BOARD OF APPEALS
for
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

100 Maryland Avenue, Suite 217
Rockville, MD 20850
(240) 777-6600
http://www.montgomerycountymd.gov/boa/

CASE NO. A-6961

PETITION OF ROBIN CHETRI AND TABITHA CHETRI

NOTICE OF HEARING

Please take notice that the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County, Maryland,
will hold a public hearing in the Stella B. Werner Council Office Building Second Floor
Davidson Memorial Hearing Room, at 100 Maryland Avenue, Rockville, Maryland, on
Wednesday, the 8th day of April, 2026, at 9:30 a.m., or as soon thereafter as this matter
can be heard, on the application filed pursuant to Section 59.7.3.2.A of the Zoning
Ordinance. As a property owner applying for the variance, you must attend the public
hearing or have counsel appear on your behalf. If you have an architect, contractor, or
engineer, they are welcome to appear and testify at the hearing, but can only do so if you
or your attorney are present.

The proposed construction, an accessory structure (detached garage), requires a
variance of 56 feet as it is within four (4) feet of the front ot line. The required setback is
sixty (60) feet, in accordance with Section 59.4.4.9.B.2 of the Zoning Ordinance. In
addition, the proposed accessory structure requires a variance to be located forward of
the rear building line of the principal building. Section 59.4.4.9.B.2.a of the Zoning
Ordinance requires that accessory structures be located behind the rear building line of
the principal building.

The subject property is Lot 30, Block E, Lot 31 Rock Creek Palisades Sec 2
Subdivision, located at 4104 Denfeld Avenue, Kensington, Maryland 20895 in the
R-60 Zone. (Tax Number Account No. 13-01261577)

Notices forwarded this 6th day of March, 2026, to:

Robin Chetri and Tabitha Chetri

Corey Talcott, Associate County Attorney
Elana Robison, Associate County Attorney
Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission

Exhibit 10(b)



Case No. A-6961 Page 2

State Highway Administration County Board of Education
Contiguous and confronting property owners
Local Citizens Associations

County Board of Appeals

f/F
i
/ Aot t Lese )42

Barbara Jay /]
Executive Director

All parties who make submissions, after an initial filing, in Special Exception,
Variance and Administrative Appeals cases, must furnish copies of the submission
to all other parties in the case. For the purpose of this requirement, a party
includes: (1) Counsel of record who have formally entered their appearance; (2)
Any person to whom the Board of Appeals has granted Intervener status; and (3)
The Applicant, Petitioner or Appellant in the case.

Submissions must be accompanied by a written statement certifying that copies
have been sent to all parties. Effective September 6, 2002, failure to supply such
written certification will result in refusal of the submission.

Case files are available for public review at the office of the
Board of Appeals, Monday through Friday, 8:30 a.m. — 4:00 p.m.



BOA Form 2 (Revised 4/23/25) Docket No. A- 6961

BOARD OF APPEALS Date Filed 2-2-26
FOR Hearing Date 4-8-26
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, MARYLAND Time 9:30 a.m.

(240) 777-6600

PETITION FOR VARIANCE UNDER ZONING ORDINANCE

(Please Note Instructions on Reverse Side)
(PLEASE PRINT)

Name of Petitioner(s): Robin Chetri and Tabitha Chetri

Address of Petitioner(s): 4104 Denfeld Ave City Kensington Zip 20895

Description of property involved: Lot 30 and 31 Block E. Parcel.  Subdivision Rock Creek Palisades
Street and No. 4104 Denfeld Ave City Kensington Zip 20895 Zone Classification R-60

Appellant's present legal interest in above property (check one): Tax Account No.
X__ Owner (including joint ownership) Other (describe)

What variance is requested, and what is the pertinent section of the Zoning Ordinance?

A variance of 56 feet from the required 60-foot front setback for an accessory structure in the R-60 zone,

per Section 59-4.4.9.B.2; and a variance from Section §9-4.4.9.B.2.a to permit an accessory structure to be
located forward of the rear building line of the principal dwelling.

Check existing reason(s) why the Ordinance requirement(s) would result in practical difficulties for
property owner:

narrowness shallowness shape X topography __ otherextraordinary
situations or conditions peculiar to this property.

Describe this property’s extraordinary situation or peculiar conditions compared to neighboring
properties:

The property at 4104 Denfeld Ave is characterized by an extraordinary topographical grade change, with the rear
of the lot situated approximately 30 feet higher in elevation than the front. Unlike neighboring properties with more
level terrain, this extreme slope renders the rear yard—the legally required location for accessory structures—
functionally inaccessible and unsafe for vehicular use. Engineering calculations confirm that a driveway to the rear
would require a §0.7% slope, which is physically impractical and violates the 10% maximum slope mandate set
by Montgomery County Standard MC-301.01. Furthermore, the property contains an existing wood deck and a
sunken front-yard carport with a 5'4" retaining wall, both of which were pre-existing site conditions that further
restrict the buildable area compared to standard R-60 lots in the vicinity. These peculiar conditions create a
situation where the only safe and viable location for a garage is the existing front-yard footprint.

How will the peculiar condition described above result in practical difficulty if the requested variance
is not granted?

Strict adherence to the zoning ordinance would result in a severe practical difficulty by effectively denying the
property any reasonable use for a garage or covered parking. Because the required rear-yard location
necessitates a 50.7% driveway slope—which is five times the 10% maximum slope allowed

by Montgomery County Standard MC-301.01—it is legally and physically impossible to provide safe
vehicular access to the rear. Furthermore, the presence of an existing wood deck and a significant retaining
wall in the front prevents shifting the principal dwelling gr accessory structure to any other compliant location.

Exhibit 1



Without the requested variance, the homeowners would be forced to abandon the permitted use of a garage
entirely or create a non-compliant, life-safety hazard on the property. Granting the variance allows for the
enclosure of an existing footprint, providing a safe, functional, and aesthetically compatible solution that
overcomes these insurmountable site constraints.

