the Association’s Board of Governors would not oppose this application

for zoning variance. Photographs of the sign and letter are en:cered_as Exhibit.[ 3} eb
Subsequently, several of us wrote a letter of concern about this variance petition to _ | LA
Mr. Jablon, Director of Pianning and Zoning. Copies of that letter, sighed by 29 : _

property owners and residents, are entered as exhibit{ 4 ]. :

Re: Proposed Enclosure

The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. (the "Association”), acting through its
Board of Governors and its architectural committee, has reviewed, in detail, the plans
that you submitted for the enclosure of the porch at the rear of your home at 220
Dunkirk Road. Members of the architectural commitiee also met with you to discuss
these plans. Copies of the plans for the proposed enclosure submitted by you and
considered by the Board are attached.

2

We were moved to write our letter of concern due to the inconsisteqcv of the | )

community association’s position in the December 23rd letter with the position stated

in an earlier letter circulated with the Association’s November Newsletter. The latter

stated that Mr. and Mrs. Peroutka had chalienged the covenants and that t?‘fa

community association planned to defend the covenants vigorously. A copy of this

earlier letter was entered as Exhibit { 1 ] during the questioning of Mr. Perc?utka. The

letter of approva!l from the Architectural Review Committee of the RFCA did npt refer

to any litigation. However, after submitting our letter of concern to Zo'rung and

Planning, we received a copy of a letter submitted on January 17 to the Public Record

for Variance Petition 95-104-A by Mr. J. Michael Tanczyn, attorney for the owners

of another Rodgers Forge property. He stated that "the Rodgers Forge Commumt'v : December 20, 1994 becember 20, 1994
Association, in settiement of other litigation, issued the enclosed letter for what is g

now Case No. 95-222.A indicating their approval of a larger structure...”. A copy (_>f : o

this letter was entered as Exhibit [ 2 ] during the questioning of Mr. Peroutka. Thl§

letter strongly hinted that the RFCA's approval of the Perouika enciosed poich had

been obtained under duress.

This lgtter is to inform you that the committee approves your _plans for the
proposed enclosure.  Accordingly, no officer or member of the Assoc?atlon’s Board of
Governors, either individually or on behalf of the Association, will oppose your
application for a zoning variance for the proposed enclosure, provided that your
application is consistent with the attached plans.

The Association appreciates your efforts to design your enclosure so ghat it is
consistent with the architectural characteristics of the community. and the time and
patience you took to explain your design to the architectural committee.

Piease feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,
I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the

Architectural Commiitee,
Board of Governors,
Rodgers Forge Community, Inc.

s

By:_\ .

Josebh A. Guzinski

cc: Honey Holston, President

This is substantisted by a recent communication from the comr.nuninr
association, 2 "To Whom It May Concern” letter for any homeovgm_er in the
community. This Memo along with its cover letter are submitted as Exhibit [ 7 1. It

states the following:

"The Board of Governors has resolved its differences wi_th I\ﬁr. apd-Mrsf
Peroutka concern (sic) a lawsuit the Peroutkas filed in the Circuit Court
of Baltimore County. One of the conditions in resolving this suit was
that neither the Board of Governors nor any member of the Board t.:v0uld
either personally or on behaif of the Board actively oppose or actively

porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpcse of creating a sunrocm. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as reguired by zoning. I have

------ e ovn n) dmlm om L am an L e Seln s wad Aale Yiamaa aa.D - R -

P - | [ o,
- IARSPeCLEhR eI Diand aiiG QKiS5GUS56SR whnelk Witn may ana vew. I aave

no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.

4/;/; f /)Aﬂ n

(Property ewners)
et el 2

(signéture)

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Punkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear

property line rather than 50 feet, as reguired by zoning. I have

ihspec_:ted their plans and discussed them witn Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with

the Zoning Board.
< (ﬁperty Ownerg

218 Aunfonk,

{Street Address)

D Viny

(Sifnature) [/

————




o |
Mr. Amold Jablon, Director T .
Zoning Administration and Development Managsment
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109
111 West Chesapeake Avse.
Towson, MD. 21204

January 20, 1995

February 21, 1995

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Diractor

Zoning Administration and Developmant Management
Baltimore County Qffics Building, Room 109

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building. Room 109

Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218) _}_H West Chesapsake Avs. o
111 West Chesapeake Avenue Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Dabra J. Peroutka owson, MD. 21204 ) )
Towson, MD 21204 Address: 220 Dunkirk Road D @

December 20, 1994 Attention Gwen Stephens:

RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porchj in lieu of Case Number: 95-222-A (item 218} &mjw {‘0 {A“) "’j“

the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone. Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Defr _ Them jas'\.
Case Number: 95-222<4 (Item 218) Address: 220 Dunkirk Road fw # 75-/0% A( e
riy Owners: ond _ : Dear Zoning Commissioner:
. : . P . . -
izngf;;: owners ggsmgsgkfrk ggglclitka and Debra J. Feroutka RE:  Variance to aliow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclas
Regarding: Vartance to allow 36 foot set back for an enclosed structure The undersigned property owners of Rodgsrs Forge community oppose the granting of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zons.

(porch) in lieu of required 50 feet. the requested variance for rear vard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. A growing family doses not

represent a practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship. This alteration is for convenience only.
We strongly believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch {20.5 feet by 10.8 feet)
should not be built since there is already limited rear yard open space in cur community, 1t is
important to maintain this space to protect the health, safety, and general walfare of the
community. Large structures protruding into the rear yard interfere with the availability of light
and air to adjacent homes, block visibility of a vacationing neighbor’s property thereby
increasing the opportunity for break-ins, and discourage informal social contact between
neighbors that fosters the growth of a viable community spirit. Large enclosed porches or
additions are not an architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homes.

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have 1pformgd me that thgy
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of theilr
property. I understand that the variance is needed becapse the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from.'thelr rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as requ}red by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with
the Zoning Board.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers FO __ ....eenamy are concerned
about the request for the variance for rear vard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Community
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review
Committes and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find
it difficult to believe that such a largs structure as this enclosed porch {20.5 feet by 10.8 feat)
would not be opposad by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space
is already compromised by small lots and large sccessory buildings such as garages.

I have collected signatures on the enclosed petitions from residents of the 200
block of Murdock Road in the Rodgers Forge Community, Baltimore MD. 21212 and
witnessed their individual signatures.

I cannot attend the hearing on Tuesday. February 21, 1995 because of the
duties of my job.

I urge you to give every consideration to their petition to deny the variance. |
too support the purpose of the petition.

Signature

N CZEQT Vi, K'ZAU o4 Legal Property Owners Address/Phone Date

(Property Owners)

This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if someone should request a

public hearing, we wouid like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such
hearing.

Very truly vour,

Lacles 15 0alves L

R

222 DunkiRg R,
(Street Address)

. N T/ o :
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Mr. Arnold Jablon, Diwrector

<uming Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave,

Towson, MD, 21204

*

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY CITIZEN SIGN-IN SHEET

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Ave.

Towson, MD. 21204

ADDRESS

NAME _
JocEph A Guonstd 2l D Nani R

Case Number: 95-222-A (item 218)

Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra .. Peroutka :
Case Number: 95-222-A (Item 218) 4ddress: 220 Dunkirk Road —_Lonéses FORGE BoanD ob QirPloes ___Baumopz Mp 21212
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka . .
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Poroct
i leu ot the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

RE: Variarice to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch} in lieu of
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Zoning Commissioner:

The undersigned property owners of Rodgers Forge cominunity oppose the
granting of the requested variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. A
growing family does not represent a practical difficulty or unreasonapie naraship.

Dear Mr. Jablon:

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY PROTESTANT (8) SICN-IN SHEET

The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community are concernad

{ This alteration i1s for convenience only. We strongly believe that such a lar ge NAME Y ADDRESS
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Road. Above the structure as this enclosed porch (20.5 feet by 10.8 feet) shouid not be but sirce —_ ' Rocuesz-
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgers Forge Com[numty there s already himited rear yard open space in our communtty. It 1s impo-tant to Rotf"' Q’ﬂ@ﬂ L. R/ELKE bs). __/»T 32 S5  MURDock HOR WY i en
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the Architectural Review mawntain this space to protect the health, safety, and general weltare of the e
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public hearing. We find community. Large structures protruding into the rear yard interfere with the Lo, 22 o b s o VY i R Fogoroye ot 00T
it difficult to believe that such a large structure as this enclosed porch {20.5 fest by 10.8 feet) avauabiity of light and air to adjacent homes, block viswiitty of a vacationing ' -
would not be opposed by the community association and the immediate neighbors. Its intrusion 3?19'“30'“ s pf?pert{ therleby increasing the opportunity for br‘eaﬂk—ms. and LEd ¢ A4 T Amen 7 331 Marposc f /ﬁ' 4 o
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional structure such as a room V}:‘;‘,’;’ '"ff:mﬁ‘n%mipﬁ e L?}';ffngﬁs';?';oﬁ?&bgsatéhdai'i@;ﬁsstearrl t;::; ga?"m o e %L y (9_}4 é? ) Qé_ TR
addition. It seems unwise to build such structures in a row lf:gyss comrr?umty where open space architectural characteristic of this community of very fine homes. 1he 1tegriy ) (079 2L \ 5 % M ) yg& ek :
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages. and long term stability of Rodgers Forge is built on the strict maintenance of tne é‘,AR@a?_L A Llen 222 a "
. aesthetically pleasing exteriors of the original planned communtty. '
This is not a formal request for a public hearing. Howaever, if someone should request a

public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such

hearing. Signature
Legai Property Owners Address/Phone Date
Signature —— e
Legal Property Owners Addrass/Phone Date
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Property Address: ___ 220 DUNKIRK ROAD ~ R
Subdivision Name: _Rodgers Forge {Not Recorded) o

Owners: __Raymond J. & Debra J. Peroutka
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.f .T/ze Rodgers Forge Community, pu.
o

e | EasT Wate ViEad)

AN ORGANIZATION OF THE RESIDENTS oF RODGERS FORGE
BALTIMORE, MD. 21212

December 23, 1994

1/ (R

) (=)
T el N Re: Proposed Enclosure |
x‘x\] Dear Mr. Peroutka: " | | ‘ ‘ M / l !

