APP. EXHIBIT# |

CASE: d0d3- O1%%~V

DATE: _ 3/1/34

APPLICANT PRESENTATION
CASE NUMBER: 2023-0188-V

REQUEST FOR A VARIANCE
TO PERFECT AN ACCESSORY STRUCTURE
(SHED WITH AN ATTACHED LEAN-TO)
WITH LESS SETBACKS THAN REQUIRED

- |

Applicants:
Property:
Case #:
Hearing Date:

Joseph and Lauren Wilusz

443 Retford Drive, Severna Park
2023-0188-V

February 1, 2024



Planning the location



Considerations

1. Size of Shed desired 3. Location
* 10 bikes e Dimensionally needs to fit
» Child’s battery ATV « Including staging/opening door area
¢ Lawnmower * Pathway along side of house
e Backyard games * AC unit, windows, power meter
2. Approval of Neighbors & HOA * Don’t cut down trees
» Conforms with sheds throughout * Conform to neighbor &

neighborhood

» Mirrors neighbor’s shed location * Sight fro-m C.ommumty b
* Pleasing view

* Approval to proceed received HOA « Concealing items not suitable for
and neighbors shed

neighborhood
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Southwest side of property, bordering Lot 13

(Right side when looking from the street)
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Seeking Approval



Considerations

* HOA
* County
* Neighbors

15



M Gmaﬂ Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <jLwllusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approvat

Stave Matters <matierschacindge@gmad com> Wad, May 25, 2022 21620 P4
Yo. Lauten & Joe Wilus2 <] Lsaiusz@gmail com>

Approved,

On Tue, May 24. 2022 al § 29 PM Lauren & Joe Wilus2 <] Lwiluszidpmail.com> wrote.
Yas. for now the color will be the natural e color. At 3 iafer dale we may chooss 1o st it but will seek approval at
that tme  $0.

Thank you!

On Tue. May 24, 2022, 4.34 PM Sleve Matters <matierschartidpe@gmad.com> wicte.
Sorry Lauren and Joe,
Consider this your appeoval. We dropped the bail on this ane. Just 1 question, what o the color of e fenca? s it the
same as the picture?

On Tua. May 24, 2022 at 10:30 AM Laucen & Jos Wilusz <j.Lwitusz@gmail.com> wrote.
Good morning,

{ subnvited an architectural requast via the Chartndge webdsde on May 9th. | have not heard a response. and the
fence contractor has scheduled us for mstallaton this Salurday, May 28th.

Has anyone reviewed our request?
{ reattached the paperwark for refecence.

Thank you.
Lauren Wilusz

To unsubsscnbie from this group and stop tecemng emads from if, send anemail (o
acc+unsubscribe@chartridge.com.

Good Luck,

Cartridge Architecture Commilios

Good Luck.
Cartndga Archdeciure Committee 16
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i Lauren & Josoph Wilusz <} Lwllusz@gmali.com>
M Gmail

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Lauren & Joa Wilusz < Lwilusz@gmail.com> Thu, May 26, 2022 a1 6.39 PM
To. Stave Hopkins <Sshopknsd Gvenzon net>

i Steve and Suzanna.

We just wanted o touch base and lef you know thal wa'll be doing some consiruction on oul vard, likely staring this
weakend. The archnecture comnutios jusl approved us.

Please see attached plans for details.

East Coast Fancs tentatively scheduled us for iius Saturday begnining about 8am. as iong as ihe weathe: cooperales.
Our shod vell be delivered in sady June as a DIY ke, so we plan fo buid i the weekend of June 10-12.

Happy 1o discuss any quesions you may have! Give us a cail of fesl froe io knock at the back goor.