Date of recording of plat of present subdivision: Oct 11, 1950

Has any previous variance application involving this property been made to the Board of Appeals? No

| have read the instructions on the reverse side of this form and am filing all required accompanying
information. | hereby affirm that all of the statements and information contained in or filed with this

petition are true and correct. s i (// L,&Z/L/
Robin Chetfi / Tabitl(a Chetri

Name of Attorney/Agent (Print Name next to Signature) Signature of Petitioner(s) (Print Name next to Signature)

4104 Denfeld Ave., Kensington, MD 20895

Address of Attorney Address of Petitioner
(520) 589 4570 dr.chetri@yahoo.com
Phone Number Email Address Home Phone  Work Phone Email Address



STATEMENT OF JUSTIFICATION FOR VARIANCE REQUEST

Property Address: 4104 Denfeld Ave.,
Kensington, MD 20895

Applicant(s): Dr. Robin Chetri and Tabitha Chetri
Date: February 2, 2026
Introduction

This statement is submitted in support of a variance request from the Montgomery County
Zoning Ordinance for the placement of an accessory structure (garage/carport) at the above-
referenced property, which is located in the R-60 zone. A building permit application was denied
by the Department of Permitting Services due to two specific violations regarding accessory
structures:

1. Violation of the minimum Front Setback requirement (Section 59-4.4.9.B.2, which
mandates a 60-foot front setback for an accessory structure in the R-60 zone).

2. Violation of the requirement for accessory structures to be located behind the rear
building line of the principal building (Section 59-4.4.9.B.2.a).

We respectfully request a variance to allow the proposed accessory structure. We contend that
the unique and extreme topographical and existing site conditions render strict adherence to these
requirements practically impossible without creating undue hardship and preventing the
reasonable use of the property for a functional garage.

Reasons for Variance

The need for this variance stems directly from extraordinary and peculiar site constraints unique
to this property, which create severe practical difficulties in complying with the standard zoning
requirements for accessory structures.

1. Exceptional Topographical Conditions (Section 7.3.2.E.2.a.i):

Our property at 4104 Denfeld Ave presents a significant and unusual topographical challenge.
The rear of the property is approximately 30 feet higher in elevation than the front, resulting in a
severe, sudden slope. This substantial grade change renders the rear yard exceptionally difficult,
unsafe, and prohibitively costly to develop for an accessory structure such as a garage.

* Impractical Driveway Access & Violation of County Standards: To place a garage in
the rear yard, a driveway would be required to climb this steep slope. Based on our
precise survey and engineering calculations, the necessary grade for a rear-yard driveway
would be 50.7% slope. This dramatically exceeds the 10% maximum slope allowed for
residential driveways, as established by Montgomery County Standard MC-301.01.
Forcing construction in the rear would require the creation of an access point that
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is unsafe, non-compliant with County regulations, and functionally impractical for year-
round vehicle use.

 Existing Rear Yard Constraints (Deck Encroachment): Further complicating the
utilization of the rear yard is the existing wood deck, which runs along the back of the
principal dwelling. Our recent boundary survey (April 2025) confirms that this deck
currently encroaches upon the side property line. If we were compelled to construct the
garage in the rear, it would necessitate the costly and environmentally disruptive
demolition or substantial rebuilding of this existing, non-conforming deck structure. This
adds significant, unwarranted cost, complexity, and demolition waste to an already
unfeasible and non-compliant construction location.

e Limited Usable Space & Environmental Impact: The combination of the extreme
slope and the footprint of the existing deck significantly limits the available, level, and
usable buildable area in the rear yard. Construction would require extensive, disruptive
excavation and backfilling, and the removal of several mature trees, resulting in a severe,
negative environmental impact.

2. No Reasonable Use of Property Without Variance (Section 7.3.2.E.1):

Due to the severe topographical constraints, the rear yard of our property is not reasonably usable
for the safe and functional placement of an accessory structure. Forcing compliance with the rear
yard location requirement would effectively deny us any reasonable use of the property for the
permitted purpose of a garage/carport. The existing, sunken concrete carport in the front yard,
with its established retaining wall, represents the only practical, safe, and feasible location to
construct a functional accessory structure.

3. Minimum Necessary Variance (Section 7.3.2.E.2.¢):

The requested variance is the minimum necessary to overcome the practical difficulties imposed
by the property's unique conditions.

¢ Proposed Solution: Our proposal is to enclose the existing sunken concrete carport in
the front yard. This existing structure utilizes pre-existing infrastructure and is located 4
feet from the front lot line.

¢ Addressing the Setback: The zoning requirement for an accessory structure is a 60-foot
front setback. Since the existing structure is located 4 feet from the line, the variance
sought is 56 feet (60 feet required - 4 feet existing = 56 feet). This is the minimum
variance necessary to legalize the structure at its current, most practical location.

¢ Addressing Building Line: The variance requested to allow the structure forward of the
rear building line is directly necessitated by the topography, as placing the garage behind
the rear building line in the unfeasible rear yard is not a safe or practical option.

4. Special Circumstances Not Caused by Applicant (Section 7.3.2.E.2.b):

The exceptional topographical conditions, existing structural constraints, and the resulting need
for a variance are inherent to the property itself and were not created by any action of the
applicant. These pre-existing site characteristics dictate the construction requirements.
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5. No Substantial Impairment to Zoning Intent (Section 7.3.2.E.2.d):

Granting this variance will not substantlally impair the intent and integrity of the general plan or
the applicable master plan.

* Aesthetic Compatibility: We are committed to ensuring the structure is aesthetically
compatlble with the neighborhood. We have engaged an architect to design a garage
using high-quality materials, specifically cinder block and brick facade, which are
detailed in the attached architectural drawings and match the design and materials of the
main structure. This commitment ensures the structure will be a compatible and visually
appealing improvement.

« Community Support: We are securing letters of support from our immediate abutting
and confronting neighbors, affirming that the proposed front yard placement is not
adverse to their use and enjoyment of their properties.

6. No Adverse Effect on Abutting or Confronting Properties (Section 7.3.2.E.2.¢):

The proposed variance and the resulting structure will not be adverse to the use and enjoyment of
abutting or confronting properties. The enclosure of the existing carport remains within the
existing footprint and is unlikely to impact the privacy or access of neighboring properties.

Conclusion

The unique and severe topographical and pre-existing structural conditions of our property at
4104 Denfeld Ave create practical difficulties that prevent the safe and reasonable use of the rear
yard for an accessory structure. The request to enclose the existing front-yard carport, requiring
a 56-foot variance from the 60-foot front setback, is the minimum necessary, safest, and most
environmentally and financially responsible solution. We believe this request meets all the
criteria for granting a variance as outlined in Section 7.3.2.E of the Montgomery County Zoning
Ordinance.

We respectfully request the Board of Appeals to grant this variance to allow us to proceed with
this necessary improvement.

Sincerely,

g2 AR
r. Robin Chetri and Tabitha Chetri

4104 Denfeld Ave.,

Kensington, MD 20895
Phone: 520-589-4570
Email: dr.chetri@yahoo.com
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SUPPLEMENTAL FACT SHEET: 4104 DENFELD AVE Case Number: A-6961

Subject: Historical Constraints and Sub-surface Water Conditions (Variance Petition)

The following site-specific conditions demonstrate why the proposed location of the accessory
structure is the only viable option and why building in the rear would be detrimental to the
property and the surrounding public infrastructure.