The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. (the “Association”), acting through iis
Board of Governors and its architectural committee, has reviewed, in detail, the plans Y l i |
that you submitted for the enclosure of the porch at the rear of your home at 220 l Ej o i
Dunkirk Road. Members of the architectural committee also met with you to discuss
these plans. Copies of the plans for the proposed enclosure submitted by you and
considered by the Board are attached.

__; - - Mr. Raymond J. Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road
~—— . Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Y21 DWKIRIK
A

i

kil

‘

This letter is to inform you that the committee approves your plans for the o \ 1 : / /
. proposed enclosure.  Accordingly, no officer or member of the Association's Board of ? /—

Governors, either individually or on behalf of the Association, will oppose your
application for a zoning variance for the proposed enclosure, provided that your
application is consistent with the attached plans.

i
-

Jﬁﬂu:h,J%ﬁJE]ﬂm

o

The Association appreciates your efforts to design yeur enclosure so that it is
consistent with the architectural characteristics of the cor*punity, and the time and
patience you took to explain your design to the architectural committee.

£B"

Please feel free to call me if you have any questions.

Very truly yours,

Architectural Committee,
Board of Governors,
~ Rodgers Forge Community, inc.

By: D ol /»] C’man&u

/!oseph A. Guzinski
. cc: Honey Holston, President 1_ “‘iri L .L,. i 4 EI\’ S

L 30/ Doy
{ e
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December 20, 1994

. desire to enclosing the

ware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka .
éoighéat the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Roigifgrtﬁge
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me a 34

have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their

. understand that the variance is needed because the
g:gger:g the:E sunroom is approximately 37 feet from thelrl ;z:z
property 1ine rather than 50 feet, as requ}red by ZZPEP%; L have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray an e é s
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a prote

the Zoning Board.
7 (Préperty Owners§
2.1% 0(7,(,«,{»/%/&/!’9—&%/
(Street Address)
L N na

(sghnature) (/

Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

December 290,

I am aware of Deb and Ray Peroutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is- approximately 37 feet £from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, -as required by zoning.
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb.
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project.

A / "uu;ﬁ/“)@w/)n ( /A\Z()

I have ins

purpose of creating a sunroom. have no objecti

property.

HE 2 foeek

“gignatur

Rodgers Forge
Resident Approvail

pected the building pla
on to the project.g plans and

the Zoning Board.

24

Address

Qo k00

Address

- ‘
Nezezr w. Keaouds
(Property Owners)

222 DunNdzye R,
(Street Address)

{Signature)

Comments (if any): Comments (if any):

Efe

Signature w.e. wocy

L1l Pemrirx Reap

Ti7 : UNER’S
EXKiz:31
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Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

Rodgers Forge
Resident Approval

December 20, 1994 December 20, 1594

I am aware of Deb and Ray Percutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.

I am aware of Deb and Ray Percutka’s
plans to enclose the porch at the rear of
their home at 220 Dunkirk Road and the
anticipated request for zoning variance that
will accompany those plans.

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Peroutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 Dunkirk Road for the
‘purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have

I have inspected the building plans and
have no objection to the project.

e X EZ,

Signature s .
/%ﬁiuac'fs,)f}£2>kﬂj?t?/’

I am aware that Raymond and Debra Percutka desire to enclosing the
porch at the rear of their home located at 220 bunkirk Recad for the
purpose of creating a sunroom. They have informed me that they
have applied for a zoning variance to permit this use of their
property. I understand that the variance is needed because the
rear of the sunroom is approximately 37 feet from their rear
property line rather than 50 feet, as required by zoning. I have
inspected their plans and discussed them with Ray and Deb. I have

I have inspected the building plang and
have no objection to the project.

T

. . : . : Signature
no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with no objection to this project and do not plan to file a protest with 9
the Zoning. Board. | the Zoning: Board. ﬁ
22/ Denhids Aoo L 207 Murboc [foad
. Address /27 7 Address

4/;/? f//)/)/f?l’\

(Property ewhers)

F;2/:7/4920? k?ﬂu&/é/ 442&’!

Stréet Addressy

Chails L/ S;,Zaa.éﬁfe Je

(Property Owners)

278 praesoce P

(Street Address) /

O/
-

L A ALRELL A

(Signature) / !

Comments (if any):

Comments (if any):

{Signature)
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RODGERS FORGE COVENANTS CHALLENGED

o Law Offices (]
MICHAEL P. TANCZYN, P.A. H
Suite 106, 606 Baltimore Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
(410) 296-8823 - (410) 296-8824
Fax: (410) 296-8827
Computer Fax: (4] 0) 296-2848

f N idont Lt 2 | ®
' Protestants Exhibi

For over sixty years, residents of Bodgers Forge have enjoved the secunty of
Fnowing that neighbors buying a house in the community have agreed, through the
purchase oftheir house, to mamtain their home in a manner consistent with its
@stablished character and appearance. This agreementis reflected in the
“covenants”. The covenants are. escentiailv, imits on the alterations that Rodgers
Forge residents can make to thewr homes, and on the use of their property  Like the

Posting of Zoning Notice.

January 16, 1995

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Honorable Timothy Kotroco
Deputy Zoning Commissioner
Old Courthouse

9/ .5 sa4os
22250 1§ wf f o

_ _ Case Number: 95-222-A (ltem 218)
walls. roofs, lots, garages and physical attributes, the covenants were made part and 400 Washington Avenue Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
parcei of each home i the Forge by its developer, James Keeltv, Inc. Bv buving a Towson, MD 21204 Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

home in this community, the purchaser agrees to abide by the covenants. as vou
know, from repeated reminders in the Newsietter, the community association has the
task of monitoring compiiance with the covenants. and manv exierior tvpes of
alterations o your home must be approved bv the association.

Re:

Case No. 95-104-A b ' hd

| RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch)
323 Murdock Road T T

in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a8 DR 10.5 zone.

Dear Mr. Kotroco:

The covenants have now been challenged by our neighbors iving £ 220
, Raymond and Debra Peroutka. The Peroutkas have filed suit against
gur community association. claiming that the covenants in the Forge’s otdest section
(the section compricea of Honkins. Dunkirk . Murdock Boads and Regester Avenue,
231t 0f Pinehurst) expired in 1960, and are asking the court to dectare that the
covenants are no longer appticable to the Peroutkas’ property. The Peroutkas,
Accarding to their comptaint, desire to construct an enclosed addition to the back of
thenr house, an aiteration that unaer the covenants must be approved by the
community association.

I know that the hearin

g has closed some time ago and that
not made already.

your Decision is imminent, if

[ am writing to make you aware that as of
Community Association, in settlement of other liti

now Case No. 95-222-A indicating their approval

Def:ember 23, 1994 the Rogers Forge
gation, issued the enclosed letter for what is
of a larger structure with skylights to be added

We therefore submit this for your consideration. |

The association’s Board of Governars carefully reviewed the Peroutkas’

sieqations with the 2ssociation’s altorneys. ang decided to defend this surt Very truly yours,
vigordusly The litigation wall likely be expensive. However, this litigation has ' , o
ima0orance far bevond a paricuiar owner’s de<ire to build an enclosed addition to nis AN e ——
. peopenu it chalienges the abiity of the community to enforce the covenants against ~Michael P Tanezywy , B F8LIC HEARRG 74

xne cne ofthe owners in Rodgers Forge’s oldest cection. and uthmately the
T Tmmunity’s ability 10 preserve s character and to protect its vatue.