Lauvten & Joo

410-615-6348
410-615-8342

el

oy Architectural Update Reques! - Wilusz - May 2022.pdf
1043K
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Attachment: Architectural Update Request — Wilusz — May 2022.pdf

Proposed arciwtectiral changes for 443 Retford Or (Lot 12}
Owners Joe & Lauron Wilusz - 410.615.6348 or || wikhgz@Gmal com
Antcpated start date: 5:30/2022

1 Remove existing & wood fence along front face of house. slong property hne between
Lot 12 & Lot 13 (Vat & Matt Thanner - 445 Retford Dr}, and fence on Lot 12 thatrs
adacent to Lot 10 (Suzannah & Steve Hopiuing - 419 Hucknall Ct) and extends into
Recreabon Area.

2. Replace existng wood fence with 4 butted board wood fence, with concave top and
black post caps Fence wid be reinstailed along existing fence knes on ether side of the
front of the house, and along the properly ke between Lots 12 8 13 Approval from
owners of 445 Retlord Dr (Val & Matt Thanner) has been received. No ferice will be

reinstakied on eastem comer of our property. adiacent to Lot 10 and the Recieation Atea

Instaltation 1o be performed by East Coast Fence. Fence style similar to that pictured
bolow,

3 instali $0 7t x 12 ft wood shed in eastem comer of our property Sel-assembly required,
Ashewiie Gable Engineered Storage Shed from Lowes {proposed picture attached)

4. Buid addbonal 4’ gverhang off left 3de of new shed. open, jean-to siyie roof, to provide
cover for firewood racks.

Pleasa see the Hiat below fot raferance.

Remove fence

19
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M Gmail Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <}.l.wiiuaz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Steve HOPKINS <sshopkins4@verizon.net> aztb‘ P
Yo: Suzannah Hophkins <sthopkinsd@verizon net>, j Lwiusz@gmail com

Joa and Lauren

Tlnphnuywplanwdhmygmnnudbmm.Judnolmou@momforwha!gohgtodo.lmmherpimsw
that location on my progserty.

Tha pavers you pul on the properdy Ine atso need removed. Wills the shed being o close (o the property kne and now
pavers iam concamad about erosion on my property.

Staven Hopking 4 10-703-1000
Seni from my iPhone

Erom: Lauron & Joe Wikisz <jlwilusz@gmad.com>

Date: May 26. 2022 at §:39:50 PM EDT

To: Steve Hoplins <sshopkinsd@verizon.nat>

Subject: Fwd: Chartridge ACC - Fance replacement approval

Wi Sieve and Suzanna,

We jusl wanted io fouch base and lat you inow thal we ll ba downg somae construction of our
yard. hikely stacting this weekend. The archiecturs commitiee st approved us.

22



M Gmail Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <J.Lwilusz@gmall.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approvali

Steve HOPKINS <sshopkinsd@verizon.net> Mon, Jun 26, 2023 3t 9:21 AM
To: Lauren & Joe Wilusz <j.1 wilusz@gmail.com>, Suzannah Hopkins <sthopkinsd@verizon.net>

The ditt pit area you call is on my property to do what ever | want to do. Not you remove the plants in my garden you
planted or 1 will just weed whack them today or tomoirow. And yes heavy rain causes efosion in my much garden. if the
shed had proper set back it would fine. t believe it does not.

Steven Hopkins
Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 26, 2023, at 4:55 AM, Lauren & Joe Wilusz <.l wilusz@gmail.com> wrote:

{Quoted tax hidden]

23



Considerations

* Timing of complaint to county immediately after flowers planted on
border with community area

» Existing, well established pine tree overhangs half of shed
« Evidence that pine tree scatters precipitation

« No evidence of erosion into dirt area or otherwise (neither before nor
after shed)
* Drip line of roof falls within Lot 12 property boundaries
« Woodchips from landscaping encourage absorption rather than erosion
« Slope of area under Lot 10 trees is toward Lot 12/front right corner of shed

* Pavers mentioned in complaint weren’t permanent, as stated to
neighbor when planting the plants
« Pavers were relocated that week with addition of children’s clubhouse

24
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Concerns with the
Recommendation of Planning
and Zoning



Considerations against recommendation by P&Z

1. Size of Shed desired
* 10 bikes, Child’s battery ATV, Lawnmower, Backyard games

2. Location
 Dimensionally needs to fit - including staging/opening door area
» Pathway along side of house
* Don’t cut down trees

