F

HOER RECEIVED FOR FILING

IN RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE * BEFORE THE
Northwest Corner of Gladway Road
And Sterling Avenue * DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
15th Election District
6th Councilmanic District * OF BALTIMORE COUNTY
(1005 Gladway Road)

* CASE NO. 06-331-A
Madeline Copeca and Frank A. Lotman

Petitioners *
Timothy W. Thompson *
Contract Purchaser
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

This matter comes before this Deputy Zoning Commissioner as a Petition for Variance
filed by Madeline Copeca and Frank A. Lotman, Petitioners. The variance request is for
property located at 1005 Gladway Road in the Middle River area of Baltimore County. The
variance request is from Section 1B02.3C.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations
(B.C.Z.R.), to permit a dwelling with a front yard setback of 25 feet and a rear yard setback of 19
feet 1 lieu of the required 40 feet, respectively.

The property was posted with a notice of the public hearing date and time on January 21,
2006 and notice was given to the general public by publication in the Jeffersonian Newspaper on
January 24, 2006.

Interested Percons

Appcaring at the hearing on behalf of the variance request were Ruth Tipton, Tommy
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Thompson and Ellwood Sinsky. There were no protestants or citizens attending the hearing.

Peter Max Zammerman, Peaple’s Counsel, entered his appearance in this case,



Zoning Advisory Committee

The Zoning Advisory Committee (ZAC) comments are made part of the record of this case

and contain the following highlights: None.

Applicable Law

Section 307 of the B.C.Z.R. — Variagnces.

“The Zonming Commissioner of Baltimore County and the County Board of Appeals, upon
appeal, shall have and they are hereby given the power to grant variances from height and area
regulations, from off-street parking regulations, and from sign regulations only in cases where
special circumstances or conditions exist that are peculiar to the land or structure which is the
subject of the variance request and where strict compliance with the Zoning Regulations for
Baltimore County would result in practical difficulty or unreasonable hardship. No increase in
residential density beyond that otherwise allowable by the Zoning Regulations shall be permitted
as a result of any such grant of a variance from height or area regulations. Furthermore, any such
variance shall be granted only if in strict harmony with the spirit and intent of said height, area,
off-street parking or sign regulations, and only in such manner as to grant relief without injury to
the public health, safety and general welfare. They shall have no power to grant any other
variances. Before granting any variance, the Zoning Commissioner shall require public notice to
be given and shall hold a public hearing upon any application for a variance in the same manner
as in the case of a petition for reclassification. Any order by the Zoning Commissioner or the
County Board of Appeals granting a variance shall contain a finding of fact setting forth and
specifying the reason or reasons for making such variance.”

Testimony and Evidence

Mr. Sinsky proffered that the subject property is a vacant lot containing 20,125 square
feet zoned DR 2. The lot 1s 70 x 287 feet and located at the comer of Gladway Road and
Sterling Avenue. The lot was created by deed in 1946 as shown by the deed for the property,
Exhibit 4. He noted that the original deed created a number of 70-foot wide lots along the
northeast side of Gladway Road, all of which have been developed with single family dwellings.
The pattern of development is shown on Exhibit 3, the County sewer muap, which shows one (1)

house on cach 70-foot wide lot. The lot is served by public water and sewer.

The request for variance arises because the Petitioner would like to build a 26 x 75 foot

howuse on the subject lot, As shown in Exhibit 3, the homes along this portion of Gladway Road
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range from 34 to 26 feet in depth. Mr. Sinsky argued that any new house should be compatible
in size. The Petitioner asks to build a home with 26 feet of depth. Again from Exhibit 3, the
front setback for homes along this portion of Gladway Road average 25 feet while ranging from
21 1o 30 teet. Mr. Sinsky indicated that the Petitioner is asking for a 25-foot front yard setback.
The DR 2 regulations require 40 feet. Finally, if the new home is 26 feet deep and front yard
setback 25 feet, this leaves 19 feet for the rear yard while again the regulations require 40 feet.

Mr. Sinsky noted that the new home met all other DR 2 regulations including lot area.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law

I find 1t interesting to note that the subject lot is located on the corner of Sterling Avenue
and Gladway Road. If instead of orienting the new home to front on Gladway, the new home
fronted on Sterling, there would be no need for variance. The new home would meet all
regulations including lot area even though the DR 2 zoning was imposed many years after the lot
was created. However to keep the home consistent with the neighborhood, the Petitioner
proposes to have the front of the building toward Gladway. This means he must ask for front
and rear yard variances, as the lot is only 70 feet deep in this direction.

I find that the variances can be granted without adversely affecting the neighborhood and
within the spirit and intent of the DR regulations. Clearly, this new home will not change the

pattern of development of the neighborhood which is one single family dwelling on each 70-foot

Granting these varances will not increase the density beyond that otherwise allowed since
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I also find that the Petitioner would suffer hardship or practical difficulty if the regulations

were strictly enforced. The Petittoner could not build the new home.
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Ordinarily I would easily find that the fact that the DR 2 regulations were imposed after the
lot was created indicates the lot is unique from a zoning standpoint. However, I am aware that
the Circuit Court disagreed with this reasoning in the Memorandum Opinion in Circuit Court
Case No. 03-C-05-7736. This case resulted from an appeal by Peoples Counsel of the decision
by the Board of Appeals on the request for variance for the Mueller property in Case No. 04-487-
A. The Mueller’s request for variance was to allow a narrower lot than the DR regulations
require. The lot was created 1n the 1940’s, many years before the DR regulations were imposed.
This variance request was approved by this Deputy Zoning Commissioner and the Board of
Appeals based upon the legal proposition that after imposed zoning regulations impact the
subject lot disproportionately making the property unique from a zoning standpoint. This

satistied the first test in Cromwell v Ward, 102 Md App 691, 651 A 2d 424 (1995).