MPT/ed
Enclosure

ot PROTERTA
CXHidii 100,

Future 1ssues of the Newsletier will provide vou with an updats on the progress
of thas hiiganon, ana significant devetopments. o,

sf’"
Z 7




. January 20, 1995 ‘

| f February 21, 1995
Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director Q /F?
Zoning Administration and Development Management \ y | 2
B Y cake ave. Q Official Publication of Mr. Arnold Jablon. Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management

The Rodgers Forge Community, Inc. B saios Couns Ofies Bulaing. Room 105 [,

Towson. MD 21204

111 West Chesapeake Ave.
Towson, MD. 21204

' im n 1212 anuary, 1994

Number: 95-222-A {ltem 218) E VYol 16 No. 1 Baltimore. Marvland 21212 January, 19 | ‘
gt?:ert: QOwners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka ¥ 0 0. \ Actention ven spnens.
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road =

o Case Number: 95~222~-A (Item 218)
RE:  Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch) in lieu of Property Owners: Raymond J. Perourka and Debra J. Peroutk , | 7 . |
. . L1 Lot ‘ - . . : : o :
the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone. FPRESIDENTS MESSAGE Location: 220 Dunkirk Road o | .
Regarding: Variance to allow 36 foot set back for ' o S a i : T '
_ : an enclosed structure . A : :
Dear Mr. .Jablon: As [write this message for the first month of the New Year, = - 8 J E {porch) In lieu of required 50 feet. . MZ‘%% 2 é/ej’é’ f:@f-&é -
. it is early December s Newsterrer for Dece o1 st Id hanve § ) T . ‘ ¢ - ) E
The undersigned residents/property owners of Rodgers Forge community aré concerned 1 is early !)LLLlﬂbLf 1nd:h~. u.‘s etter tor .u.Lmer‘\.mu_ Live —r F _ , _ j5 e
A irk Road. Abova the been delivered to each house. The topic addressed in the ; _ : e HEL? B D Zoni ) . ZW, 7. W ) Z“?
about the request for the variance for rear yard setback at 220 Dunkirk Roag. : December Newslerzer was our covenants in the Forge, and vet i I e . ear Zoning Commissioner: . 4 o
posting is a letter from the Architectural Review Committee of the Rodgars Forge CO““,“U”'W -1:-;:1 lkfi!‘u; 11121 tin I‘;inuur: t*:i.; m;“.t vital is‘:u::‘m ir:c by Jure Baver L /(’ M'V% |
v . . . : iaw agd i - LR - o . - . C " el e oty review (heir basic 1 i -
Association which approved this structure and which stated that the .&frchltec.:tut:al F!ev © We find . neichborhood must once more be addressed. On November 15, 1993, a meeting was held for all interested block captains 10 revienw their bas: ] vard sétzzc;l::";gootoo opg?s}f ;29 granting of the requested variance for rear
Committee and the Board of Governors would not oppose the owners in public egnr:gd 8 faat) e During the past few days, [ have een inundated with phone responsibilities. to discuss ways (o improve the system and to brainsiorm on nes ideas (o inerease com- A T that-;he :(::‘lﬁ:l'u ti- ¢ . {
it difficult to believe that such a large structure _as'thus enclosgd porc_h (20.§ feet vI - wrusion g calls and letters concerning sheds put up in backvards and high munity spirit and input. , vor 4 welcome down on the air .f]ow and 115,(0:\';131,11 ’:m‘:ﬂse 8ddm§n voula serlousty “l ®° " % | i
would not be opposed by the community association and thq lmmgdlate neighbors. lts intru : fences erected. The residents who have called and written have i was thrilled to have 17 block captains from all over the Forez attend the meering. Aler a welcome also obstruct the vie-w of neighbors. I feelothai ?turirso?n ing homes. aqd \\'ouirg i- fj
into the rear yard is no different from any other large three dimensional Stru_cwre such as a room s been dismaved, angered and, in some cases, embirtered, that peo- and introduction of all block captains, the responsibilities were roviewed. open spaces planned when the hous;es were constrﬁctedlmponant to maintain the ]" . . Z4
addition. it seems unwise to build such structures in a row house community where open space s ple are making exterior alterations 10 thetr houses without (in = Deliver annual directory and dues invoice. (It is sirongly encouraged that block caprans cotlect dues.) I feel that the addition would certainly im air tl'le ability .. A7y 4 d}% w’ﬁ - !7‘ f
is already compromised by small lots and large accessory buildings such as garages. N some cases) even bothering to fill out an Alteration Form (found e Deliver emesgency flyers ¢ Volunteer at least one hour at the Rodgers Forge Picnic in June in the Neighborhood Watch Program by observin I;lei hbors 1ty t°_ p?rtl(‘lpzftg . ) W N
o in the front of our Rodgers Forge directory). Many of the com- * Welcome new neighbory : are awav. ' g g property’ when owners ‘&Z}M‘z"é- 0% M m Vor 4 d M
This is not a formal request for a public hearing. However, if someone Shf-‘Uld request a = plainants feel that they have observed strict adherence to T_}‘C It was proposed that a telephone chain be set up for the block captains in the cvent mformaten I also feel that with only two children. thev have ample living and /f ’ s
public hearing, we would like to be informed by letter of the date, time and location of such E covenants. Why, they wonder, isn't evervone held 1o strict needs to be passed around quickly. . _ - storage space on the 4 floors of the house. plus the garage e ‘ZM . M @MI’M
hearing | accountability in adherence 1o the covenants? Don't those in A fun way of maintaining community spirit and getting to know vour neighbors 1s 10 orgamze 3 I have lived in a similar size house (5 bedrooms) for more than 25 vesrs ’ % — , ¢ .
) | vialation care ;1b09t what lhglralicrazzons do.tt)‘!hcn neighbers? Slock party. Several block capraims in attendance had organized <o an event. SuggCSHGnsllﬂ_’CFUdL‘? pre- . and comfortably raised 4 children (as did 2 previous owners of my hou;e) ‘in& E‘;\D J y7)74 M ]‘ M A
Signature L Wiiatever we do will have an impagt on our neighbors. Does erec- nics. fee cream <ocials and pot luck dinners. The alleys can =0 locked off for the activities but a space provided by originai design of the house ) ne - .’5‘;!! .
F ine 0 sin-1 e choa eIehROTS ACeDSs ¢ » breezes i ~Tri - Cmerrain e Teanire "y : Rich: . Chief i . ’ ¢ L -
. e e am Adrace Bhana Date e ting a six-foot fence block a neighbor's access to the breezes in Baliimore County pertait is required. I vou are interested. please wrie o Mr C Richard Moore, Chie B I urge vou to deny the reonest far s sethack varlianes. 7 - . - _
Legai riopeny vwinsis Agcress/Phone . summer? Wi my other neizhbors, whose varden is sojovely in of Highways and Tratfic Operations at 111 West Chesapeake Avensz, Towson, 21204 (mail stop 1003} :
A ot . . the spring. lose sunlight because of my high fence? You must specify the dav, time. scction of alley to be shut down an¢ = rain date. if there is one, ‘ o & M‘M %4 é
. f ‘ {é ,61 ) : In_fact.. regardless of whether something \.\'ould or_would not WMefcoming new neighbors is a most positive way of introdusing people 10 our comrf“:uml.\‘- UI?‘-? _ Very truly vours, - .
7/ /l./, ﬂ:/ /C KJ z /- 22 -?{ be a violation of the covenants, we should think cavefully about Huisler and Pat Meenan have put together a Hospitality Services nacker that can be handed our to new | e s e ‘_"
: . uefec Z/Z( how what we build will affect ali of our neighbors. If the effect neighbors with the directory. The packet inciudes informarion on the association, du.-:s, c.ovcnan.ts. _ _ %‘Z—v a {C:-é*r‘ ///w {/&;,’,{ﬂw
. &Mﬂ-’é o{ . 3X5 WM@& ,@ U2 & on others will be deleterious, perhaps the neighborly way would schools, churches, shopping. security and neighborhood concerns. Each block captain will recent A Y 'rérf;z Reno Calvert — °7 clA
- | T~ Y ‘7 o~ 7O /~2Z -95 be o ffllh'ink our plans'. o _ ' several of these packets cach vear to deliver as our new neighpors arrivel R 208 Murdock Road
/V_ ng ;( Q‘W ~w /T e 07 - Each homeowner sttouid have been given a sel of the cove- I would like 1o thank all of the block captamns who attendzd and ali of the plock captamavsor their ) Baltimore. MD 21212
; 4 ) crpack 20 2. )11 g nants at the time of settlement. Please read them —they are hard work and dedication to the Forge. I am always interested in hearing from all block captains. . (410) 37==111~
w77 329 /2 ’%?5/ g actually very interesting reading. If you were not given the
- /ﬂ ~ A A 1772.525¢9 / covenants at your settlement. ask for them from vour ntle — T
1 S Live khet® T P ,/22/95 B company. RODGERS FORGE DUES RESULTS
. / ’ ' i o 3 Ty oo - con T Joers | AT P s R e el D d
; _’/ Mgz FAZ W/GJ/ | T}lt m—ajorn.\ 0f3)09ph. w ho_huy .horu.su in Fm‘lgur, Fors_..n dg isc of 120753 ALTERATION
. 5/” ‘ ; so0 because of the covenants. They want enforcement of the TOTAL RESULT ARy
— - ; v F77- 4{5-192 covenants, knowing only strict entorcement will retain the Location UNITS  NO. Ta RETJEH\D—R
¢ integrity of Rodgers Forge and the value of their houses ; :
33) Murdecr 4 213 //2_2, ?5 . integrity of Rodgers Forge and the value wir houses, i ] e e af Conernors imeets the
May the New Year bring health and contentment to vou atl. Brandon Road 124 34 44 ; Tt‘_‘ l::zj‘i“\l“:?;dcﬁg‘é;:_‘ '\:;L evory
> Chumleigh Road 15 7 47 P oseew LA R .
Al A ' 377 ¥?70 B Dumb;r;on Road 19 a4 3% b month. Requeses for altcra:::ons ‘I
/0'7 ’ (R N el i - D are considered at this ume Toex- '&‘ﬁg Eg: ]
6( .M'J/}' jfﬂ W /%/ 07 GZ //2- 2 / ?g- *_ v \_)l_";,(OC Dlunk:r!\ Rtoa;: . 218 91 44 - pedite the process, please submit ' /d - / o
7? =7 :E": Glen Argvle Roa 21 14 67 ¢ forms by the firstof the month 1o . m
ﬁ . /M j Honey _HOI"‘IO" Heathficld Road 81 i3 42 D any of the following commitee | . .
8 President Hopkins Road 148 67 43 U members: Jane Bayer, Honey ! f
Lanark Court 16 19 33 ! Holston, and Debra Mitchell. The | % I 4
B e o T complsted form 2nd accompany- ‘ _
_“ -“Ellrdm_r\ Read 238 Il}h 45 | ing information may also be mail- | ! o
Otd Trail ot ! 0 ed 1o Architeciural Commities, |
Overbrook Road 119 63 53 !