1. Unique Historical Development (The "Double Lot"):

Engineered Solution: In 1953, the extreme topography of this site required the original
developers to utilize two lots (Lots 30 and 31) just to establish a single buildable footprint
for one home.

Neighborhood Uniqueness: This is the only double lot in the immediate neighborhood,
yet it contains zero flat elevation. This historical necessity confirms that the land’s
topography is an inherent, extraordinary condition that has restricted the property’s use
for over 70 years.

2. Sub-surface Constraints (Underground Springs):

Documented Seepage: The property is known for active underground springs. We have
initiated multiple 311 and WSSC service requests due to water seeping from the ground
at the curb. WSSC has performed investigative drilling to manage these sub-surface
flows.

Excavation Risk: Neighbors familiar with the property’s history have noted past
difficulties with construction due to these springs. Relocating the structure to the rear
would require massive excavation into the hillside, potentially rupturing spring veins,
causing significant drainage issues for downhill neighbors, and risking the stability of the
existing retaining walls.

3. Erosion Control (The "Forest" vs. The "Lawn''):

Natural Stabilization: Because of the steep grade, the property is maintained as a natural
forest rather than a lawn. This vegetation is critical for soil retention.

Minimal Footprint: The proposed variance utilizes the exact 24' x 24' footprint of an
existing concrete pad and retaining wall. By using this pre-disturbed area, we avoid the
destruction of the "forest" canopy that currently prevents mass soil erosion and heavy
runoff onto Denfeld Avenue.

4. Pedestrian Access Constraints:

The Meandering Path: Due to the elevation, the home's entrance is forced to the front-
left comner, utilizing a long, meandering stone stairway to overcome the grade. This
layout further restricts vehicular access to any other portion of the lot, cementing the
"Practical Difficulty” of the current zoning setbacks.
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITTING SERVICES

Marc Elrich
County Executive

Rabbiah Sabbakhan

BUILDING PERMIT DENIAL

Director

The Department of Permitting Services cannot issue a building permit for the property indicated below without a variance from the

Montgomery County Board of Appeals.

NAME: ROBIN & S CHETRI

ADDRESS: 4104 DENFELD AVE

KENSINGTON, MD 20895

LOT - BLOCK: 30 - E

THE VARIANCE REQUEST IS FOR

N EXISTING STRUCTURE
N NON-CONFORMING
N NEW SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING

TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION:

N ROOM ADDITION

PORCH

SHED

ACCESSORY STRUCTURE
OTHER

Z < Z Z

Z

K Z Z Z

ZONE: R-60

PROPOSED STRUCTURE
NON-COMPLYING

SWIMMING POOL

DECK

FENCE/RETAINING WALL
GARAGE/CARPORT

The proposed accessory structure requires a 56 ft. variance as it is 4 ft. from the front lot line.

The required front setback is 60 ft. in accordance with Section 59-4.4.9.B.2

The proposed accessory structure also requires a variance as it is forward of the rear building line of the principal building.

The requirement, in accordance with Section 59-4.4.9.B.2.a., is that any accessory structure must be located behind the

rear building line of the principal building.

4/3/2025

Signature

2425 Reedie Drive, 7th Floor -

Wheaton, MD -4 40902

Date

(240)777-0311 - (240)777-6256 TTY

www.montgomerycountymd.gov/dps

Exhibit 6



8581102 8580188

K260 »
» AN
se
8
¢
b
z
. ‘.‘5 . L “ " - m
R-60
-----l -.'.~ .‘ &
§- DEWEY RD ‘0 %‘3
i g A LN,
€ S
F = . = '04@« % A
3 alm el AN C
) ‘ DENFELD AVE

=
“
L } " 0’ *

4
ﬁ" ”'I“‘ é
¥

DENFELD CT

GHTS-OF-WAY

4726949

NOTES CONCEI
1. Zone boundari

4726645

CRN-1.0.c11
R-0.5 H35

J -
~
__:‘--—znﬂrsm‘. 5

580188

MONTGOMERY COUNTY ZONING MAP N

The Maryland-National Capital Park and Planning Commission Montgomery County Planning Department A

0 250 500 750 1,000 1,250
Feet
Account # 01261577 Special Protection Area | NIA wssc Grid 21aNW04 Printed: 1/13/2026
‘Address 4104 DENFELD AVE Urban District NA Map Amendments G-642 G-956
KENSINGTON, 20895 1inch = 250 feet
Enterpise Zone A Watar/Sawer Catogories | W1 151
Landuse Single Family Detached Arts & Ent. District NA
Legal Description LOT 31 ROCK CREEK PA LISADES SEC 2 Special Tax District NA
BielPed Prirty Area__|NA | certify that this document is a copy of the official
. — UrbanRenewalArea  [NA Montgomery County Zoning Map as downloaded
one v 0lis NA .
on 1/13/2026 from mcatlas.org/zoning.
Overlay Zone NA Priority Funding Area Yes
TDR Overlay Zone NA Septic Tier Tier 1: Sewer existing
Parking District NA Municipality NA P
c8o NA Master Plan MASTER PLAN FOR KENSINGTON WHEATON W 4.(5%
Parcel, Lot Block NA, 30, E Historic Site/District NIA