However, the Honorable Kathleen Cox, Circuit Court Judge, held in the Muelier appeal
“that this analysis 1gnores the requirements in Cromwell that the impact on the property at issue
be somehow different from that of surrounding properties. In fact the impact here is the same as
to every undeveloped lot in the subdivision. Construction of that fact alone as rendering the
property “unique” would effectively gut the impact of the rezoming. Every undersized lot
throughout the community would then be able to claim 1t was unique on the basis of the re-
zoning alone, and the increased lot size restrictions would be meaningless.”

1t is clear to me that the Court’s perspective of the problem is centered on the subdivision,

The Court looked to see if the impact of zoning on the Mueller lot was any different from the
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Hupact on others in the subdivision, i this were the Proper perspeclive, noen Cortaimy I wou

agree that the Mueller lot was not unique, as there would be no disproportionate impact,
However, | have a different perspective of the problem. This perspective is based on the

comprehensive zoning that ordimarily is done in this County. "This 15 in contrast (o spot or arca



JHOER RECEIVED FOH HLING

®

zoning which other jurisdictions regularly employ. In Baltimore County, the Council regularly
zones large sections of the County a particular zone, which is appropriate for the overall area.
For example, the County tries to zone farmland as RC 2, which is specifically designed, for this
use. The Council has designated large swaths of land around Loch Raven Reservoir as RC 4,
which 1s specifically designed to protect the metropolitan water supply. Then there was the
infamous “I don’t know what to do” zone, better known as deferred planning zone, RC 3,
imposed on the western side of the County because this area might or might not be a future
growth area. Literally, thousands of acres of land received these zones in one swoop.

However almost by definition, there will be anomalies, small pockets of land inside these
great swaths of this or that zone that everyone would agree do not fit nicely into the zone. When
painting with such a large brush, these anomalies are rarely seen much less taken into account.
For the sake of illustration I will use the imposition of the RC 5 zone on old subdivisions as

perhaps the clearest example of this problem.

According to County Planning Office calculations attached, there are approximately 37,000
acres of land in the County zoned RC 5. See attachment A. A few hundred acres of this great
hunk of the County are located on the northeastern side where subdivisions created in the 1920°s
are located. Lots in these old subdivisions are all undersized 50 foot wide lots, on the water and

have been bought, sold and developed for generations. The RC 5 regulations were first imposed
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prohibit or himit the selling of or butlding on these iots.  In contrast, Anne Arundel County
passed its Antiquated Lots Law, Md. Code Articie 28 Section 2-101, m which non conforming
lots could be combined 0 form conforming lots, S, butlding and rebuilding on these

undersized lots has continued unimterruptedly in Baltimore County for the past 30 years basically

through the v anance process



the RC 5 regulations are primarily concerned with controlling development around the
rural commercial centers in the northern section of the County. Lots were originally required to
contain one acre, as this was the minimum size for homes using private well and septic systems.
Having one acre, the regulations could reasonably require 50-foot setbacks from lot lines for new
homes. These regulations made great sense in the rural areas of the County around rural

commercial centers, which were not developed but could be. There are thousands of acres of
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such zoned property in this section of the County around rural commercial centers.

One other peg is important to any perspective. The Council has been told emphatically
that every property in the County must be zoned something. There is no such thing as “no” zone.
This extended even to publicly owned property all of which has some zoning designation.

Returning to the application of RC 5 zoning on these old narrow lot subdivisions, no public
water and sewer were planned for these waterfront properties in the far northeastern side of the
County. The Council therefore could not impose any DR zone on these old subdivisions, as DR
zoming 1s restricted to areas served by public water and sewer. When first imposed in 1976,
there were only four rural zones to choose from. Clearly, these shore front subdivisions were
not farms and so could not be zoned RC 2. Similarly, they had nothing to do with protecting the

metropolitan water supply and so RC 4 was not appropriate. Finally, these old subdivisions were

never going to be a new growth area so RC 3 could not be applied. This left RC 5 to be applied
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side vard setbacks. However. lots in these waterfront subdivisions were

fo

Lnd out in the 19207 mto 50-foot lots perhaps with 18 acre of ground in cach lot. The pattern
of development was often one (1) house on ¢ach ot as these were often used as summer homes.

Ulearty, no ot cotld meet the RU 3 repulations of 30-Toot side sard setback on a S0-foot wide
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lot. In fact, someone would have to acquire three (3) adjoining lots just to put up a home to meet
the side yard setback requirements, an impractical task. Worse yet, someone would have to
acquire e1ght (8) lots to meet the RC 5 acreage requirement of one (1) acre, an impossible task.
Recently, the RC 5 minimum acreage was increased to 1.5 acres to address continuing
development concerns around the rural commercial centers in the north part of the County. If the
present RC 5 regulations strictly applied to the 50-foot lots along the waterfront, someone would
need 12 lots to build. No homes could practically ever be built.

Clearly, it was not and is not the Council’s intention to prevent any further building on the

County’s waterfront. Without relief, imposition of RC 5 would leave no reasonable use of a
great many of the lots in these old subdivisions, which would have quickly become a massive
taking be the County. Rather, the Council addressed the issues it saw around the rural
commercial centers by means of the RC 5 regulations and left the application of the RC 5
regulations on the old 50 foot lots to the discretion of this Commission and Board of Appeals via
the variance procedures. We have found these few lots in these old subdivisions are unique in a
zoning sense because they are impacted disproportionately as compared to the impact on the vast
majority of land in the RC 5 zoned portion of the County.

That said, the waterfront community is protected from harmful development by the

remaining requirements of Section 307 such as the need to show hardship or practical difficulty,
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the pattern of development of the neighborhood street by street or creck by creck 1o see if the
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“N ditterent for homes 20 feet apart built on single lots compared to perhaps 70 or 80 feet apart for

homes built on double lots,  This Commussion and the Board of Appeals have denied many
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variance requests where the Petitioner tries to shoe horn new homes into communities built on

two (2) or more lots,

My perspective on this matter of uniqueness is the broader County where 37,000 acres of
land 1s very rightly zoned RC 5. Controlling development around rural commercial centers is
important especlally when no public water and sewer are available. Serious health issues can
quickly arise if this is not regulated. However, compared to the impact on lots in this broad
portion ot the County, RC 5 regulations impact lots in these old subdivisions on the east side
disproportionately.