 Sight from Community area
* Pleasing view
 Concealing items not suitable for internal shed storage

3. Approval of Neighbors & HOA
« Already approved by bordering neighbors and HOA before construction
« Confirmed with neighborhood due to these proceedings (1+ years after construction)

« New shed would require reapproval by HOA, and approval of neighbors desired

« 7 feet toward the street would not entirely mirror Lot 11 shed, and would impede the view from
Lot 11 of the Common Area pond

e Variance would still be required by the County
e ...is there such thing as a “lesser” variance?

29
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Blue box represents 10'x12’ shed at
3’ off the northeast fence line, and

7'+ off the rear property line RECREATION AREA
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« 3 off the northeast fence line
e 7'+ off the rear property line
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Summary



1. Careful consideration made in size and location of shed
a. Only size and location that fits

2. Showed good faith in receiving concurrence for construction

3. Appears that notice to county, more than a year after construction,
is due to retaliation

4. Appreciate compromise recommendations made by P&Z
a. Unfortunately, they result in excessive hardships for the applicants

34



Additional Information /
Backup

Included for Evidence/Visual if discussed



COMMENTS REGARDING FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION
REPORT PREPARED BY JOAN A. JENKINS, PLANNER

From Findings & Recommendations
Report Page 1/5

* Footnote 1 reads:

"The deck and screened porch were approved under
building permit B02387281 September 3, 2020. The
permit has not been completed."

Correction:

The final inspection (2496997) passed on 10/7/2020,
by inspector Devin Kelly. Proof of this status is shown
in figures 1-2, to the right.

" BULDING INSPECTION BY
AMNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

HST T T AT

Record B02387281:

Residential Single Family Dwelling Permit

Record Status: Closed

Complated (2}
Pess -2
Pass Fing: (2406957, View Derails

Resu? bv D8N el (0 10T G2 1E 30 PR
View Details

Fig.1. Building Inspection
Stickers for Permit
B02387281; Footing
passed 9/17/20, Final
passed 10/7/20.

Fig.2. Building Inspection
Record for Permit
B02387281, showing
Status “Closed”,
“Completed (2)"” and
“Pass - 2", Final
(2496997) Pass 10/7/20;
Footing (2498457) Pass
9/17/2020.

36



COMMENTS REGARDING FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION
REPORT PREPARED BY JOAN A. JENKINS, PLANNER I

201382 2013
LOCATION DRANNG

From Findings & Recommendations Tt oo
Report Page 2/5 e

* Paragraph 1 reads:

“This Office notes that the property does not meet the minimum width
requirements for the R5 District (60ft minimum width required, 52 ft
provided) but does meet the minimum area requirement (7,000 sq ft
required, 7,097 sq ft provided).

Comment:

Although the MINIMUM area requirement is met (7,000 sq ft required,
7,097 sq ft provided), the property only exceeds the minimum area by
97sq ft. For perspective, the shed in question is 120 sq ft. The lot is already
determined to be narrower than prescribed and meets the minimum area
requirements only by an amount smaller than the shed we're seeking the
variance for.

Comparatively:

Lot 10 = 7,760 sqft *rear property line

Lot 11 = 8,355 sgft *northeast property line
Lot 12 = 7,097 sqgft *subject property

Lot 13 = 7,021 sqgft o LB GRAPHIC SCALE (lo Fest)
| lnch = 30 It
ACCURACY =X

» -] 18 e

Fig.3. Plat
showing
square
footage of
each lot



COMMENTS REGARDING FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION
REPORT PREPARED BY JOAN A. JENKINS, PLANNER Il

From Findings & Recommendations
Report Page 2/5

From Findings & Recommendations
Report Page 2/5

« Paragraph 1 highlights:

* Paragraph 3 reads:

“This is a developed lot where the location of the existing
dwelling could create a hardship in the location of
accessory structures...”