RFCA
PO Box 4631
Baliimore, MD 21212-0631.

Pinchurst Road 14 43

6
RFCA FOOd, HousehOId al‘ld Regester Avenue 187 73 30
Craft Supply Drive Rodgers Court oo

Stanmore Court 20 h 28

DATE: Sa[urday, January 8, 1994 Stanmore Road 2 37 41 [ ]
Stevenson Lane 88 43 49

TIME: 10:00-11:30 a.m. York Road 15 14 78 PAPER

PLACE: Rodgers Forge Elementary Parking Lot Total Homes SR o PICK-UPS

ITEMS: Non-perishable f . : : Stevenson Lane Apts. 115 6 5
P! I€ food, cleaning supplics, Rodgers Forge Apts. 507 40 g January 12

crafis items, linens, etc. 5

Total Apartmeats 622 16 7
January 26

Communiiy Tosal 2401 861 36

- D
Pebruary 21, 1995 Josaph A, Knell, Jr.

330 Murdock Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration and Development Management

February 17, 1995

??lln‘l;or: ggunty ggic:vg:‘iji:ing- Room 109 _ o 0/.:, Case Number: 95-222-A (Itam 218)
es esape I Property Owners: R.J Peroutka & D.J. Peroutka IO OM CONCE,

Towson, MD 21204 Location: 220 Dunkirk Road

Regarding: Variance

Attention Gwen Stephens: é V

The Board of Governors has resolved its differences with Mr

and Mrs. Peroutka concern a lawsuit th j oy 4
. ; e Pero
Circuit Court for Baltimore County. utkas filed in the

February 14, 1995

Case Number: 95-222~A (Item 218) : One of the condiion, the
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka and Debra J. Peroutka resolving this suit was that neither the Board of Governors nor an
Location: 220 Dunklrk Road _

Regarding: variance to allow 36 foot set back for an enclosed structure Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204

{porch) in lieu of required 50 feet. y v
. ! ny member of the Board will ac
support or actively encourage approval of the variance. Thetégzig

of Governors and its members will allow the zoning commissicner to

make its determination on the zoning is i
sue witho
or support from the Board of RFCI. J ut any opposition

Dear Zoning Commissloner:

Attention: Gwen Stephens

I am opposed the granting of the requested variance for rear yard setback
at 220 Dunkirk Rd.

I have lived at 209 Murdock Road for more than 60 years since my child-
hood, and have raised three children in my three bedroom house. We had/have
adequate space to meet our living and social needs.

1 feel that it is important to maintain the open spaces planned when the
houses were constructed. I feel that the proposed addition would serlously cut
down on the air flow, and light available to the surrounding homes, and would
obsiruct the view of nelghbors.

I feel that the addition would greatly impinge the ability of nelghbors to
particlpate in the Neighborhood Watch Program in observing other nelghbors
property when owners are away.

I also feel that with only two children, the Peroutka's have ample living
and storage space on the 4 floors of thelr house (larger than mine), with
additional space in their garage. :

‘1 urge you to deny the request for a setback veriance. -

Dear Zoning Commisgsioner:

Thjs letter is to express my opposition to the granting of
the Variance requested in the above referenced case.

I have been a resident of Rodgers Forge for over 25 years.

I chose this neighborhood because of its well constructed houses,

strict covenants, and zoning regulations. It disturbs me that

some property owners do not wish to live by the rules and attempt

to circumvent them by devious means. This was brought to my

attention by seeing a Public Hearing notice concerning a

requested Variance posted on the above property after
_construction of this project had already begun.

I raised 6 children in my house which is the same size as
the above property. Therefore I know that additional living
space 18 not needed by a property owner with only 2 children.

The construction of "add-ong” to the large houses on small
'lops in Rodgers Forge is unsafe and unsightly. It deprives their
neighbors of air, sunlight and views which was not the original
plan and should not be allowed. This construction may increase
th? progerty value of that particular house, but it decreases the
Ve iue of surFeunding propercy. -

. Parks
Murdock Road
altimore, MD 21212
(410) 377-6812

I urge you, please do not grant the Variance requested in
the above referenced case.

Sincerely




PROTESTANTS EXHIBIT =2

— Case Number: 95-222-A
==
— SUMMARY OF ALTERATIONS TO HOMES
= IN THE OLD SECTION OF RODGERS FORGE
= HOMES BETWEEN PINEHURST AND YORK ROAD
— =
% ENCLOSED PORCH/
= TOTAL ADDITION ENCLOSED PORCH (5 87)
= STREET HOMES  (ROOM SIZE) OR SMALL ADDITION
—= DUMBARTON ROAD (ODD #s) 44 2 NONE
== REGESTER AVENUE 92 0+ 1° 0+ 1°
% MURDOCK RQOAD 92 1 8 + 1°
DUNKIRK ROAD 92 5 + 4° 8 + 2°
HOPKINS ROAD 92 1+ 1° 6 + 2°
TOTAL 412 9 + 6° 22 +4° + 2°
(% OF TOTAL) 3.6% 6.7%

*Full width screened porch bSmall addition *Screened porch
Overbrook Road (89 homes) which is part of East Rodgers Forge was omitted from these

figures becasue it remains under covenants.

Most of the large structures are concentrated on Dunkirk Road. The small enclosed porches
are about equally divided between Hopkins, Dunkirk and Murdock Roads.

The above survey was made on February 3-15, 1995 and is documented with photographs
taken at that time.

file:RF941129.A1T
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BALTIMORE COUNTY. MARYLAND

BUILDING FERMIT

FPERMIT #: BOB37Ba CONTROL +: MR DIST: 99 PREC: o4

DATE ISSUED: 02/2B/914 TAX ACCOUNT %: 0903470510 CLASS: €4

PLANS: CONST PLOT ;4 ~ R PLAT - - DATA ELEC NO PLUM NO
LOCATION: 208 REGESTER AVE "
SUBDIVISION: RODGERS FORGE ';

‘ H

OWNERS INFORMATION
MNAaME: ELIA, JERRY & MARIA
ADDR: 208 REGISTER fgVE BALTO, MD 24242

TENANT :

CONTR: DECKCRAFT

ENGNR :

SELLR: R

WORK: REMOVE EXISTING DECK ON REAR OF SFTH AND,
REPLACE WITH SCREENED IN PORCH. 16 X 10 X.
4 = 1608F., WILL COMPLY WITH CODE MEMO #1.

BLDG. CODE: B@CaA CODE t‘
RESIDENTIAL CATEGORY: TOUNHOUSE OUNERSHIP: “PRIVATELY OWNED

ESTIMATED $ PROPDSED USE: s';m & PORCH i A
10,872 EXIBCING USE: SFTH , 4o

"‘f.,l A \)
‘ —'\~ -\%t\)q

. Lt

TYPE OF IMPRV: ADDITIO .
USE: ONE FAMILY
FOUNDATION:2 . . +
S8EWAGE: PUBLIC EXIST~
LOT SIZE AND SETBACKS %" v

S e i . "v~ ., .

’ . o
H
. BASEMENT: | NN
SN, WATE PUBLIC’\E&!)S?\-_, 3
PRI ~ -

WV

FRONT .
3192%3
FRONT,

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND LICENSES % -
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 /
B

LHLDINGS ENGINEER

Dt CAGE BEEFDR TO PEANIT NUIMZER WHEN MAKING INQUIRIES

Protestants Exhibit %

Full Width Enclosed Porches/Additions or

Screened Porches in East Rodgers Forge

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222.A (item 218)
Property Owners:

Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch)

in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.