Finally, 1t is important to note that in applying the uniqueness standard, the Cromwell Court

cites many appellate decisions as authority, which give a wide variety of standards against which
the subject property is to be compared. Sometimes the Court cites properties in the “same
district”, in others it refers to “same area” and still in others “same neighborhood”. I will simply
list the Cromwell court’s cites in what follows. Emphasis supplied in all.

In Marino v Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, 215 Md. 206,218 (1957) as follows:

" It was incumbent upon the Marinos to have shown ...(ii) that the difficulties or hardships were

peculiar to the property in question in contrast with those of other property owners in the same

district, and that the hardship was not the result of the applicant’s own actions.” In Frankel v

Mayor und City Council of Baltimore, 223 Md. 97, 104 (1960) as follows ~It was incumbent
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ter showe that the hardshin || affected his marticu

properiies i _the neighborhood.”™ In discussing McLean v Soley, 270 Md. 208, 210 (1973)

T

<t Court opines: ™ the opinion {Soley v Mcleanj does not make mention that the practical
difficutty resulted from the fact that the uniquencss of the property caused the ordinance to have

a ditferent _impact_on it than on _adioining property.  Also, there was no evidence that the

noighbonng properties were in anyway different than the subyect property™ In 400 Soil Inc v
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County Commissioners, 307 Md. 307 (1986), as follows: “there are exceptional or exiraordinary

circumstances or special condition applying to the property in question ...that do not apply

generally to other properties in the .....district”. In North v St. Mary’s County, 99 Md. App.

502, at 512 as follows: “ Uniqueness of a property for zoning purposes requires that the subject

property have an inherent characteristic not shared by other properties in the area”. In Shafer v

Zoning Board of Appeals, 511 N.E. 2d. 635 (Mass App. Ct. 1987), “There was no evidence

.

...regarding soil condition, shape or topography of the property ...especially affecting the

property but not affecting generally the zoning district in which it is located.” In St Clair v

Skagit County, 715 P. 2d 165 (Wash App. 1986) as follows: “The Court added that the 75-foot

width and aggregation requirements do not put a burden on appellant’s property which does not

apply to other properties in the vicinity.” In Baker v Connell, 488 A 2d 1303 (Del. Supp 1985)

as follows: “As to the unique character of the land, the mere fact that it sits entirely within the

O-1 zone does not make it unique. There is no evidence that this lot is the only one of its type in

Rehobeth.” In Chambers v Smithfield City, 714 P. 2d 1133, 1135 (Utah 1986) as tollows: There

is no evidence of special conditions attached to the property itself which do not aiso attach to

other property in the vicinity.” In Prince William County Bd. of Zoning Appeals v Bond, 300
S.E. 2d 781 (VA 1983) as follows: *It opined that in order to grant a variance, the hardship

allegedly created by the ordinance must not be shared generally by other properties in the same

7onine district and same vicinitv. The limitation imposed by the zoning ordinance is one shared

by all property owners in the A-1 district’. In Sibley v Inhabitants of the Town of Wells, 462 A

3d 27, 30-31 (Me 1983) as follows: However the mere {act that the lot ig substandard s not o

e f 9

unique circumsiance: all the undeveloped lots in that neighborhood are of substandard size.” In
Immordino v Zoning Hearing Bd., 441 A 2d 818, 821 (PA Commonwealth 1982) as follows: "A

prercquisite o the granting of a hardship zoming variance 15 the presence of an exceptional and
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unique hardship to the individual landowner, unique to that parcel and not shared by other

property owners’ in the area”. In Russell v District of Columbia Bd. Of Zoning Adjustment, 402

A 2d. 1231, ( DC App. 1979) as follows: It was determined that the lot was the only lot in the

area that had been subdivided into smaller lots prior to the adoption of the zoning ordinance”. In

laxpayers Association v Board of Zoning Appeals, 93 N. E. 2d 645 647 (NY 1950) as follows:

=

“The record does not show the property suffers a unique or singular disadvantage. not common

to other properties in the district...”

Finally the Cromwell Court concludes that “ There was no evidence submitted to the Board

that the subject site was in any way peculiar, unusual or unique when compared to other

properties in the neighborhood”. The Cromwell Court did not attempt to define “neighborhood”

nor to my knowledge 1n any subsequent case which followed. The Baltimore County Zoning
Regulations do not define “neighborhood”. The Development regulations Section 32-4-402 (a)

define neighborhood for compatibility purposes as follows:

(a) “Neighborhood” defined. In this section neighborhood “means the existing buildings
and land uses adjacent to and extending from the proposed development to:
(1) A definable boundary such as a primary collector or artenal street;

(2) An area with a significant change in character or land use; or

(3) A major natural feature. (Emphasis supplied)
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previously cited casc of North v St. Mary s County, supra. In that case the Court opined that the
term “unique” has a customized meaning:

“In the zoning context the ‘unique” aspect of a variance requirement dogs not refer fo the
extent of improvements upon the property or upon the neighboring property. “Uniqueness™ of a
property {or zoning purposes requires that the subject property have an inherent characteristic not
shared by other properties in the area; ie. U8 shape, topography, subsurface condition,

environmental factors, historical significance, access or non access to navigable waters, practical
restrivtions imposed by abuting properties (such as obstructions? or other stmilar restrictions.”

)¢}



At first glance this seems to require some physical anomaly, which makes the subject

property different from the other properties in the area. However, the Court recognized the
property could have historical signiicance. Perhaps it 1s tocated 1n an historic district with many
square miles of area. In that case, comparing the impact on the subject property to those
immediately around, it would never find the property unique because they would all be subject to
the same regulations. However, the Court specifically noted that historical significance would
make the property unique. So it seems to me that the examples given in North were never
intended to be all-inclusive but rather just that - examples. That said, the North Court
specifically recognized larger settings for this comparison 1n its listing of historical significance.