Exhibit 9



(e)s nayx3z

€l

NOILVA3IT3 % NVId

L
791,

3

¥
Fpre

Ses

Je L
! (mm@.n 1 O£ 1

10
¥38W3030 ONIMVYEA ONIMIOM duwoojeoubisep@uILLpe /880LSY ‘SOLEZSY oL ’
T 'ON 133HS XI44NS NOISIAZY : 3lva ¢ 103rodd | Lopz xod ‘O'd ‘ledeN  ‘npuewyiey ‘lexeN ‘
S1auB|SaQ 1011alN] S1oUUe]q ‘SIaau|au3 sianyary 1140 é.. |
‘al’l INd 11730 NOI1s3a ’
Z 00/¥v pauoyusw sp [4LL3IHD NIg0d "dW d04 3IOVYVO
: ON'POYNd 'ON "9¥a 1 3TW0S ¢ 103rodd
NOIIVAT1S 1337
.
o 000nuS
) HUM SX0078 ¥3ANID
I~ 7 B GTRERNET B uol x uig x ug
| |2
WM %0078 SSV19 @%ﬁk
Bl R FHHEY P e -
2 : O TNV |
4 ol x ug x Uy SMOONIM
133HS GELVONMNOD a3y 0018 ¥IONID ANOHLM ¥OOQ 39VHVD
X \ a3d0TS £hE 40 ONDIOVE INOY4 2UHM_TIUYINSNI-NON
= HUW 3avovd NOomE BNV ONOT TIAUS DISSVI0
mvv_nl. Uz X Uy X ug WL X uBL
-~ OE V52 E
W0-€ 0-81 W0-€
3 o
&l Sl
so-amaiezws 4
“NOILVAITI IHOW | S I T S5
. f Sy
| W
4009 onks ke i —
: A Ee 5 =
R | 0078 SSY19 GIINIA-NON R
& NILIVY AVM SSTTINVRLS oS
ﬁ] UISZI'E X UIG'9¥ X UISZ'CT .
= o um w000 SN 0018 S0 CININON N
] PRLRA 08 NyILLVd JAVM STV =y SOman
UIGZIC X WIgTOp X UISZ'CT Bl 0078 SSY19 GAUNIA—-NON
il 133HS QAUVONNUOO a3y cwmﬂﬁr;w wﬂvﬁm—m«“
Q3d07s £LE W n.lum Wv . s e
3 (R
THOIY 3 IEEY]
gv 5 \__\ 5 4_\ \_r T Ar ),\ =
LlE e Y SRR
..m:i sk HLM SX0078 3GNED
MOONIM uigL x ug x uig
0078 SSY19 QIUNIA-NON -
NY3LIY] JAYM SSTTINVA <3
UISZI'S X WIST9b X UISZT'CT Bl
a— @
T NOIIVAI1F INO®S 3
|
o
z o
R s 2
0018 ¥3ANID S S
40 ONDIOVE
N HUM 30VOv4 MO8
Ww U X ulp x ug
SMOONIM
2 ANOHLM ¥00Q 3OVaYO 0 0-€
= AUHM Q3LYINSNI=NON
@ 5 TBNVd ONOT TIAUS DISSVIO
Lﬁu ACERY ooonus ¥Ie
‘ M P
W 133HS nu._.(u_.gnam KU/\m
S

ue|d abeieo) pue uoljeAd|q Ja1 R b1y ‘Juo.

8€/0¢



1/\

I |
5' —0" 10° —0” MINIMUM TO 5' —0"
— ] e |
RESIDENTIAL 20° 0" MAXIMUM
L2y DRIVEWAY WIDTH
MC—110.01
GRASS AREA EXPANSION JOINT FOR CRASS AREA
PROPERTY LINE NONCRm DRIVEWAY -7 PROPERTY LINE Z
- ‘ ) — 7 A —— 7 \\ —
L . - &= 0 "." o ..: S ..' L .o ST
j J
< 1R GRASS AREA <
/A ™ \
GRASS AREA /) gl \ A~ RrooFiNG
/ HE PAPER (TYP.)
£(5
/ S \
1] | B |
7 I GUTTER PAN
. AN
NOSE DOWN CURB
DEPRESSED CURB ENTRANCE IN 1" -0

MC-102.01

2' —0" MIN.

1

SLOPE TO MEET TYPICAL SECTION ELEVATION 4 —0" MIN.

LINE

DEPRESSED CURB

ENTRANCE
MC—102.01 \

7" THICK CONC.

27 L
s ] =

EXPANSION / EXPANSION /

JOINT (TYP.) JOINT (TYP.)

PROPERTY

GENERAL NOTES

. REFER TO MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION SPECIFICATIONS FOR MATERIALS AND METHODS
OF CONSTRUCTION.

. DRIVEWAY AND DRIVEWAY APRON TO BE MAINTAINED BY PROPERTY OWNER.

. PROVIDE WEAKENED PLANE JOINTS AT MAXIMUM INTERVALS OF 15°'.

. THE EXPANSION JOINTS SHALL BE PLACED AT LOCATIONS SHOWN.

. EXPANSION JOINT MATERIAL SHALL BE 1/2 INCH PREFORMED CORK, TRIMMED AND SEALED WITH
NON—STAINING, TWO COMPONENT POLYSULFIDE OR POLYURETHANE ELASTOMERIC TYPE SEALANT, COMPLYING

WITH ASTM-C920. A

-

OprpGaN

REVISED

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

APPROVED 4 APR."0L
DATE

Qo MO8

DIRECTOR, DEPT.\OF TRANS. RESIDENTIAL DRIVEWAY

/\ AsTM-Co20 4/2006

[ilys Sevine

ArCHIEP, DIV. OF CAP. DEV. ik STANDARD NO. MC-301.01
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January 18, 2026

To the Honorable Members of the Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockyville, MD 20850

Subject: Letter of Support for Variance Application for 4104 Denfeld Ave, Kensington,
MD 20895

Dear Board of Appeals Members,

I, the undersigned, am a property owner residing at a property abutting the applicants, Robin &
Tabitha Chetri, at 4104 Denfeld Ave. I have been informed of the details of their request for an
area variance to permit the construction of a detached garage in the location of the existing

carport.

I'understand that the variance is required because the unique, steep topography of the applicants’
rear property makes building a functional and safe driveway to a rear-yard compliant

location impossible. The proposed garage will enclose a pre-existing, sunken structure near the
front of the property.

I have reviewed the plans and understand the following:

1. The proposed garage will enclose an existing concrete structure (carport).

2. The finished garage will feature a brick facade that matches the main house and the
architectural character of the neighborhood.

3. Granting this variance resolves a safety concern by avoiding the construction of a
dangerously steep driveway on the hill.

I confirm that I support the variance request. I do not believe that granting this variance, which
utilizes an existing footprint and improves the structure's aesthetic, will be detrimental or adverse
to the use, enjoyment, or property value of my home or the surrounding neighborhood.

[ urge the Board of Appeals to approve the requested variance.

Sincerely,

0 Y 0 L B e

Carole Berberich

4106 Denfeld Ave.
Kensington, MD 20895
Tel: (240) 418 6026

Abutting Neighbor to the West

19 Exhibit 7(a)



January 17, 2026

To the Honorable Members of the Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

Subject: Letter of Support for Variance Application for 4104 Denfeld Ave, Kensington,
MD 20895

Dear Board of Appeals Members,

I, the undersigned, am a property owner residing at a property abutting the applicants, Robin &
Tabitha Chetri, at 4104 Denfeld Ave. I have been informed of the details of their request for an
area variance to permit the construction of a detached garage in the location of the existing

carport.