Total number of enclosed porches/additions = 9
Total number of screened porches = 6 .

) rTotaV!

Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka

Protestants Exhibit

Impact of Proposed Enclosed Porch on
Appearance of the Property at 220 Dunkirk Road.

Presented by Carol L. Zielke
February 21, 1995

Case Number: 95-222-A {item 218}
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road

RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear vard setback for an enclosed structure (Porch)
in lieu of the required 50 foot sethack in a DR 10.5 zone.

419 Dumbarton
Road

208 Regester
Avenue

411 Dumbarton
Road




Protestants Exhibit 7

The Small Enclosed Porches {5'x8") in East
Rodgers Forge

il

Lo 379°YRF shvEpsjos)

413 Murdock
Road

% g
N9 ‘9:0 Presented by Carol L. Zielke
‘5: O O February 21, 19395
' -~
) Q
2 %
< &
/"
v Case Numbes: 95-222-A {item 218)
+(p Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka
) Address: 220 Dunkirk Road
,6
4«\ RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch)
‘. in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone.
s
‘%O" Total number of 5'x8’ enclosed porches = 22
(e Total number of 1/2 width enclosed porches = 4 ’
€ Tata! number of B'x8’ screened porches = 2 %

Total= 28

401 Murdock
Road

Protestants Exhibit %

The Back Faces of the East Rodgers Forge Group
Homes: Documentation of the general lack of
additions or enclosed porches within the
community.

¢ ¢
200 Block of Dumbarton (South side)

Presented by Carol L, Zielke
February 21, 1995

- Case Number: 95-222-A {lem 218} o
Property Owners: Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka - _
Address: 220 Dunkirk Road zf\_ 2 - 6; N CrEpds T /‘_:_i‘:‘ - ?n:“ll';é. M From 201
i ¢ ) — ~ =0 : e .
A s . ’ ,‘ ; ..‘ : ] e L SIS - B f FE ] I 4 if : Sy T PEE RN ) -~ loomg east
Protestants Exhibit: o N RE: Variance to allow 36 foot rear yard setback for an enclosed structure {Porch) G MC 5 L O 7 LENTRE o A
v . I . a CRvail -l yMIE in lieu of the required 50 foot setback in a DR 10.5 zone. HOSP. PRANTT Hoszp. i W . i
The Back Faces of the East Rodgers Forge Group Homes E q e Q\\ ") W H...uep
- - \ ‘ .

FREIT -..fi“*“?‘ T

From 231
looking west .
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Baltimore County Government
Zoning Commissioner
Office of Planning and Zoning

Suite 112 Courthouse
400 Washington Avenue (410) 887-4386
Towson, MD 21204

April 6, 1995

Robert A. Hoffman, Esquire
Venable, Baetjer and Howard
210 Allegheny Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

RE: Case No. 95-222-A _
Petition for Zoning Variance o
Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.. et ux, Petitioners

Dear Mr. Hoffman:

he decision rendered in the above captioned

Enclosed please find t n accordance with the

case. The Petition for Variance has been denied i
attached Order.

In the event the decision rendered is unfrflvo%'a.ble-to any pa(rity, zéeiiz

be advised that any party may file an appeal with1nIEhlrtyréagireazzdition—
f Appeals. you

f the Order to the County Board o t .

gittian?ormation concerning filing an appeal, please feel free to contact ou

Appeals Clerk at 887-3333.

Very trnly yours,

—7 P P
B TP T G e s or
P S A et

Lawrence E. Schmidt
7Zoning Commissioner

LES :rmn

izt Mr. and Mrs. Réymond J. Peroutka, Jr., 220 bunkirk Road, Balto. 21212

Mr. Joseph A. Guzinski, Rodgers Forge Board of Governors, 210

Dunkirk Road, Balto. Md. 21212
Mr. and Mrs. R. Zielke, 325 Murdock Road, Balto. Md. 21212

Mrs. Mary B. Birckhead II, 324 Murdock Road, 21?;2
Mr. and Mrs. E. J. Ament, 331 Murdock Road, 212
Mrs. Norma O'Hara, 329 Murdock Road, 21212

Mr. Carroll Miller, 322 Murdock Road, 21212

Prinlod wilh Soybean Ink
on Recycled Papar

Q

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

Towsen, Maryland
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Petitioner: --.Afﬁf--—--”-«------—--------- 22 LT ML
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ZONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY %:_ zﬂl'ﬁl

Location of property:. -é&.m.‘ﬁ.‘.‘iﬁ/ﬁ?‘/f f -./L-A/,Z-J. ...............................
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. .
Petition for Administrative Variance

75 222 A
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

for the property located at 220 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore Md. 21212
which is presenitly zoned
This Petition shall be fifed with the Office of Zoning Administration & Development Management,

The undersigned, legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in 1he_ description and plat attached
hereto and made a pait hereof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s) lg C ;)\ , % c | L—Cﬂ-?B e 3 = ‘}LLC*LL-'

S(v FT’E@M,SG"‘LEM Fore A o CLege ST T ciae (oo RCls
“Tue eauwiwn BECFU S g tes 3y 16, § “Zewic

B.R. 10.5

Yinm biee

of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimate County, to the Zoning Law of Baliimore Cou ty; for the foliowing reasons: (indicate hardship or
practical difficulty)
Practical Difficulty .
Enclosure of existing covered porch located 37.2 feet from the rear
property line to accomodate needs of growing family.

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by Zoning Regulations.
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above Variance advertising. posting, etc., upon filing of this petition, and further agree to and are to
be bound by the zoning regulations and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the Zoning Law for Baltimore County.

We do solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of pefjury. that vwe are the
tegal owner{s) of the propesty which 1s the subject of this Peton. '

Contract Purchaser/Lessee: Legal Owneris):

Raymond J. Peroutkgs—dr. -

(Type or Print Name} (Type or Prirt Name) -

TP
Signature Sgriarte N EZY
. { / )
Debra~J"Peroutka M

Address (Type or Prrt Name) 7

’DL/’M \"\’ : «Ziz‘zz‘z\ /
N T = / (410) 377-6219 (home)
Attorney for Petitioner:

220 Dunkirk Road (410) 539-8580 (work)

Type or Print Name} Address Phong No

Baltimore Maryland 21212

City State Jocods
Name, Address and phone number of represectative 1) be comacted.

City State Zipcode Agaress Prane No.

A Public Hearing having been requested and/er tound 1o be required, itis ordered by the loning Commissionet of Boltimere County, this _ __ doy of o

that the subject matter of this pefition be set for o public hedaring . advertived, a1 reguired by the loning Regulations of Boltimore County, in two newzpcper: af generas
creuviation trcughout Baltimare County, ond thot the property be repusted.

loning Commisvoner of Baitimare Cosrty

Py REVIEWED av:i@g_- oare 1 LC (4 C% Printed wath Soybean tnk 1TEM &: i ( )

{ on Recyclod Papet
(: R o \...
“ ESTIMATED POSTING DATE: C ( it { { SA

Y Y
CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

TOWSON, MD., 71/@ 2 1678

THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was

21204 Room 116,
ar . 4oomw”8’ Oig published in THE JEFFERSONIAN, a weekly newspaper published
Avenue, Towson, Mandand

21204 as foflows: in Towson, Baltimore County, Md., cnce in each of £ successive
Case: #95-222-A

g;,“‘oﬁ‘m? «oas weeks, the first publication appearing on _m . 1915—-—

o ey 21, 1905 THE JEFFERSONIAN,
“““““““ . . ; N
..... e 7
N ssrs (porc) in ko f th ¢ W
fequired S04oot stback. LEGAL AD. . TOWSON
' _ LAWRENCE E. scaw%'z '
....... ] Zoning Commissioner e T fa—

NOTES: (ViHoarings are Hand-
appod Accassibly; for a-

X e A A P : gommodations Please Call
......... : oy G2

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING Yoy -4
TONING DEPARTMENT OF BALTIMORE COUNTY ?‘

Towsen, Maryland

Posted fOr: ...aeeaL.l00045

Di.m—--annu--—---'—- . R R TRy T

--------

Petitioner: //{e‘%%ﬂ’zﬂﬂ%/e/v_éffeﬂ%g .......... o

Location o propacty... L2 20... st ek (08 MY ...

- b A0 e A e e g S

- - -
- - e O O T e D ol A A S R e -
...........