The authorities cited with approval in Cromwell specify that the impact on the subject
property to be compared to the impact of properties in the zoning district, area, vicinity and
neighborhood. None of these descriptions limit the comparison to lots immediately adjacent to
the subject property. In my view, we should chose among zoning district, area, vicinity and
neighborhood by looking at the specific facts of each case. In a junsdiction that does
comprehensive zoning such as Baltimore County, I suggest the best choice would be comparison
be made to the other lots in the zoning district. This recognizes that the zoning authority paints
with a very broad brush. By definition. then there will be pockets of property, which will be
disproportionately impacted by the later imposed regulations as compared to other lots in the
district.

Returning to the subject case, the zoning on the property 18 DR D Again, referming to
Attachmient A, there are 13,760 acres of DR 2 in the County DR 28 & fow-density zone with
public water and sewer available to the property. The deed presented as Exhibit 4 indicates that
three €3) lots were created by deed along Gladwias Road tin 1946 obvioudy much before the DR
coming way smposed These fow Jots were Bd out with verny fong voad fronmtage along Gladway

b
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Road but only 70 feet deep. Then DR 2 was imposed over top of the lots. When a home fronts
on Gladway, front and rear yard variances are required as the combined depth of front and rear
yards in DR 2 zones are a total of 80 feet. Clearly, no one could build on a 70-foot deep lot in
this zone.

Agam, the Council was quite correct in imposing DR 2 zoning on a great swath of the
County inside the URDL line. However, the Council could not have anticipated every old lot
layout done by deed in the 1940’s. The Council deals with these odd situations by the variance
process. This keeps the comprehensive approach to zoning in the County in tact but allows for
relief in odd little pockets over which the larger zone has been imposed.

However, if we compare the impact of the DR 2 zoning to only the immediately adjacent

-

ference In 1mpact. None meet the regulations. It would then follow

lots, there clearly 1s no di

that this lot i1s not unique and no relief can be granted. However, I would argue that the
perspective of a broader view is more in keeping with Baltimore County comprehensive
approach to zoning. Such an approach is clearly sanctioned by many of the appellate decisions
cited in Cromwell.

Finally, I accept that the Circuit Court’s decision in the Mueller case is clearly binding in
that particular case. 1 respect the wisdom of this decision in other cases such as the one before
me. However, this decision is not a published opinion of the appellate courts which is binding
stalewide, 1 fecogiiize s opillicii as Wise aiid inipuitalii bui uniid au appeiiaic Cowrt fas
spoken. 1 do not consider the Mucller case binding precedent.

Pursuant w the posting of the property and the provisions of both the Balumore County
Code and the Baltimore County Zoming Regulations, and for the reasons given above. the

requested variance should be granted.
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THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED, by the Deputy Zoning Commissioner for Baltimore

County, this A<~ day of February, 2006, that a variance request from Section 1B02.3C.1 of

the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (B.C.Z.R), to permit a dwelling with a front vard
setback of 25 feet and a rear yard setback of 19 feet in lieu of the required 40 feet, respectively,
be and s hereby GRANTED.

Any appeal of this decision must be made within thirty (30) days of the date of this Order.

%—@\A/«, U < \{\/\/U./M
JOUN V. MURPHY

DEPUTY ZONING COMMISSIONER
FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

M ARYLAND

JAMES T. .
S T. SMITH, JR February 22. 2006 WILLIAM J. WISEMAN III

County Executive Zoning Commissioner

Madeline Copeca Lotman
Frank A. Lotman

7853 Charlesmont Road
Baltimore, Maryland 21222

Re: Petition for Variance
Case No. 06-331-A
Property: 1005 Gladway Road

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lotman:

Enclosed please find the decision rendered in the above-captioned case. The petition
for Variance has been granted in accordance with the enclosed 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 from the date of the Order to the
Department of Permits and Development Management. If you require additional information
concerning filing an appeal, please feel free to contact our appeals clerk at 410-887-3391.

Very truly yours,

Ww» \J e M_@Q/wa,
John V. Murphy
Deputy Zoning Commissioner

for Raltimore County

JVM:dlw

Enclosure

¢: Timothy W. Thompson, 13214 Dulaney Valley Road, Glen Arm, MD 21057
Ellwood A. Sinsky, 2416 Velvet Valley Way, Owings Mills, MD 21117

Ruth Tipton, 620 S. Majn Street, Bel Air, MD 21014
People’s Counsel; File

County Courts Baldmg | 401 Boglew Aveniue, Saote 405 1 Towson, Mary land 2204 ¢ Phone 4 10. 8871868 ¢ Fax 410887468
v badsmores ounty ondsie wiba
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Petition for Variance
to the Zoning Commissioner of Baltimore County

for the propertylocatedat _ 1005 Gladway Road
which is presently esently zoned _ DR2

his Petition shall be filed with the Department of Permits and Development Management. The undersigned, iegal owner{s)
f the properly situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description and plat attached hereto and made a part

ereof, hereby petition for a Variance from Section(s) ! Rog . z2.C. /1 5CZ R
7o PEKM’/T' A Dewrfre i W7 A FrRor 7 yﬂ}fw 51‘5?‘”'%& < ol
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f the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to the zoning taw of Baltimore County, for the following reasons: (indicate hardship
r practical difficulty) w2 )gé | Dfﬁ‘CuS_f‘fﬂ AT AL A

roperty is 10 be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations.
or we, agree o pay expenses of above Vanance, advertising poshng etc. and further agree fo and are io be bounded by the zoning

ngu!atmns and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning taw for Baltimore County.

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

;ontract Purchaser/l.essee:
weﬂf le) . 7 M ;QSO,J\/
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Mﬂmﬁ 7853 Chupergsompuriel

Telephone No.