Comment:

As noted in the application for variance, the property
shape and presence of trees create a hardship in locating a
shed of needed size within the confines of the Code. Other
factors strongly considered in locating the shed included
proximity to the basement stairwell, care not to obstruct
the natural pathway from front yard to backyard, existing
objects such as mature trees and the A/C compressor,
accessibility of the shed doors in final location, aesthetic
impact on bordering community common area recreation
pond, and the placement of existing shed of similar
dimensions mirrored 2ft off fence line on Lot 11.

“This Office finds that ‘Figure 5 Front of Shed’ clearly
shows that there is more room available (to the left in
the picture) to move the shed and lean-to away from
the rear property line.”

Comment:

In considering the picture itself, it does appear as
though simply sliding the shed to the left would be a
reasonable solution. The picture does not however
show the complete area that would be impeded by
moving the shed in this manner. Namely, the safety
concerns related to moving the shed closer to the top
of the basement stairwell and impeding the natural
pathway from front of property to the backyard.

38



COMMENTS REGARDING FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION
REPORT PREPARED BY JOAN A. JENKINS, PLANNERII

From Findings & Recommendations
Report Page 2/5

» Paragraph 3 references:
“The property is the subject of an open violation, case Z-2023-0812 was opened July 12, 2023 for ‘new shed built with no setback

rn

causing erosion to neighbor’s property’”.

Comment:
During a site visit with County representatives, Keith and Ashley, on 9/13/23, they indicated verbally to us that they did not see any
indication of runoff/erosion, and that as our shed had been in place for 15 months at time of their visit (and over lyr at time of
complaint), there was nothing they intended to do about the complaint. Additionally, in verbal conversation between Lauren and
the property owner of Lot 10, prior to the official complaint being filed, the property owner said they simply “don’t like looking at
the shed” when an attempt was made by Lauren to seek information about what run-off Lot 10 owner supposedly observed. The
case referenced is based on a complaint made in a retaliatory nature regarding something entirely unrelated to the shed.

39



COMMENTS REGARDING FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATION
REPORT PREPARED BY JOAN A. JENKINS, PLANNER I

From Findings & Recommendations
Report Page 2/5

¢ Paragraph 3 states:
“The shed and lean-to were constructed without the benefit of a building permit3”

“3p shed with a floor area of 150 square feet or less does not require a building permit. The total square footage is approximately 200 square feet therefore a building
permit is required.”

Comment:

« At time of shed construction, in June 2022, we acted in good faith when not applying for a building permit for our shed. The County's Residential Permits/Accessory
Structure page reads, "An accessory structure is a structure which is on the same parcel of property as a principal structure and the use of which is incidental to the use of
the principal structure. Residential accessory structures such as a detached garage/carport, shed, pool or gazebo may require a buiiding permit." We then reviewed the
County's permit website under the "Shed (detached)" building section. This read, "A simple, one level roofed structure used for outside storage that is not attached to the
primary structure. Sheds measuring 15'x10' (150 square feet) do not require a building permit. Sheds greater than 150 square feet require a building permit before starting
work. Electrical and plumbing permits may also be required.”

+  There is no mention of consideration for sethacks during evaluation of needing a permit that would have indicated to a common homeowner that we should go in search of
more information beyond the permit information we sought. The application itself also has no field to collect this information that would otherwise allude to the need for a
determined setback. The Accessory Structure page makes no mention of lean-tos/awnings/firewood covers, which could have otherwise indicated to us that the square
footage would be considered larger than the shed itself. In searching through the Accessory Structure page again in preparation for the hearing, "Carport" mentions "open-
sided accessory structure used to offer protection, usually to a vehicle." This is the closest to what the lean-to we built could be considered. At the time of planning and
construction however, we would never have sought out the term Carport as we never had intention of using it/building it large enough for a vehicle. It was always intended
simply to keep our firewood dry.

+  Spoke with several members of the Permit Office who could not immediately answer:
«  Why our shed and lean-to is reportedly considered 200sqft total rather than shed floor area @ 120sqft for purposes of requiring a building permit.