I understand that the variance is required because the unique, steep topography of the applicants’
rear property makes building a functional and safe driveway to a rear-yard compliant

location impessible. The proposed garage will enclose a pre-existing, sunken structure near the
front of the property.

I have reviewed the plans and understand the following:

1. The proposed garage will enclose an existing concrete structure (carport).

2. The finished garage will feature a brick facade that matches the main house and the
architectural character of the neighborhood.

3. Granting this variance resolves a safety concern by avoiding the construction of a
dangerously steep driveway on the hill.

I confirm that I support the variance request. I do not believe that granting this variance, which
utilizes an existing footprint and improves the structure's aesthetic, will be detrimental or adverse
to the use, enjoyment, or property value of my home or the surrounding neighborhood.

I urge the Board of Appeals to approve the requested variance.
Sincerely,

it Lap Ay

Patricia A. Coggeshall
4102 Denfeld Ave.
Kensington, MD 20895
Tel: (240)-475-1481

Abutting Neighbor to the East

20 by
Exhibit 7(b)



January 20, 2026

To the Honorable Members of the Montgomery County Board of Appeals
Stella B. Werner Council Office Building

100 Maryland Avenue

Rockville, MD 20850

Subject: Letter of Support for Variance Application for 4104 Denfeld Ave, Kensington, MD 20895
Dear Board of Appeals Members,

I, the undersigned, am a property owner residing at a property confronting the applicants, Robin &
Tabitha Chetri, at 4104 Denfeld Ave. I have been informed of the details of their request for an area
variance to permit the construction of a detached garage in the location of the existing carport.

I understand that the variance is required because the unique, steep topography of the applicants’ rear
property makes building a functional and safe driveway to a rear-yard compliant location impossible.
The proposed garage will enclose a pre-existing, sunken structure near the front of the property.

I have reviewed the plans and understand the following:

1. The proposed garage will enclose an existing concrete structure (carport).

2. The finished garage will feature a brick facade that matches the main house and the
architectural character of the neighborhood.

3. Granting this variance resolves a safety concern by avoiding the construction of a dangerously
steep driveway on the hill.

I confirm that I support the variance request. I do not believe that granting this variance, which utilizes
an existing footprint and improves the structure's aesthetic, will be detrimental or adverse to the use,
enjoyment, or property value of my home or the surrounding neighborhood.

I urge the Board of Appeals to approve the requested variance.

Sincerely,
Daniel Boitel
4107 Denfeld Ave.
Kensington, MD 20895

Tel: (301) 512 4031
Email: dgboitel@gmail.com

Confronting Neighbor Across Denfeld Ave.

21 Exhibit 7(c)



BOARD OF APPEALS
for
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryiand Avenue, Suite 217
Rockville, Maryland 20850
(240) 7776600

www.montgomegccungmd.gov}boaf

Case No. A-6733
PET|TION OF KELLY VAENA

OPINION OF THE BOARD
(Public Hearing Date: February 16, 2022)
(Effective Date of Opinion: February 25, 2022)

Case No. A-6733 is an application by Petitioner Kelly Vaena for two variances
needed for the proposed construction of an accessory structure (shed). The proposed
construction requires a variance of nineteen (19) feetas it is within forty-one (41) feet of
the front lot line. The required setback is sixty (80) feet, in accordance with Section 59-
449B. of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance. In addition, the proposed
construction requires a variance to be forward of the rear buildingline,in accordance with
Section 59-4.4.9.B of the Zoning Ordinance.

Dueto COVID-19, the Board of Appeals held a remote hearing on the application
on Wednesday, February 16, 2022. All participation was done via Microsoft Teams.
Petitioner Kelly Vaena participated in support of the requested variances.

Decision of the Board: Variances GRANTED.
EVIDENCE PRESENTED

1. The subject property is Lot 16, Block 8, B.F.G. PTLTS 78 151718 Su bdivision,
located at 7212 Cedar Avenue in Takoma Park, Maryiand, 20912, in the R-60 Zone. Per
SDAT, the subject property is 37,866 square feet in size, and was purchased by the
Petitioner and her husband in 2013. ltis a ten {10) sided property located on the west
side of Cedar Avenuein the Takoma Park Historic District. Each of the properly’s ten
distinct property line segments intersects the adjoining segment at a 90 degree angie,
resultingin aproperty thathasa truly unigue shape, as shown on the Site Plan and Zoning
Vicinity Map. The rear of the property is raversed by a 30 foot wide WSSC storm drain
easement that runs diagonally from north to south. See Exhibits 4(a) and 9.

2. The Site Plan indicates that the property has 126 feet of frontage along Cedar
Lane, and is 350 feet deep from Cedar Lane to its rear. The frontportion of the property,
along Cedar Lane, contains the existing house. See Exhibit4(a).

22
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Case No. A-6733 Page 2

3. The Petitioner's variance application cites iopography as the justification for
seeking variance relief, stating that “[fjhe property includes a steep slope starting at the
middle of the house structure and continuing for over half of the property depth (see
attachments).” See Exhibit 1. The Petitioner's Justification Statement (“Statement’)
reiterates this, stating that the property’s topography makes it unique forthe purposes of
satisfying Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.a.i of the Zoning Ordinance (“Most notably, as required by
2a(i) above, exceptional topographical conditions are present in a steep downward slope
initiaing within the house line and continuing to the back of the property (see
topographical map, page 2).") See Exhibit3. The steep downward slope of the property
is also called outon the Petitioner's Site Plan, which depicts the slope as extending from
the center of the existing house to just before the northem edge of the WSSC easement,
and is shown on the topographical map and photographs submitted by the Pelitioner,
both of which confirm the slope’s severity. See Exhibits 3(a), 3(b), and 4(a).

4, The Petitioner is seeking to locate an accessory structure (shed) forward of the
house's rear building line and less than 60 feet from the property’s frontlot line, to the
side of the existing house and forward of the property’s steeply sloped area. See Exhibits
3 and 4(a). The Statement sets forth the practical difficulties that placement of the
proposed shed in compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance would pose
for the Petitioner on accountof the property’s topography, as follows:

The slope and degree of decline starting from the house makes the placement of
a shed behind the rear building line within any proximity to the house difficultand
impractical. The distance thatwould be required to meet the condition {placement
to the far back of the property, down a steep hill}would make storage of garden
and recreational equipment (bicycles etc.) impractical as access is needed to the
house, utilities and street. .

See Exhibit3. This sentimentis echoed on the Petitioner's variance application, which
notes that the Petitioner needs outdoor storage “that is accessible to the house and
street” and states that if the requested variances were not granted, “the property would
not have storage (for garden equipment, bicycles etc.) as the placement of the shed to
the far back of the property, down a steep slope, wouldnotbe practical given the difficulty
of access to the house/street.” See Exhibit 1.