- m&fﬂzﬁm A2 .&%

_ Representative to be Contacted:

ESTIMATED LENGTH OF HEARING

UNAVELABLE FOR .
Reviewesd Oy Oate 1/ 37
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Zoning Description for 1005 Gladway Road

As recorded in Deed Liber 5636 Folio 196:
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REDINHING For he thitsd theraof o ihe #northean® side af
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niadway Soad, & 40 foobt road, at & po at disltant 13:%.37 feetb
goutheastarly alonz. said Gladway Aoad froxm tha infergegtion of
naid Boad with the third or North 52 degrees 3B minutes East
100 foot line a; the tract of laad swhich by deed dated Eareh 15,
1945 and recsrded smonz thHe land reccerds of Baltisore lounty in
Tiver B, J. 8. Ho. 1343, fslie 1859, was mranted and conveyed ;
hy CYRISTINE HOMBERG to tha zald ANTHONY J. PEICUTKA and
JOSEPUINE P, PEROUTKA, hig wife, and runniaz thence glong the

northeset side of 2aid Gladwsy Road with the uss theresf 1in

e wrhr

conmon Wit others, south 37 dograes 22 uinutas esst 287.5 feeat %
to the intersectiow of said northesst side of aaid Gizdway Hoag
and the norihwest »xide of a propossd fifty feot rond thenoce

alonz tha northwest slde of said propozed 1/t Toot oad with

the use thareci in comzon norin 52 degres 3% minutes eznst

70 fesat to the fourth lime of the aforsssid trect af land fon
CHRISTINE HOMBERG to ANTHONY J. PEROUTKA and JOSYPHINE P,

PEROUTKA, his wife, thence bindine on sald fourth line and
runninz north 37 degrees 22 minutes wect 287,5 feat, thence
asouth 52 dexrees 38 minutes well 70 feet to the plmee of
herinning,

gEINs the sams lot of ground which by Deed gated June 1&,
166% and recorded amons the lAand records of Baltimore County

{n Libeyr GLB 2717 Polic 501 was granted and conveyed by

CLAMENST Ww. O'HAVER et ux unto the Grantors hereiln. g
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The Znnmg Commissioner of, Baltimore Gt
auﬂwr[ty of. the Zoning Act and Regulations.of ore,

. Cotinty will hofd 2‘publichearing inTowson, @w’ nd-on

e e CERTIFICATE OF PUBLICATION

1665 Gladway Road - ‘
Narthwest eorner of, Gladww Road.and Sterlmg Avenue
15th Election District — 6th Councilmanic District | - -

Legal Oumer(s): Madeline C. & Frank A. Lotman {for

. Helen Flores)'
Variance: t0 permit a dwelling with a front yard setbaek l
l:n‘fa 55 feet andpa reat yard Sethack of 19 feet in lieu of fhe [ a_—] , 20 06
R e sy &, zhns f 16:00 a.m. in
| Eﬂ"“am.;m? hrﬁn;:?h Bulidmag, m Busier THIS IS TO CERTIFY, that the annexed advertisement was published
| Avenue, Towson, MD:21204.  © .
WLLIAM J. WISEMAN, i : | in the following weekly newspaper published in Baltimore County, Md.,
' Zoning Commissioner far Battxmgra l}uugtime ssible: for (
! sp%smﬁ} Hearudaﬂﬂﬂmgs ?ﬂe}?ﬁs&m&wm the, Zuumg once in each of successive weeks, the first publication appearing
X Cummnssmrmﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁf {410} 887-3868. :
(2}, Far Infomation coneaimi Iheﬁ[amdfﬂrﬂem' I :;1['}' 2{){:&
‘|- Gontact the'Zgy Hmw {!‘Fﬁmat {410y 857-3391.- on ; L .
 JT /777 Ja. 24 N L 82905
ﬁ The Jeffersonian
. Arbutus Times

J Catonsville Times

. Towson Times

J Owings Mills Times
1 NE Booster/Reporter
1 North County News
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CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

Date of Hearing/Closing: /<58 &y 2204

Battimore County Department of
Permits and Development Management
County Office Buniiding, Room 111

111 West Chesapeshe Avenne

Towson, Maryland 21204

ATTN: Kristen Matthews {(410) 887-3394}

Ladies aud Gentlemen:

This ietter is to certify wnder the pesalties of perjury that the necessary sign(s) required by law were
posted conspicaonsiy on the property located at:

~ /05 - GLADLsY RoAD _
'L ,I’.,g-,.‘flmi,u sou /éz,/f;;rg : - e e
» Year)
] Sincerely,
 Rakat Al (font
( of Siga Poster)  /(Date)
: SSG Robert Black
(Print Namac)
1568 Lestie Road
(Address)
Dundalk, Maryland 21222
iﬁyﬁmﬂpm}
(419) 282-7940

(Tehepone Namber)




O: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY
Thursday, January 19, 2000 issue - Jeffersonian

Please forward billing to:
Timothy W. Thompson  (410-592-8210)
13214 Dulaney Valley Road
Glen Arm, MD 21057

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING

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

CASE NUMBER: 06-331-A

1005 Gladway Road

Northwest corner of Gladway Road and Sterling Avenue

15" Election District, 6™ Councilmanic District

|.egal Owners: Madeline C. & Frank A. Lotman (for Helen Flores)
Contract Purchaser: Timothy W. Thompson

Variance to permit a dwelling with a front yard setback of 25 feet and a rear yard setback of 19
feet in lieu of the required 40 feet respectively.

Hearing: Monday, February 6, 2006 @ 10:00 a.m. in Room 407, County Courts Building, 401
Bosley Avenue, Towson, MD 21204

WILLIAM J. WISEMAN, i
ZONING COMMISSIONER FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY

NOTES: (1} HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL
ACCOMODATIONS, PLEASE CONTACT THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'S
OFFICE AT 410-887-3868.
(2) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391.
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Department of Permits

Development Management Baltimore County

James T Sruth, Jr, County Executive
Timothy M Korroco, Director

Development Processing
County Office Building
11T W Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

January 13, 2006

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING

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

CASE NUMBER: 06-331-A

1005 Gladway Road

Northwest corner of Gladway Road and Sterling Avenue

15" Election District, 8™ Councilmanic District

Legal Owners: Madeline C. & Frank A. Lotman (for Helen Flores)
Contract Purchaser: Timothy W. Thompson

Variance to permit a dwelling with a front yard setback of 25 feet and a rear yard setback of 19
feet in lieu of the required 40 feetl respectively.