»  Where we would find the setback requirements. 20
+  How to know we needed to look for that.



Jennifer Sullivan, Planner Il took the task for finding these answers, and returned our call next day (1/25/24). She was sure to
mention she had to speak to a few coworkers and search through the codes to find these answers.

She agreed that there is not any reference on the “shed (detached)” accessory permitting information that would have indicated we
needed to search for required setbacks, beyond simply determining based on layman terms of “floor area square footage” whether
or not we needed a building permit. Also, confirmed there is no general indication provided that “floor area” might mean more
than the shed itself. Planning & Zoning has the benefit of knowledge to reference the 2018 IBC rather than take at face value “a
shed 15’x10’ (150 square feet) does not require a building permit,” which a homeowner may not understand needs to be looked at
in a deeper definition.

Steps provided on how to arrive at the calculation that our shed and lean-to are considered one total unit (rather than simply a
shed) for purpose of determining if a building permit is needed:

Step 1: Pull-up AA County Building Code, Article 15, “Construction & Property Maintenance Codes”

Step 2: Search for the word “shed” because anything in the table of contents makes no sense to a layman homeowner
105.2.1.1 One-story detached accessory structures used as tool and storage sheds, playhouses, and similar uses, provided the
floor area does not exceed 150 square feet if accessory to a residential structure, or 64 square feet if accessory to a
nonresidential structure.

Step 3: Cross-reference 2018 International Building Code, Chapter 2 to find definition of “floor area, gross”

[https:// g/ / /chap ]

[BE] FLOOR AREA, GROSS. The floor area within the inside perimeter of the exterior walls of the building under consideration, exclusive
of vent shafts and courts, without deduction for corridors, stairways, ramps, closets, the thickness of interior walls, columns or other
features. The floor area of a building, or portion thereof, not provided with surrounding exterior walls shall be the usable area under the
horizontal projection of the roof or floor above. The gross floor area shall not include shafts with no openings or interior courts.

Step 4: Understand that according to the IBC, the lean-to does have a “floor area” not provided with surrounding exterior walls, to
be considered the usable area under the horizontal projection of the roof above.
Step 5: Calculate the shed floor area (12'x10'=120’sq) + lean-to “floor area” (~10'x8'=80'sq) = ~200'sq.
41
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M Gmail Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <].L.wilusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Lauren & Joe Wilusz < lLwilusz@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 26, 2023 at 4:55 AM
To: Steve HOPKINS <sshopkinsd@verizon.net>

Hey Stave,

'm having trouble seeing erosion concemns under such a beautiful and full pine tree. 1l be out of town until Thursday
evening. Come by after then 3o that you can show me the concern. Regardiess, as Lauren already mentioned to you.
we've no plans of feaving them there.

As you saw from the plans and plat in this email chain, the shed is at a 90 1o our house. not the property line, misroring the
fence that once existed. Following the line of our common neighbor’s fence is closer to the true property line. i have to
ook, but | believe all of the area the new plants are in is actually on our comimon border or within the common area.
Granled, the plat gives a crude sense of borders, but it's alt we have to go by.

That said, Lauren nor | are squabbling about property lines. Piease talk to Lauren about the plants. | don't think she'd
mind if we remove the ones you're concemned with. She was only reusing the ones we displaced and didn't see anyone
around to discuss before doing so, before they died. Bonus, they make a border around the unsightly ditstick/timber pit
we look over to your nice lawn. She had more than necessary. which is why it became more than a single line border. But
before removing, please lel her know which ones. Maybe she can give them to friends. Plus. we should discuss what
could beautify that area.

i had asked her 1o put the plants behing the 4x4 you placed in the common area border so that they'd be protected from
the weed whacker, and again, since it makes for a prettier border around that pit. | didn't think you'd mind. ! think it would
look strange {o have dint. 4x4, plants, then grass.

Regards.