. - - -
----------------------------------- W A O S T i s B0 D ol S5 R
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- g - - Pe -

Bal! 1are County

Zoning Administration &

111 West Chase pﬂ&. Avenus
Tov: sen, Marylond 31208 . _ . Aecount: N-001-61%0

........ Y 3w, RS

‘h'l-‘i Iag RSP | . - ~——S-‘u3

A2C Duny g zﬁ,?‘g‘g_ga S

‘Development Management . - ?5 —Z 272, ""“ﬁ’

. _ ® i ) t
Af f ldaVIt Eﬁﬁfr:fm Variance

The undersigred heretw affinns under the penaliies of perjury 10 the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County. a5 {oliows:

75 —72z272—-4A

Petition for Administrative Variance

That the information herein given is within the personal knowledge of the Affiani(s) and that Affiant({s) is/are competent to

220 Dunkirk Road
testfy thereto in the event that a public hearing is scheduled in the fulure with regard thereto.

Baltimore, Maryland 21212
Raymond J. & Debra J. Peroutka

That the Affiani(s) does'do presently resideat __ 220 Dunkirk Road
adaness

Baltimore Maryland 21212
Cay = Zp Cooa

Zoning Description

That based upon personal knowiedge. the following are the facts upon which I4we base the request for an Adminisirative
Variance at the above address: iincicass hardsig or practical afhcutty]

BEGINNING at a point on the north side of Dunkirk Road at
the distance of 259 feet 11 inches easterly from the
corner formed by the intersection of the north side of
Dunkirk Road and the southeast side of Pinehurst Road
said place of beginning being at a point in a line with
the center of the partition wall there situated; thence
easterly binding on the north side of Dunkirk Road 37
feet 5 inches to a point in a line drawn midway between
the house on the lot now being described and the house on
the lot adjoining on the east; thence north binding on
said line 110 feet to the south side of an alley 15 feet
wide there situated; thence westerly binding on the south
side of said alley with the use thereof in common 39 feet
10-1/2 inches to a point in a line with the center of the
partition wall in this description mentioned and thence
south to and through the center of said wall and

The property located at 220 Dunkirk Road was purchased by affiants June 29,
1982. At that time, the prOﬁerty was improved by a two and one-half story
brick dwelling with an attached porch extendin ¥rom the rear. The rear
setback from this porch is approximately 37.2 Eeet. Affiant 's seek to

£ng vide needed rvom_for their growing
family. Baltimore County Zoning for this area requires a 50 fuot setback.

Affiants have previously received consent for the enclosure from adjacent
property owners as well as the Rodgers Forge Community Association and its

Architectural Review Committee.

That Affiant(s) acknowledgef< if 2 prolest is filed, Affiant(s) will be required to pav a repasting and advertising fee and
may be required 10 provide S

: SOREE, , continuing the same course in all 110 feet to the place
______ . ; n ﬂ(% of beginning.
: . maﬁm | At by
_ teigphture| BEING the lot of ground recorded among the Land Records
. Debra J. Pefoutka

of Baltimore County in Liber E.H.K.,Jr., No., 6408, folio
323, containing

STATE OF MARYLAND, COUNTY OF BALTIMORE, [0 wit

1 HEREBY CERTIFY. this _ 19Th 4.« December

The improvements thereon also being known as No. 220
of Maryland, in and for the County aforesaid. personalty appeared

Dunkirk Road and located in the Ninth Election District,
Fourth Councilmanic District.

1994 before me. a Notary Public of the State

Raymond J. and Debra J. Peroutka

the Affiants(s) herein, personalhy known or satisfactonidy identified 1o me as such Alffiantt(s). and made oath in due form of law
that the matters and facts hereinabove set forth are rue and correci 1o the best of hishertheir knowledge and belief.

AS WITNESS my hand and Notanial Seal.

t;“c]lc’q %7&.&.&,{ ~ @mrx.v

NOTARY PEBLIC O

My Commission Fxpires: a_’ i q/ r’(,

aate

¢

Baltimore County Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

Baltimore Counly Government
Office of Zoning Administration
and Devclopment Managememt

VEE West Chesapeake Avenue

towson, M 21204 (410) 887-3353
ZONING HEARING ADVERTISING AND POSTING REQUIREMENTS & PROCEDURES

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204 {410) 887-3353

Jamuary 5, 1995

Baltimore County Zoning Regqulations require that notice be given to .
the general public/neighboring 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 and placement of a notice in at least one
newspaper of general circulation in the County.

fe: CAGE RUMBER: 95-222-3 (Item 218)
220 Dunkirk Road
B/S Dunkirk Road, 260' E of Pinebnrst Road
9th Rlection District - 4th Comneilmenic
Legal Osner(s): Baymond J. Poroutks, Jr. and Delwa J. Peroutka

This office will ensure that the legal requirements for posting and

advertising are satisfied. However, the petitioner is responsible for
the costs associated with these requirements.

PAYMENT WILL BE MADE AS FOLLOWS: onber.  Contac

be directed to 887-3391. This notice also serves as a refrasher 3 the ative process

n and paid to this office at the
1) Mmtydﬂhmﬁm&ﬂmma,l%.mmm {Jammary 2B, 1995) is the
deadline for » oeighbor to file o formml request for a public hearing, After the closing dats, the fils wil}
mmwmmmmﬂmm.mqmmmmm,mm tho
requested rolief, or (c) decand that the matter ba sot in for a puhlic hearing. Yoo will reecoive written
mﬂﬂmﬂmmhﬂ:ﬂh&a&mmiﬂmhsbmm&nmd,mﬂnpmmm.

2) Billing for legal advertising, dve upon receipt, will come
from and should be remitted directly to the newspaper,
RON-PAYMENT OF ADVERTISING FEES WILL STAY ISSUANCE OF ZONING ORDER.

(B Nt

ARNOLD JABLON, DIRFUTOR

r}) mmmmm(mmmam'smWemmﬂmdm
Comdnsioner), the peoperty =il bo reposted and ootice of the bearing will appear in a Baltimore Comty
W.MWWWMMWMMMWMMWS). .

3) ﬂmahﬁﬁudhtmmmmmmimmmsdﬂu.mmh retroed  after the

TR AR D0 SR ST e N e 5 A e S . = Y A e e W WP A S e W W . AN SR M R e b A ke -

Clc P:_,,_%_' Mo oo
0%¢ S, *sc

"‘35

.
4 s ve S8

Number of Signst /

LA Posted by ---.. 527 :,....‘_‘5;-‘?9@“"""""-“" Date of returm:..=ofon oo mnm e oo

~closing date. Pailure tn reters the gign ond poot 98)) pesadt 4o 3 $60.00 charge. -

- For newspaper advertising:
Item No.: oI &
Petitioner: ?wm“:'b J. -‘}' -DE@EA \T pgﬁau'rm.
Location: dodo Dunrigw Poa‘l)

PLEASE UNDERSTARD TBAT OR THE DATE AFTER THE POSTING PERICD, THR
PROCESS IS NOT COMPLETE. THE FILE MOST GO THROUGH PINAL REVIEW. ORDERS
ARE ROT AVAILABLE FOR DISTRIBUTION VIA PICEK-UP. WHEN READY, THE ORDER
WILL BE FORWARDED TO YOU VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL.

PLEASE PORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:

~
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T0: PUTUXENT PUBLISHING CONPERY
February 1, 1995 Issue - Jefforsonian

Please foward billing to:

Raymond J. Perontka, Jr.
220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
410-377-621%

NOTICE OF HEARING

The Zening Commiseioner of Baltimore {ounty, by authority of the Zoning Aot and Requiations of Balbimare
{omnty, will hold a public hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the Coumty Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeaks Avenoe in Towscn, Maryland 21204
or
Room 113, 0Id Courthouse, 400 Washington Avenne, Towsoo, Maryland 21204 ax followss

CASE NUMBER: 95-222-A (Ttem 218)

220 Dunkirk Road

N/S Dunkirk Road, 260! E of Pinchurst Road

Sth Election District - 4th Comncilmanic

Legal Owner(s): Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr. and Debra J. Peroutka

HEARING: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1995 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 118, 01d Courihouse

Variance to allow a 36-foot rear getback for an enclosed styucture (porch) ir liem of the regoired
50-fqot setback.

LAWRENCE E. SCHMIDT
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

WOTES: (1) HEARTNGS ARF HAMDTCAPPED ACCESSIELE; POR SPECTAL ACCOMMODATIONS PLERSE CALL 887-3353.
() FOR INFORMATTON CONCERTNG THE FILE AND/OR HEARTNG, PLEASE CALL 887-3391.

Y07 T Y

BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFLCE CORRESPOMDEMCE

TO: Arnold Jablen, Directorx DATE: January 9, 1995
Zoning Administration and
Development Management

From: Pat Keller, Director é:&

Office of Planning and Zoning
Subject: Patitions from Zoning Advisory Comittes
The Office of Planning and Zoning has no comment on the

following petdtions:

218, J220, 222, 223, and 224

Item Nos.

IE there shouid bhe any questions or if this office can provide
additional information, please contact Jeffrey Long in the
Office of Planning at 887-3480.