Hearing: Monday, February 6, 2006 @ 10:00 a.m. in Room 407, County Courts Building, 401

Bosley Avenue, Towson, MD 21204
\/Z‘ %40“

Timothy Kotroco
Director

TK:raj

C: Madeline C. & Frank A. Lotman, 7853 Charlesmont Road, Baltimore, MD 21222
Timothy W. Thompson, 13214 Dulaney Valley Road, Glen Arm, MD 21057

NOTES: (1) THE PETITIONER MUST HAVE THE ZONING NOTICE SIGN POSTED BY AN
APPROVED POSTER ON THE PROPERTY BY SATURDAY, JANUARY 21, 2006.
(2) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSIBLE; FOR SPECIAL
ACCOMMODATIONS PLEASE CALL THE ZONING COMMISSIONER'S OFFICE
AT 410-887-3868.
(3) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391.

Visit the Countys Website at www, haltimorecountyontine info

Freipget! e A g i e
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS AND DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
ZONING REVIEW

ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR ZONING HEARINGS

The_Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) require that notice be given to the
general 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 (responsibility of the petitioner)
and placement of a notice in a newspaper of general circulation in the County, both at
least fifteen (15) days before the hearing.

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

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

For Newspaper Advertising:
item Number or Case Number: OG- 33 [ — A

Petitioner: £Zi4[£" LN LWM&A/ __f‘ /{E_.L)LE . 2oRES
Address or Location: [OO0S G,a.ﬁm,_/_%/ @y{m 371004 E /\');_y@{_ _"_,/Vd-ﬁgfo?::?@

PLEASE FORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO:
e

Name: [ 4 Tif/{./ (. /%w@x/j _

Address: L 52 4 :Z/g:_m_'__/wf% [__/ﬂé.é% /_tf"éwﬂ -
Gltew Mo | Mlprgesd 2057 1

== e 5

o T L I - 3 "

Revised 7/11/05 - SCJ



Department of Permits ‘

Development Management

Baltimore County

James T Smuth, Jr, County Executive
Timothy M Kotroco, Director

Development Processing
County Office Building
111 W Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204

February 6, 2000

Madeline Copeca Lotman
Frank A. Lotman

7853 Charlesmount Road
Baitimore, Maryland 21222

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Lotman:
RE: Case Number: 06-331-A, 1005 Gladway Road

The above referenced petition was accepted for processing by the Bureau of Zoning
Review, Department of Permits and Development Management (PDM) on January 9, 2006.

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

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

Very truly yours,

., 2000 H-

W. Carl Richards, Jr.
Supervisor, Zoning Review

c People's Counsel
Timothy Thompson 13214 Dulaney Valley Road Glen Arm 21057

Visic the County’s Webarte at www.baltimorecountyonhine info

Eofrgnl e i ap 5y



Office of the Fire Marshal

Baltimore County 700 East Joppa Road
Fire Department Towson, Maryland 21286-5500
410-887-4880
County Office Building, Room 111 JANUARY 20,2006
Mail Stop #1105
111 West Chesapeake Avenue
Towson, Maryland 21204
ATTENTION: Zoning Review planners
Distribution Meeting of: January 16,2006
f/fﬁﬁl
Item NoO. : 328, 329, 330, f@ 333, 334, 335
1. The Fire Marshal's Office has no comments a: this time.
Acting Lt. David Heath
Fire Marshal's Office
(0)410-887-4 1381
Mo~ LLIQ2F
co: File
RRY: Visit the County’s Website at www baltimorecountyonline info



BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTEROFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: ‘Timothy M. Kotroco, Director DATE: January 31, 2006
Department of Permits & Development
Management
| OpF
FROM: Dennis A. Kennedy, Supervisor

Bureau of Development Plans Review

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory Committee Meeting
For January 23, 2006
Item Nos. 328, 329, 330, 331, 332, 333, and 335

The Bureau of Development Plans Review has reviewed the subject zoning
items, and we have no comments.

DAK:CRK:clw
e Fiie
ZACNO COMMENTS.0131 2008 Joy
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND

INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE

TO: Timothy M. Kotroco, Director DATE: February 1, 2006
Department of Perinits and

Development Management

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

SUBJECT: Zoning Advisory Petition(s): Case(s) 6-331 Variance
The Office of Planning has reviewed the above referenced case(s) and has no comments to offer.

For further questions or additional information concerning the matters siaied herein, please
contact Laurie Hay in the Office of Planning at 410-887-3480.

Prepared By: ﬁz

Division Chief: A ¢ ] / , |

CM/LL
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Bmﬁ m"‘m’g Robert L. Flanagan. Secretary
1'~.|E11J Pedersen, Administrator
Admini strattan - e,r
Maryiand Department of Transportation

Robert L. Ehriich, Jr., Governor
Michael S. Steele, Li. Governor

Ms. Kristen Matthews RE:
Baltimore County Office of

Permits and Development Management

County Office Building, Room 109

Towson, Maryland 21204

Dear. Ms. Matthews:

This office has reviewed the referenced item and we have no objection to approval as 1t does not
access a State roadway and 1s not affected by any State Highway Administration projects.

Should you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Larry Gredlein at 410-545-
5606 or by E-mait at (lgredlein@sha.state.md.us).

Very truly yours,

7 A

Steven D. Foster, Chief
Engineering Access Permits Division

My teivphone nuradber wll dree num¥e: 1
Muduland Beiar Sefsnd for Impreed Hegeomp cor Sppech ) SO0 738 T80 Cabew e 10 Frer

Vet Sdodiert T NO C ahaedt Shresr o Paltimoke Nar el T o Paoae BU NS B 0 Gom s TRETS amdt aadh o o



RE: PETITION FOR VARIANCE * BEFORE THE
1005 Gladway Road; NW corner Gladway
Road & Sterling Avenue * ZONING COMMISSIONER
15" Election & 6™ Councilmanic Districts
Legal Owner(s): Madeline & Frank Lotman * FOR
Contract Purchaser(s): Timothy Thompson
Petitioner(s) * BALTIMORE COUNTY
* 06-331-A
* * * % * # 2 * * * % * %
ENTRY OF APPEARANCE

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

should be sent of any hearing dates or other proceedings in this matter and the passage of any

preliminary or final Order. All parties should copy People’s Counsel on all correspondence sent

and all documentation filed in the case. A iﬂ W
*’@&Mﬁf_k | “}\ﬁ“\wmﬁf/]
ZIM

PETER

MERMAN

People’s Counsel for Baltimore County

ool S Pemeli
CAROLE S. DEMILIO
Deputy People’s Counsel

Old Courthouse, Room 47

400 Washington Avenue
Towson, MD 21204

(410) 887-2188

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 18th day of January, 2006. a copy of the foregoing

Entry of Appearance was mailed to. Madeline & Frank Lotman, 7853 Charlesmount Road.