5. The Statement states that the proposed location for the shed would be “the best
possible solution as it would be off to the side of the property, abufting the neighbor's
back yard and driveway and on a part of the property that would require only minimal
jeveling before the downslope begins.” The Statement notes that the Petitioners
neighbors at 7204 Cedar Avenue, whose property abuts the shared property line closest
to the location of the proposed shed, have been consulted about the proposed
construction and have na objections. See Exhibit 3. The record contains a letter from
these neighbors stating that they “fully support” the Petitioner's requestto build a shed in
the proposed location. See Exhibit7.

6. The Petitioner submitied a letter from the Maryland Historical Trust approving the
proposed location of the shed. See Exhibit 8(a). In addition,the Petitioner submitted an
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Case No. A-6733 ' Page 3

email from the County’s Historic Preservation Commission advising that the Pefitioners
Historic Area Work Permit application would be approved. See Exhibit 8(b).

7. At the hearing, Petitioner Kelly Vaena festified that the subject property is
encumbered with a steep slope that extends from the middle of the house io “far back”
on the property. She testified thatit is not practi cal to place a shed beyond the slope. In
response to a Board question asking if movingthe shed 19 festfarther back fromthe front
lot line would place the shed in this area of extreme siope, Ms. Vaena tesfified that it
would. In response to a Board question asking if she needed a tree assessment forthe
proposed construction, Ms. Vaena testified that she had communicated with the Takoma
Park arborist and was advised that an assessment is not needed.

Ms. Vaena testified that she and her husband have talked to their neighbors, and
that they have no objections to the proposed consiru ction.

FINDINGS OF THE BOARD

Based on the binding testimony and the evidence of record, the Board finds that
the requested variances can be granted. The requested variances comply with the
applicable standards and requirements set forth in Section 59-7.3.2.E, as follows:

1. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.a. one or more of the following unusual or extraordinary
situations or conditions exist:

Section 59.7.3.2.£.2.ai exceplional nharowness, shallowness, shape,
topographical conditions, or other extraordinary conditions peculiar to a specific property;

The Board finds, based on the Statement, topographical map, photographs, Site
Plan, and testimony of Ms. Vaena, thatthe subject property has a steep downward slope
that begins at the midpointof the house and continues well into the rear of the property.
See Exhibits 3, 3(a), 3(b), and 4(a). The Board finds that the severity of this slope
constitutes an extraordinary condition unique to this property, in satisfaction of this
elementof the variance test.

2. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.b the special circumstances or conditions are not the resuit
of actions by the applicant;

The Board finds that the Petitioner purchased the subject property in 2013, andis
not responsible forits topography, in satisfaction of this element of the variance test.

3. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.c the requesied varance is the minimum necessary io
overcome the practical difficuities that full compliance with this Chapter would impose due
to the unusual or extraordinary situations or conditions on the properiy;

The Board finds that the property’s steep topography limits the Petitioner's ability
to locate the proposed accessory structure in a usable and proximate location that is
consistentwith the development standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance, causingthe
Petitionera practical difficuity, as explainedin her Application, Statement, and testimony.
See Exhibits 1 and 3. The Board further finds that the requested variances are the
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Case No. A-6733 Page 4

minimum necessary to overcome this practical difficulty and to allow the Petifioner to
locate the proposed structure in an area of the property that is not encumbered with a
steep slope and that would facilitate its utility. Thus, the Board finds that this element of
the variance test is satisfied.

4. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.d the variance can be granted without subsiantial
impairmentto the intent and integrity of the general plan and the applicable master plan;

The Board finds thatconstruction of the proposed accessory structure will continue
the residential use of the home and has been favorably reviewed by the Maryland
Historical Trust and by the County’s Historic Preservation Commission. See Exhibits8(a)
and (b). Thus the Board finds that the requested variances can be granted without
substantial impairmentto the intentandintegrity of the applicable general plan and master
plan, in satisfaction of this elementof the variance test.

5. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.6 granting the variance will not be adverse fo the use and
enjoyment of abutting or confronting properties.

Based on the afore-mentioned approvals from the Maryland Historical Trust and
the County’s Historic Preservation Commission, and in accordance with the
representation in the Statement and the testimony of the Petitioner that she has spoken
with her neighbors and that they do not object fo the proposed construction, the Board
finds thatgranting the requested variances will not be adverse to the use and enjoyment
of neighboring properties, in satisfaction of this elementiof the variance test. See Exhibits
3 and8(a)-{b). The Board notes, in furthersupport of thisfinding, thatthe record contains
a letter from the neighbors whose property is closest to the proposed structure indicaing
their full support. See Exhibit7.

Accordingly, therequested variancesneeded to allow constru ction ofthe proposed
accessory structure are granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. Petitionershall be bound by the testimony and exhibits of record; and

2. Construction shall bein accordan ce with Exhibits4(a) and (b) and generally
consistent with the representative drawings included in the record at
Exhibits 5(a) through (e).

Based upon the foregoing, on a motion by John H. Pentecost, Chair, seconded by
Caryn Hines, with Mary Gonzales and Richard Melnick in agreement, and with Bruce
Goldenschn, Vice Chair, necessarily absent, the Board adopted the following Resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Appealsfor Montgomery County, Maryland that
the opinion stated above is adopted as the Resolution required by law as its decision on

the above-entitied petition.
V=

/‘Eﬁ n H. Pentecost
Chair, Montgomery County Board of Appeals
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Entered in the Opinion Book

of the Board of Appeals for
Montgomery County, Maryland
this 25th day of February, 2022.

[ L R
Barbara Jay &7/
Executive Director

NOTE:

Any request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed within fifteen (15) days after
the date the Opinion is mailed and entered in the Opinion Book. Please see the Board’s
Rules of Procedure for specific instructions for requesting reconsideration.

Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may, within thirty (30) days after the
decision is rendered, be appealed by any perscn aggrieved by the decision of the Board
and a party to the proceeding before it, to the Gircuit Court for Montgomery County, in
accordance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure. It is each party's responsibility to
participate in the Circuit Court action to protect their respective interests. In short, as a
party you have a rightto protect your interests in this matter by participating in the Circuit
Court proceedings, and this right is unaffected by any participation by the County.