Baitimore County chmer’
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

111 West Chesapegke Avenue
Towson, MD 21204 {410) 887-3353

JENUARY 26, 1995

The Zoning Commissinner of Baltimere Comty, by authority of the foping Aot and Regolations of Baltimore
Comnty, will hold a publie hearing on the property identified herein in
Room 106 of the County Office Building, 111 W. Chesapeake Averme in Towson, Macyland 71704
ar
Room 118, 013 Cotmthouss, 400 Washingbon Avemns, Towson, Maryland Zi204 as follows:

CASE NUMBFR: 95-222-% {Iiem 218}

2720 Tunkirk Road

§/S Dunkirk Road, 2607 E of Pinehurst Read

Yth Election Pistrict - 4th Councilmanic

Legal Osmer{s): Raymord J. Peroutka, Jr. and Pebra J. Peroutks

HEARTHG: TUESDAY, PEBROARY 21, 1995 at 3:00 p.m. in Room 118, 013 Courthouse

Variance to allow a 36~foot rear sethack for an enclosed shmctore (porch) in lien of the requiced
50-foot setback.

UL VY

Armold Jablon
Director

Eaymond and Delra Peroutka, Jr., 220 Dunkirk Boad, Baltimore M 21212

NOTES: (1jmm&mmssmmmm.m,mw.mmmammmmm.
(2) HEABINGS ARE HANDICAPPER ACCESSISLE; POR SPECTAL ACCOMMORNTTONS PLEASE CRLL 887-3353.
{3) FOR INFORMATION COMCERTNG THE FILE AND/OR EEARTIRG, CONTACT THIS OFFICE AT 887-3391.

A

| 2\ Printed with Soybean fnk
*J@J oh Recyelod Paper

BALTIMORE COUNRTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

T0: Arnold Jablon, Director Date: January 9, 1995
Zoning Administration
and bevelopment Management

FROM Robert W. Bowling, Chief
bevelopers Engimeering Section
3UBJECT: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting

for January-Q. 1995
Item Hos. 219, 220, & 221

The Davipers £ngineering Section has reviewed the subject zoning

item. There are comments for subject Items.

RWB: jrb

g - File

by
be

Arnold Jablon
Director
Zonirg Administration and
Development Management

Faltimore County Office Building
Towson, MD 21204
MAIL STOP-1105

ltem No.:

Centliemen:

8.

111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Baltimore County Government .
Office of Zoning Administration
and Development Management

Jamary 19, 1995

Mr. and Mrs. Raymond J. Peroutka, Jr.

220 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21212

Dear Mr, and Mrs, Percutka:

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC),

RE:

Item ¥Ho.: 218
Case Ho.: 95-222-4

{410} 887-3353

Petitioner: R. J. Peroutka, et ux,

which consists of representa-

tives from Baltimore County approving agencies, has reviewed the plans

submitted with the above referenced petition.
for processing by,

Said petition was accepted
the Office of Zoning Administration and Development

Management (ZADM), Development Control Section on December 20, 1994.

Any comments submitted thus far from the members of 2AC that offer or

request information on your petition are attached.

These comments are not

intended to indicate the appropriateness of the 2oning action requested,
but to assure that all parties; i.e., =zoning commissioner, attorney,

petitioner, etec.

are wade aware of plans or problems with regard to the

proposed improvements that may have a bearing on this case. Only those
comments that are informative will be forwarded to you; those that are not
informative will be placed in the permanent case file.

If you need further information or have any questions regarding these

commenis, please do not hesitate to contact the cament ing
Watson in the 2oning office (887-3391).

WCR/ jw
Attachment(s)

RE: Property Owner: SEE BELOW

LOCATION: DISTRIBUTION MEETING OF JAN. 3, 1995.

700 East Joppa Road Suite 901
Towson, MD 21286-5500

SEE BEL.OW

Sincefely o !
; SR

P .
?

W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Zoning Supervisor

agency or Joyce

) i '\'r{/ (eln fusicg

4

Zoning Agenda:s

. ... DATEz

(410) 8874500

01/18/9%

Pursuant to your request, the referenced property has been surveyed

this Bureau and the coaments below are applicable and required to
corrected or incorporated into the final plans for the property.

The Fire Marshal's Office haes no comments at this

W 2y
:-319 AND 220.

IN REFERENCE TO THE FOLLOWINS ITEM NUMBERS: 217,

S P o S YL

‘ .

Y - ' 0. James Lighthizer
“SHA S Maqxiaadﬂep*menfaf Transportation o e
Byl State Highway Administration Acminvaator

Ms, Julic Winiarski Re:  Baltimore County

Zoning Administration and IemNo: y« /& ( TJIA )
Development Manageinent '
County Office Building

Room 109

111 W, Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, Maryland 21204 :

ATIN D M- ToYoe WHTHCMN

Dear Ms. Winiarski:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to
approval as it does not access a State roadway and is not effected by any State Highway
Administration project.

Please contact Bob Small at 410-333-1350 if you have any questions.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this item.

Very truly yours,

~\ Ronald Burns, Chief
(.' Engineering Access Permits
‘ Division

My tslephone number is

Maryland Relay Service for impaired Hearing or Speech
1-800-735-2258 Siatewide Toll Free

Mailing Address: P.0. Box 717 » Baltimore, MD 21203-9717
Street Acﬁss: 707 North Calvert Street » Balt!mor‘awland 21202

ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA
ROOM 301, COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING
DISTRIBUTION MEETING OF JANUARY 17, 1995
FORMAL OR INFORMAL RESPONSE DUE AT JANUARY 23, 1995 MEETING

$ Distributed at Meeting

* Agenda Only

+ Agenda and Petition

& Agenda and Plat

# Agenda, Petition and Plat

Distribution:

Zoning Comimissioner's Office (Lawrence Schmidt); MS #2112
ZADM, Development Control H.O. Hearing File ‘}VGwendolyn Stephens)
ZADM, Development Control Work File (Joyce Watson)
ZADM, Development Management (David Flowers)
ZADM, Development Management (Kurt Kugelberg)
Public Works, Development Plan Review {
Planning Office Director (Pat Keller)
Planning Office (Jeffrey Lon?)
Recreation and Parks (Ronald Schaefiar); MS #52
DEPRM (Larry Pilson) - 2 plats
DEPRM, Air Quality.Management (Dave F ilbertg MS #3404
State Highway Administration, Access Permits Division (David N. Ramsey)
Fire Prevention, Plans Review (Lt. Robert Sauerwald); MS #1102F
EDeptoof _P%n:vrts; & Llce?sces. Building I;lans Revnbew (Dick Seim); MS #1106

conomic Ueveiopment Commission, Business Develop. (Susan Brennan  MIS #2M07
Highways (Richard Cox); MS #1003 P ) o
Community Develogg;gnt Amy Johansen);, MS #1102M
People's Counsel ( r Zimmerman), MS #2010
IF CRITICAL AREA, Maryland Office of Planning (Mike Nortrup)
iF ELDERLY HOUSING, Community Development (Frank Weish), MS #1102M

Dennis A. Kennedy)

%%q‘- '..l—mm .3 Q%?&QQO%&I

The attached information is being forwarded to you for comment. Your comments
should reflect conflicts with your office’s or department's code, standards or

ulations. Development representatives that attend the meeting should be prepared to

it their agency’s response as aither "no comment”, "written comment® or "more
review time required” within one week at the next meeting. 1f no written response is
feceived by the commitiee within two weeks, it is assumed that your agency has "no
comment”. All written comments must reference the ZAC item number, All comments

received ud &2 com iled and included in the zoning/development file for review and
consideration by tﬁe hearing officer during the course of i
__ zoningiGevélopment hearing. g S g st the peoming

i your agency is not represented at the mesting, you should retum your written
comments to Zoning Administration and Development Management, Room %09. County
Office Building, 111 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson, MD 21204 (Mail Stop #1108),
Attention: Joyce Waison. If you have any questions regarding these zoning petitions,

please contact Joyce or the Development Control planner (see initials after ite |
at 887-3301 (FAX - 887-5708) P ( r item number)

Revieed 11/16/04




Mary B. Birckhead II
324 Murdock Road

Baltimore, Marvland 21212

March 15, 1998
313 Murdock Road
Baltimore MD 21212-1826

19 February 1995

71 Murdock Road
Baltimore, MD 21212
February 13, 1995

County Zoning Commissioner
Towson, Maryland 21204

Mr. Lawrence Schmidt
icning Commiss:onet
room 1il <id Court House
4U0 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

Dear Sirs:

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Director
Zoning Administration and Development Management

Baltimore County Office Bldg., Room 109

111 Wes,wm-\
TgwSon, 21204

TENTION: GWEN STEPHENS

This letter is to voice my feelings about the variance regquest for the
property located at: 220 Dunkirk Road, Baltimore, Maryland 21212. As the county
law'.'s state, loosely, the person(s) must show undo hardship... to be granted the
variance; I do not see how this request for a variance can be granted.