Joe
[Ouotad iext idoon]
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M Gmaﬂ Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <j.L.wilusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Lauren & Joe Wilusz <ji wilusz@gmail.com> Mon, Jun 26, 2023 at 9:42 AM
To: Steve HOPKINS <sshopkinsd@verizon.net>

Hey Steve. I'm trying fo be nice here. Doesn't sound like you're reciprocating from that last email. Don't care whose
property and barely care about the plants. For what it's worth, that border aligns with that flower bed across from it, so
don't want 1o change ifs focation neither.

| do care about being cordial and neighborly though, which includes language, actions, nice borders, and sights for all. So
if you're going io do something in the area immediately, I'd like fo know what. Otherwise. don't go killing nice plants that
could be used by someone. That's uncalled for aggression and useless tensions.

And all this couid have been setiled when you spoke with Lauren right in that spot.

{Cusoted ot hadder
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M Gmaﬂ Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <j.t.wilusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Lauren & Joe Wilusz <jlwilusz@gmail.com> Sat, Jui 1, 2023 at 5:13 PM
Yo: Steve HOPKINS <sshopkinsd@verizon.net>, sthopkinsd@verizon.net

Spoke with Lauren and she spoke with Connie Patton - used to live across the street from us, now they own a house on
beworth. She'll take the plants.
{Ouoted (et fudden
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M Gmail Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <}.i.wilusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

Lauren & Joe Wilusz <j Lwilusz@gmail.com> 3 8:14 PM
To: Chartridge Board of Directors <BOD@chartridge.com>

Helio,

After discussion with George regarding the complaint Steve Hopkins made about owr shed, 1 just wanted to forward the
approval for our fence replacement and shed that we received in May 2022 before work was performed. in addition, we
had outreached to the Hopkins prior to work starting, and after receiving approval from the architecture committee. ialso
knocked on their door the evening | sent the email to them, 5/26/22. Suzzanah said Steve was sleeping 30 she had me
meet wait for him in our backyard until he came outside about 20min later. At that time. 1 walked through the plans with
Steve, and we also discussed placement of the shed - reiterating that the shed would be paraliei to the common
neighbor's fence and aligned with their existing shed, drawing attention to the fact that our existing fence did not foliow the
property boundary as we knew it, having been placed inward on our property at a 90° angle to the neighbor's fence, and
instead should be at an angle continuing the line of the common boundary between Steve and the neighbor.

Please see below for the approval received from Steve Matters, on behalf of the HOA, and the comimunication | made to
the Hopkins regarding the anticipated projects.

Thank you,
Lauren Wilusz
[Ouotec toxt fudden]|
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M Gma“ Lauren & Joseph Wilusz <j.L.wilusz@gmail.com>

Re: Chartridge ACC - Fence replacement approval

tauren & Joe Wilusz <jl.wilusz@gmail.com> Sun, Jul 2, 2023 at 9:03 PM
To: Chartridge Board of Directors <BOD@chartridge.com>

Also, here is the chain of communication initiated by Steve Hopkins, responded to by Joe, regarding the plants |
temporarily installed in the dirt bed. The dirt bed falls within common area land according to the plat we have, and has
been full of weeds since last May (even before then. although it had been visually blocked by our former fence). We
recently had landscaping done at the end of May 2023, which displaced several annuals and 4 small perenniai shrubs. |
weeded part of the bed and placed the plants as close to our yard as possible so they wouldn't die before finding a
permanent home for them. Steve came outside later in the afternoon to ask what | was planting. | explained the displaced
shrubs, and that we were working to find a permanent home for them. | also asked point blank if he'd fike me to move
them, He said he had pians to put firewood in the bed, or has always wanted to put a greenhouse there. but never asked
for me to take the plants out. Mind you, per the plat it is common area land so a greenhouse is unrealistic. | told Steve to
just let me know whenever he needed me to move them, but until plans are putin action, | would ieave my plants there
temporarily. He never followed up with us about it, and instead sent the aggressive email you see below. His email was
built off of the architecture approval email we had sent him in May 2022.

[Oucted texi hadden]
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