See Section 59-7.3.2.G.1 of the Zoning Ordinance regarding the twelve (1 2) month period
within which the variance granted by the Board must be exercised.
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BOARD OF APPEALS
for
MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Stella B. Werner Council Office Building
100 Maryland Avenue, Suite 217
Rockville, Maryland 20850
(240) 7776600
www.montgomerycountymd.gov/boa/

Case No. A-6755
PETITION OF JENNIFER PLAIA
OPINION OF THE BOARD

(Hearing Date: July 20, 2022)
(Effective Date of Opinion: August 3, 2022)

Case No. A-6755 is an application by Jennifer Plaia (the “Petitioner”) for two
variances needed for the proposed construction of an accessory structure (detached
garage). The proposed consiruction requires a variance of 31.00 feet as it is within 29.00
feetof the frontlotline. The required setback is sixty (60) feet, in accordance with Section
59.4.4.9.B of the Montgomery County Zoning Ordinance. In addition, the proposed
construction requires a variance to be located forward of the rear building line of the
principal structure, in accordance with Section 59.4.4.9.B.2.a of the Zoning Ordinance.

The Board of Appeals held a remote hearing on the application on July 20, 2022.
All participation was done via Microsoft Teams. Petitioner Jennifer Plaia participated in
the proceedings in support of the requested variances.

Decision of the Board: Variances GRANTED.

EVIDENCE PRESENTED

1. The subject property is Lot 16, Block 2, Northwood Knolls Subdivision, located at
405 Royalton Road in Silver Spring, Maryland, 20901, in the R-60 Zone. It is a four-sided
property, trapezcidal in shape and 6,562 square feet in size, with a straight front lot line
that extends approximately 85 feet along the west side of Royalton Road. The property’s
right side lot lineis set at a right angle to its Royalton Road frontage, and is 53.90 feet
long. The property’s left side lotline is also set at a right angle to Royalton Road, but at
100.51 feetinlength, is approximately twice as long as the right side lotline. The property
has a sharply angled rear lot line, 96.96 feet in length, that connects its two sides. The

27
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Case No. A-6755 Page 2

Justification Statement (“Statement”) states that the subject property is “shallower and
wider than otherlots in the subdivision....” See Exhibits 3, 4(a)-(b), and 7(a).

2. The subject property was recorded in 1951, See Exhibits 1 and4(b). Itisimproved
with an existing 944 square foot brick home that was builtin 1953, and purchased by the
Petitioner in 2019. The Statement states that “[the front of the existing structure is set
back 29 feet from the main road. The rear of the structure is set back 32 feet on the left
side and 16 feet on the right side, because the rear and side property lines are platted at
an angle.” See Exhibits 3 and 4(a).

3. The Petitioner is seeking to build a 20 foot by 20 foot detached garage to the right
of her house, forward of therear buildingline.! The frontof the garage would be the same
distance from the street as the front of the house. The Site Plan indicates that the
proposed garage wotld be located approximately 29 feet from the frontlot line, five (5)
feet from the right lot line, six (6) feet from the rear lot line, and five (5) feet from the
Petitioners house. See Exhibit 4(a). The Pefitioner's Justification Statement
(“Statement”) states the subject property’s “unique and unusual layout® causes her a
practical difficulty. The Statement states that the shape of the property and the location
of the existing house constrain her ability 1o locate the proposed accessory structure in
accordance with the restrictions set forth in the Zoning Ordinance. The Statement sfates
that the shallowness of the subject property “does notallow an accessory unitto be built
behind the rear building line of the principal structure.” See Exhibit 3. The Petitioners
variance application echoes this, stating that no expansion or accessory structure wouid
be allowed on the subject property withoutthe grant of a variance. See Exhibit 1.

4, The Statement indicates that the grant of the requested variances and resultant
construction of a detached garage will not impact or be adverse to the Petitioners
neighbors, stating that the “Petitioner has regular conversations with owners of the
confronting property, and the rear and side abutting properties,” and that “[a]ll are
supportive of Petitioner's request for a variance.” See Exhibit3.

5. At the hearing, the Petitioner testified that her rear lot line runs diagonally. She
testified that this sharply angled, diagonal rear lot line makes the shape of her property
unique compared with abutting and confronting propetties,and the rest of the subdivision.
The Petitioner testified that because of this, there is no way for her to make any
improvements to her property withoutviolatingthe Zoning Ordinance. She stated thatthe
proposed garage would be five (5) feet from the side lotline and six (6) feet at the closest
pointfrom the rear lot line.

The Petitioner testified that she had spoken with her confronting neighbor the day
before the hearing, who again expressed support for the proposed construction. In
response to a Board question asking if she had spoken with all of her abutting and

1 In email correspondence received July 14, 2022, the Pstitioner provided the Board with the original plans
forher garage, but indicated that she may instead install a prefabricated garage such as is shown in Exhibit
5(b). Whether she proceeds with her original plans or elects to install a pre-fabricated garage, the Petitioner
states that the structure will have a footprint of 20 feet by 20 feet, and that it will be located as shown on
the Site Plan. See Exhibits 4(a) and 5(a)(c).
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confronting neighbors, the Petitioner confirmed that she had, and that none opposed the
proposed garage.

In response to a Board question asking if the variances she was seeking were the
minimum reasonably necessary, the Petitioner testified that she originally wanted to build
a 22 foot by 22 foot garage, but that that did not work on her property, and that she had
reduced the size of the structure such that she was now seeking to constructa 20 footby
20 foot single story garage. She testified that the proposed garage would be a tight, two-
car garage, and that the requested variances were thus the minimum needed.

FINDINGS OF THE BOARD

Based on the binding testimony and the evidence of record, the Board finds that
the requested variances can be granted. The requested variances comply with the
applicable standards and requirements set forth in Section 59-7.3.2.E, as follows:

1. - Section §9.7.3.2.E.2.a. one or more of the following unusual or extraordinary
situations or conditions exist:

Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.a.i exceplional narrowness, shallowness, shape,
topographical conditions, or other extraordinary conditions peculiar to a specific property;

The Board finds, based on the Statement, the Zoning Vicinity Map, and the
testimony of the Petitioner, that the subject property is shallower and wider that other
properties in the subdivision, with a shamply angled rear lotline and trapezoidal shape.
See Exhibits 3 and 7(a). The Board finds that these conditions severely constrain the
huildable area on the subject property, and constitute an extraordinary condition peculiar
to this property, in satisfaction of this element of the variance test.

2. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.b the special circumstances or conditions are not the result
of actions by the applicant;

The Board finds that the subject property was recorded in 1951 and developed in
1953, and that the Petitioner, who purchased the property in 2019, and is therefore not
responsible for its unusual shallowness and shape, in satisfaction of this element of the
variance test,

3. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.c the requested variance is the minimum necessary to
overcome the practical difficulties that full compliance with this Chapter would impaose due
to the unusual or extraordinary situations or conditions on the property;

The Board finds that the subject property was developed in 1953, and that the
property’s shallowness and shape combine to constrain the area available for the
construction of an accessory structure on the property, and to preclude construction of
the proposed garage behind the rear building line of the Pstitioner's house, causing the
Petitioner a practical difficulty. See Exhibits 1, 3, and 7(a). The Board furtherfinds that
the requested variances are the minimum needed to overcome this practical difficulty. In
support of this, the Board finds, per the testimony of the Petitioner, that she had reduced
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the size of her proposed garage from 22 feet by 22 feet to 20 feet by 20 feet, which is
“tight” for a two-car garage. In addition,the Board findsthat with a footprint of 400 square
feet, the proposed garage will more than meet the footprint limitation set forth in the
Zoning Ordinance,and that the proposed garage will also meet the required side and rear
setbacks. Thusthe Board finds that this element of the variance test is satisfied.

4, Section 59.7.3.2E.2.d the vanance can be granted without substantiaf
impairmentto the intent and integrity of the general plan and the applicable master plan;

The Board finds that the proposed construction will continue the residential use of
the home, and thus can be granted without substantialt impairment to the intent and
integrity of the Four Corners Master Plan (1996), which seeks to “preserve and maintain
the character and integrity of the existing, well-established Four Comers residential
neighborhoods” by ensuring that new development is “compatible with the existing
residential character” of the community, in satisfaction of this element of the variance test.

5. Section 59.7.3.2.E.2.e granting the variance will not be adverse to the use and
enjoyment of abutting or confronting properties.

Based on the Statement and the testimony of the Petitioner, the Board finds that
granting the requested variances will not be adverse to the use and enjoyment of
neighboring properties, in satisfaction of this element of the variance test. See Exhibit 3.
The Board notes, in support of this finding, that the proposed garage will be in keeping
with the residential nature of the property, and that the Petitioner has spoken with her
abutting and confronting neighbors about her proposed construction, and that all are
supportive of her proiect. See Exhibit 3.

Accordingly, the requested variances to permit the construction of the proposed
accessory structure are granted, subject to the following conditions:

1. Petitioner shall be bound by the testimony and exhibits of record; and

2. Construction shall be in the location shown on Exhibit 4(a), and in
accordance with either Exhibit 5(a) or Exhibit 5(b).

Based upon the foregoing, on a motion by John H. Pentecost, Chair, seconded by
Richard Melnick, Vice Chair, with Caryn Hines and Roberto Pinero in agreement, the
Board adopted the following Resolution:

BEIT RESOLVED by the Board of Appeals for Montgomery County, Maryland that
the opinion stated above is adopted as the Resolution required by law as its decision on

the above-entitled petition.
7 ’7 > 4
/:/% ~,r =3
/‘_ .

n H. Pentecost
Chalr Montgomery Cou nty Board of Appeals

/
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Entered in the Opinion Book
of the Board of Appeals for
Monigomery County, Maryland
this 3rd day of August, 2022,

f'}) % . 1
5 SR i
FEd4 L2 '{ PR o o s I

Executive Director

NOTE:

Any request for rehearing or reconsideration must be filed within fifteen (15} days after

the date the Opinion is mailed and entered in the Opinion Book. Please see the Board's
Rules of Procedure for specific instructions for requesting reconsideration.

Any decision by the County Board of Appeals may, within thirty (30) days after the
decision is rendered, be appealed by any person aggrieved by the decision of the Board
and a party to the proceeding before it, to the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, in
accordance with the Maryland Rules of Procedure. It is each party's responsibility to
participate in the Circuit Court action to protect their respective interests. In short, as a
party you have a rightto protect your interests in this matter by participating in the Circuit
Court proceedings, and this right is unaffected by any participation by the County.

See Section 59-7.3.2.G.1 of the Zoning Ordinance regarding the twelve {12} month period
within which the variance granted by the Board must be exercised.
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CASE NO. A-6961

PETITION OF ROBIN CHETRI AND TABITHA CHETRI
EXHIBIT LIST

Application
List of adjoining/confronting property owners

(a) Statement of Justification
(b) Supplemental Page

Site Plan

Front, Right, & Left Elevations; Garage Plan
County Requirements
Slope Analysis

(
E
(d)-(f) Photographs

a)
b)
c)
d)
DPS Permit Denial

(a)-(c) Letters of Support

Comparable BOA Case Decisions — A-6733 and A-6755
Zoning Vicinity Map

(a) Envelope showing date notice mailed
(b) Notice of hearing scheduled for April 8, 2026
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SDAT: Real Property Data Search

1of1

Real Property Data Search ()

Search Result for MONTGOMERY COUNTY

View Map No Ground Rent Redemption on File No Ground Rent Registration on File

Special Tax Recapture: None
Account Number: District - 13 Account Identifier - 01261577

Owner Information

Owner Name: CHETRIROBIN & S Use: RESIDENTIAL
Principal Residence:YES
Mailing Address: 4104 DENFELD AVE Deed Reference: 115772/ 00251

KENSINGTON MD 20895-1513

Location & Structure Information

Premises Address: 4104 DENFELD AVE Legal Description: LOT 31 ROCK CREEK PA
KENSINGTON 20895-1513 LISADES SEC 2

Map: Grid: Parcel: Neighborhood: Subdivision: Section: Block: Lot: Assessment Year:  Plat No:

HQ31 0000 0000  13010076.16 0076 E 30 2025 Plat Ref:

Town: None

Primary Structure Built Above Grade Living Area Finished Basement Area Property Land Area County Use

1953 789 SF 394 SF 12,749 SF 111
StoriesBasementType Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements
1 YES STANDARD UNIT FRAME/4 2 full

Value Information

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments
As of As of As of
01/01/2025 07/01/2025 07/01/2026
Land: 266,800 266,800
Improvements 200,900 261,800
Total: 467,700 528,600 488,000 508,300
Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information

Seller: N & Y GRIGOROVICH-BARSKY Date: 04/24/1998 Price: $165,000
Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deed1: /15772/ 00251 Deed2:

Seller: Date: 08/04/1976 Price: $56,000
Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED Deed1: /04812/ 00458 Deed2:

Seller: Date: Price:

Type: Deed1: Deed2:

Exemption Information

Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2025 07/01/2026
County: 000 0.00

State: 000 0.00

Municipal: 000 0.00/0.00 0.00/0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information

Homestead Application Status: Approved 04/01/2022

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: Application DeniedDate: 07/01/2025
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