Balttmore. MD 21222, Petitioner(s).

RECEIVED \”f./f‘ﬂt \ VUL mer iR

PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN

JAN 1 8 2006

pr. C L7

Wr.ﬁr

People’s Counsel for Baltimore County
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 John Murphy - Re: Zoning Acrea R e e
From: Kathy Schiabach
To: Murphy, John
Date: 02/098/06 8:56:23 AM
Subject: Re: Zoning Acreage

it is a caiculation based on GIS data to quantify the change in zoning classification area after the 2004
Comprehensive Zoning Map Process, compiled by the Office of Planning. 1t does not reflect any cycle
zoning or map correction changes that may have occurred since then. [If you need the most current

numbers, we can figure that out for you.

Kathy

>>> John Murphy 02/09/06 8:45 AM >>> |
Thanks for the information. How do { refer to it? Is this a study done by PlLanning? Some on going

compilation? | want to attach the data to an opinion.

>>> Kathy Schiabach 02/08/06 2:38 PM >>>
See attached.
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' John Murphy - Zoning Percents xls . e Page 1

mma o ma L

R R A N S T I e R L S S Lt e 3 0 e e e

Zone Acres % of County
RC 2 139334 34 0.3578
RC 3 811.70 0.0021
RC 4 17441.90 0.0448
RC 5 37022.04 0.0951
RC 6 12818.87 0.0329
RC7 32089.08 0.0824
RC 8 11006.63 0.0283
RC 20 7083.45 0.0182
RC 50 4091.37 0 0105
RCC 43.90 0.0001
Total RC Acreage 261753.28
Total County Acreage 389420.97
Total RC % of County 0.67

—_ nm + a —_

- rme-r

RC Zone Percentages

f:ﬁ RC 2
®RC3 .
e, e ) -~ RC4
e i = RC 5
wRC6
ERC7 |,
RC 2 ®RC8 |
o RC 20 .
- RC 50
= RCC

RC 7
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kbl 2
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Zone Acres % of County
BL 3245 62 0.0083 - _
BLR 160.73 0.0004
BM 3117.32 0.0080
BMB 108.11 0.0003
BMM 10.56 0.0000
BMYC 10.82 0.0000
BR 1902.18 0.0057
CB 24.67 0.0001
DR 1 10099.03 0.0259
DR 2 13760.08 0.0353
DR 35 22907.38 0.0588
DR 5.5 395377.33 0.0908
DR 10.5 5158.77 0.0132
DR 16 6835.27 0.0176
MH 8546.08 0.0219
ML 12032.52 0.0302
MLR 922.47 0.0024
MR 121.95 0.0003
C3 261.00 0.0007
OR 1 452.40 0.0012
OR 2 662.32 0.0017
o7 037.98 0.0024
RAE 1 87.02 0.0002
RAE 2 120.92 0.0003
RC 2 139334.34 0.3578
RC 3 811.70 0.0021
RC 4 17441.90 0.0448
RC S 37022.04 0.0951
RC 6 12818.87 0.0329
RC7 32089.08 0.0824
RC 8 11006.63 0.0283
RC 20 7093.45 0.0182
RC &0 4091.37 0.0105
RCC 43.90 0.0001
RO 541.30 0.0014
ROA 68.23 0.0002
SE 74.98 0.0002

Total County Acreage

388420.9700
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John Murphy - Zoning Percents.xls
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pgyls DEED, Made thlaﬁ}jf dayfﬂf1aﬁni1.t19?6, by and Letween
NICHOLAS CAPECCI and”ANNA CARECOY, hid wifs, of the ity of

Baltimore, State of Maryland, Crantors, Ehd’ﬁiﬁzﬁINE LOTHAN

&ndiHELEH PLORES, of Baltimoras County, Stata of Maryland,
Granteey,

-
- .,
-

L
B/

oo - - o
i TR I R ) I T T R

WITNESSETH that gn consideration of the sum eof Pive Dollars
ANd sthen

-

- -
-

geod and valusble considerations, regeipt whereof is
herady scknowladged, the Grantors,

-——

reserving for thenselvas,
-erm of thelr natural lives or for the 1l§fe
of the survivor .of tham, with full powers of disposition and

Caubject to the Yimttations am hereinafter expreased;

oy and Auring the

helrs and asslgnz in fes Sluple all thoss lots of ground, the

First two of whioh aras situnte and located in Baltlmore ¢ity

and the third of whiech ia located in Daltimore County, and
feseribed as follows, that ig to BAY:

BEGINNING for the first thieraof on the wasgt nide of Eatan

SUyrent, Yormarly ¥ifeh dhreet, at the ditatance ¢f one hundread

and twentyoning fest south from the south side
strest, thenae wentaerly

of 01afambuﬂt

varallel with Claremount Strest one

hundred and thirty feet to the centre of an alley ten feeot wide

there situate, thence goutharly bYindineg on the satd Zlde of

8ald mlley with the use of the Same in coumon and parallel with

Eaton Street twalve feat and eizht inches and thense eanterly

parallel with Clavemount Straet one hundred and thirty feet to

the west atde of Faten Street and thence northarly binding on

_ . . L - il
el > - A gl p piRealyOn a - 1. -
" — . . HEor i - - -
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the woert aide of Eaton Jireet tyelve feat amd eignt inches to the

.- "L
]
_."_-"H.

 plase of beginning. Xnown as No. 256 3. Eaton Strpet,
BEING the sane lot

1
L
»

i
|
]

of ground and premiges the Jeunehold
wheretn wae aocquired by the Grantors fron HICHAEL WAGOVWICH, et ux,

]

1&
by Asslignuent dated May 6, 1940 and vrecorded asmtong the land ]
records of Baltinmore City in Liber MLP 6031 Polio 449,
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REING tha aame lot of ground, the Reversien wherein wan

acquired by the said Grentora by Dand dated March 7, 1945, and

1
Forke | B ralb Cu e e et iDL | gl

racorded amone the aforveasid land records in Liber HLP €726
Folio 373 from GERARD TRUST COMPANY: Trustee, etd; .