Mr Arnold Jablon
Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson MD 21204

.o ) . . . . tear Mr. Schmadt:
Families have lived for years in the Forge without changing the exteriors :

other than usual maintenance. When people move into the neighborhood part of the
reason is because of the total

ear Zoning Commission

I nave enclosed a copy of my presentation at tne

feeling and ambiance of the neighborhood; whether nearin - h : Toning
3 ¢ € ; ne g concerning Case No. 95-222-A which took place F Yy Il
they a neaiing ern : & ok place February 2i.
BJECT: Case No. 95-222-A (Item 218) Attention: Gwen Stephens fcrychgggzsc,;r?:: gg E}?: nz;.:iar::; zlea%\;.st ac;lil I;Q’;eghlx‘zn;g?ézdeai gg?.iﬁaigtsu;:gér:xcigz Chomane B otirent ot the maitunction of the recording system |
5U : 3 llow 36 foot rear vyard setback for an : h . : Pl Y ¢ thought 1t appropriate that I submit a compiete copy of my
Variance to a kirk Road ouses in the Forge are as the were originally planned. Additions/changes have Presentation, pius concluding remarks Several of the of e
enclosed StrﬂCtugenathzgeggﬁtig Dear Zoning Commissioner not been made to the exteriors. This gives a unifornm, appealing appearance to the o Poots the athey
Owners: R. J. an e Js

Pretestants 1n  attendance at the hearing
prosentation attesting to my serving as
pPretestant group.

area as a whole. The open areas both private and public are there for a reason
they allow NEEDED light, air, breezes and nature in various forms to circulate and
be seen/felt by all. An "X" cubic ft. structure does not only affect those "X"

cgb::.c feet. These areas also help in keeping the neighborhood secure, by allowing
visibility to both private parties and police.

have signed the
spokesperson tor tne

This letter is to express our concerns about the subject above. I write in reference to case number 95-222-A, item 218, regarding a request for a variance to

allow a 36-foot setback for an enclosed structure in lieu of the required 50 feet, at 220 Dunkirk
Road, owned by Raymond and Debra Peroutka.

. . d

addition would be detrimental to the neighborhood an
3111: %gzg?ﬁsaiis. Tt would violate the consistent a}pper:;lrance_ s?ft;i?i
architecture. A primary reason we choose tc_> live l_efre tl R o s
consistent look, which contri?ut;.:is to the defi:.‘ff:;einl selfc ﬁr e anc

estate values o© e area. ] )
;izgﬁi‘f; atlo others, as we do in F.todgers Forge, requlges risa.gigi:.z
to consider the effects on the nelghpors_of w}}at one ?e}fb ::.?l s
own property. This proposed addition is neither neighporly
considerate of others’ environmental needs.

>lncers;y yours
The Forge is a steady fast community in many ways, one of which is in terms
of_real estate values. The homes have a history of being a solid investment;
maintaining there value during bad times and slowly increasing during others. As
people start changing the external appearances this too will change. The solid
overall value of living in Rodgers Forge itself will be gone. It will depend on
each house and the neighboring houses. If house "B" has a deck and "A" and "Cv
are original house "B’s" value may increase a little. If houses “p¥, and "F" have

large.decks and houses "E", and "H" have enclosed additions the value of "G" as
an original house will plummet.

As a property owner and long-term resident (8+ years) of Rodgers Forge, I am opposed to the
granting of this zoning variance. I am specifically concerned that this addition to the house is
incompatible from the standpoint of architectural materials and overall appearance of the
rowhouse group and the sight lines enjoyed from the back yards of the group of adjacent houses.
As a resident of the next block, I am not directly affected by the proposed modification, however,
the addition of this type of structure has a deleterious effect on both esthetics and property values
of the neighborhood as a whole.

o) A
o f"'(- ‘\(’ ‘*f(’( /\ oo

Carct L. Lrejpe
325 Murdocs Road
Baitimore, MD 21214

The addition as described woule;l1 be hle;{mf;:} tol :'1_:;1: fgviigﬁegggi
itions of an inside group ome, ocking T 1t be
\crgggic;lly and horizontally, cutting off sunshine and limiting

natural flow of air across backyards.

I am also concerned that the approval of this type of addition sets a precedent for future damage

Logic shows that if you have a family in size greater than the capacity of
to the architectural integrity of these fine houses by other property owners, and that the Peroutkas

a small car you do not own only a compact car. You may own compact by preference,

i ‘ i but: vou bnv a car bhic snoush
- ohisot to this request for variance. We appreciate your : vou buy a car big ey

We greatly object to th

coneideration of our concerns and look forward to your decision on
this matter.

for your family, your needs. Loglc and humanity
should also work here; if you have a family that requires more room than is
presently available and to increase your present area would inflict undo hardship
on your neighbors and the community as a whole, that family should either look at
other ways to live with the space at hand or move to a location that will provide

them with the amount of space they feel they require and some extra if possible.

I understand that the Peroutkas have used the threat of litigation and legal maneuvering, as well as
the creation of a fait accompli, to coerce the Rodgers Forge Community Association into
"approving” this addition ex post facto, and I disapprove of the manner in which they are trying to
extract community and zoning approval for their project.

Sincerely,

Nonarcl [T Lore Pheilonitinsy Matec..)

Gerard Dolan Anne Fredenburg Doian

Having been in and arcund the Forge all mv life: either playing/viciting at
friends as a child, teen and adult or owning and raising a family now...it is very
evident that for a long time people are genuinely happy here and in the community
that has stayed steady - not steady as in stagnant, old and dying where no one
wants to live but steady in feeling and overall common goals of wanting to live,
raise a family maybe, in happiness and enough comfort to be comfortable to that
household. Rodgers Forge is a community to live in not just a house that comes
with a parking space. So many people and places have lost this feeling of
community; do not help ours be taken away.

Respectfully submitted,

Maarten A. Calon

Thank you,

Yy ul
M.B.Birckhead II

128 Dunkirk Road
Baltimore, MD. 21212-1750
February 20, 1995

Laurence S. Fogelson
Kathleen @. Adams
401 Murdock Road

Baltimore, MD 21212

Phone: 410-377-8339

Ye Mes S O G
339 Moedo xR
R rwmore YO Qvana.

Mr. Arnold Jablon, Pirector

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore County Office Building, Rooam 109
111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

February 20, 1995

Mr. Arnolé Jablon, Director - - . o

Zoning Administration and Development Management
Baltimore Count Office Building, Room 109

111 West Chesapeake Avenue

Towson, MD 21204

&;tentggg; Swen Stegggg

W Aceerd Satlew |
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Attention: Gwen Stephens

RE: Case Number 95-222-A (Item 218)
220 Dunkirk Road

Variance to allow a 38 foot set back for an
enclosed structure (porch) in lieu of the
required 50 feet.

RE: Case # 95-222-A (Item 218)
Raymond and Debra Peroutka
220 Dunkirk Road

Dear Zoning Commissioner: Dear Zoning Commissioner:

We oppose the granting of a variance from the 50 foot set back
in this case because we Teel that it would jeopardige the
erchitectural integrity of Rodgers Forge. We understand the
Petitioners’' desire to beautify their dwelling, but we would hope
that they would appreciate the benefite our community has to offer
and would not try to make their town house into something it was
not intended to be. '

We are writing to express our strong opposition to the variance applied for at .
the subject property. The proposal is out of keeping with the character of the -
neighhorhood and would set a bad precedent. If this variance were granted,
others would be encouraged to follow with applications for any number of
variations. The resulting hodge-podge appearance of the community would be
detrimental to its property values, and the integrity of the design of this
historic community. The traditional design of Rodgers Porge is being emulated
by @many modern planners and bujilders seeking to capture the qualities which our
community has possessed since it was built. The subject application would
compromige those qualities.

N e ights AR Evitiing "‘;""i'}'.'f" : v SrITomes | Having lived in our home in Rodgers Forge for more than thirty
—_ O “‘DQ\L‘\“S N \C\E(SCM‘(_\;S o Pon TRmEmmiie e REmD AR GNw am R propebtiy of wther necghiors : years, we understand well that persons in a community of row houses
Qé e ' I e S A need to be especially sensitive to the manner in which their
\{'\D\(‘(\&. CL* &&OEW\\&\“\‘“ S é’ \Qk\ actions may infringe upon the rights of their ziighbois.h Ong
. ¢ &G ™ person’s added living space may diminish their neig ra8’ light an
Mm“\d Ce Bf"\) —Q&‘Qoo‘\‘\ Case ~ view and in some cases impede the flow of a welcome breege. Just
- - ’ - A N A &\fs as we require developers to allocate space for parks and play areas
\\DY\\\Q‘@_}(‘ O\S" &Q& (,___\'Q)u\h ) such as our "Tot Lot,” we need to guard against covering the
T \Q N N Q_DV\%\"DQQ-*\OU\ minimal yard space of town houses in congested areas such as this.
A OO\RCS |
& ven SN SRR
\.\ \s‘_\'\ lead to a hodge-podge of additions and the chopping up of precious
%DC,\\ 05 "\\\Eﬁ;ﬁ, Noa E’—E-\—e < = 4N \ | oo N . _ T S T s e ; open space. We would hate to lose the essential nature of the
QQ. C‘k\ké. \\, S Oi SPwe e | O A T T AT AN T Ul _ original, well planned Rodgers Forge community.
: L L NP P SO A S S L S AR R STt MR NCIL SNLI JRNS LS A : e R —
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: _ We are further concernéd that the grantimg of this variance
et A e e s e et et would set a precedent for granting other variances, which could

Very truly yours,

Ann H Mathews
1. Brent Mathews