BEGINNIRG for the sesond thereof on the west side of Dean
Hrreet, foprmevly Fourth Straet, at the digtange of ninatyetws
Cret southerly fron the southwest gornsr of Nount Pleasant
Avenue and Dean Street and al the canter of a partition wall;
running thense southerly on the west side of Dean Strest twslve
feet to the uﬁnnﬂr*uf another partition wall ang naving an aven
rectangulayr depth westerly of saventy-two feet to the east nide
of an nllay elmht faot wide, Thae laprovenants thereon being
known as No, 104 5. Deas Strest.

BEING the same 1ot of ayvound and improvenents which by
brad dated Decembar 1, 1966, and recorded anong the land
recordn of Baltimore City In Liber Jiyo 2165 Folio 207, waa
eranted and conveyed by HARY W. NOYG, ot vir, unto the Crantors

. haretn,
Eﬂngzza

BEGINNING for the thivd thersof on the northeast stde of

L il LA | wl e e LTI W A BLe R

Sladway Road, a 40 foot road, at @ po nt digtant 1329,37 feeat

-

[ ]

Boutheansterly alonw aniga Cladway Road from thes interaection of
natd Read with the third or North 52 degrees 38 minutes East
100 foot line of the tract of Jland which by deed dated Marsh 16,
1986 and vecordeéd mmong the iand regords of Baltimore county in
Liber R J. 8. No. 2443, folio 189, was - granted and oconveyed

by CHHISTINE HOMAFRG to tha mNald ANTHONY J. PEROUTKA and
JOSEPYINE P,  PEROUTKA, his Wife, and vunning thence slonz the
northeast sifde of zald Gladway Romd with-the Boe¢ thereof in

conmon with otherm, south 317 donvecy 29 miﬂuﬁaa=anlt-2§?i5 feet

to the Anterssction of mald northeast side of $nid Gladway Road

and thes northwast side of a propased {ifty foot road thense
qlang tha northwest gide aof eaid proposed Fift oot road with
the wue thersof 11 gonton north 52 dexracs 38 minutes east

70 teet to the fourth line of the aforessid treot of lend from

2




W 3330mMcngs  WeSE36 merr g
CURTISTINE HOMRERG o ANTHONY J. FPEROUTKA end JOSEPMHINE P,

PEROUTKA, his wife, thance bHinding on sald fourth line and

running north 17 degrsse 22 minutes west 287,85 feet, thence

[ gt - a -
- — e b [ LA [l |

- et —
- T e

gouth 52 degrees 38 minutes west 70 feet to the place of

herinning,

BEINS the care lot of ground whioh By Deed dated June ik,

[ —
- e i 3 - gy - =

195% and recorded among the land records of Baltimora County
in Liber GLB 2717 Folioc 901 wam granted and conveysd by

CLAYENCE W. O'HAVER et ux unto the Grantors herein.

TOGETHER with the buildings thersupon and the rights,
alleys, ways, wateys, privilezes, appurtenances and advantages
thereto belonging or in anywise appertaining.

T0 HAVE AND TO HOLD the salid lot of ground and preunlses
unto and to the use of the aforesaid Grantess, ag tenants in
common and not as joint tenanty, reserving unto the xaid
grantors an ontate for life during thelir joint livea or for
the 1ife of the survivor of them, with full powars unto thes,
the rald Grantorg, or o ths survivor to sell, lasse, zortgage,
ay dignoge of the whole or any pari.of the property in any
mannay whatscevey {except by Last Will and Teatamesnt), and
vithout the consent af any person or persons whatsoevar,
applying unto the Grantors or unto thas survivor of thea for
their own ugs or for the use of the surviver any and all
proceeds of such gales, rorvgage or nortzages, laage or
leageg, and without the necensity of the purchaser or
purchagers, HMOrLARges Or morigacear, lesses Or lessees, Lo
gee to the application of the purchase or mortgage aoney, it

heing the intention hereof that the erxercise of the powers

hereinbaefare stated shall operate not only upon the life

astates reservad hy the Grantors, but also upan the sstats of

the Srantaen,
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AND the sald Grantors hereby covenant that they have not

Aone or suffered to be done any act. matter oy thinz whatsoever

= vl el

to encumber the property hereby tonveyed; that they wiil

[T | PR L

warrant specially the property grented: and that they will

axecute guch further agaurances of tha ssine ad may beregquisite,

WITNESS fhe hands and sealsa of the sald Grantars,

alilpiygs | nam 4 eaibkcedl Wik Ha Sohm 1R

STATE OF MARYLAND, ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY, f£o wit:
I HERESY CERTIFY, that on thia é [Faay of Aprid, 1976, f;

vefore me, the gsubscriber, & Notary Public of the State of

P o,

Haryland, in and for Anne Arundel County, personally appenred
HNICHOLAS CAPECCY and ANNA CAPEGCI, his wife, the Grantors

P

ula

nened in the foregoing Deed imawn to se (or satisfactorily

ik

provent) to be the persony whoae names are subseribad to the
within i{nstrunent, and sacknowledged that they axacuted the

game for the purpuses thereln: sentatfel,

e s i et b T P el maph e

AS WITNESS @y hand smnd. Notaldal Seal,

—_

mrpery T
bobeves DUOLSEDZ  OL-G2 AN e . i !
O hlewvy EOLOLEL wyiveiminaion expires July 1, ‘19?53: i
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