


BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS FOR PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY, MARYLAND 
Sitting as the Board o f  Zoning Appeals 

Petitioners: Raymond and Cynthia Tolson 
Appeal No.: V-17-20 
Subject Property: Lot 6, Block D, Foxchase II Subdivision, being 4111 Tutor Road, Upper Marlboro, 

Prince George's County, Maryland 
Heard: September 23, 2020; Decided: October 7, 2020 
Board Members Present and Voting: Bobbie S. Mack, Chairperson 

Albert C. Scott, Vice Chairman 
Anastasia T. Johnson, Member 

RESOLUTION 

This appeal is brought before the Board of Appeals, sitting as the Board of Zoning Appeals for the 
Maryland-Washington Regional District in Prince George's County, Maryland (the "Board"), requesting a 
variance from the strict application of the provisions of Subtitle 27 of the Prince George's County Code (the 
"Zoning Ordinance"). 

In this appeal, a proceeding pursuant to Section 27-229 of the Zoning Ordinance, Petitioners request 
that the Board approve variances Section 27-420(a) which prescribes that fences and walls more than 6 feet 
high shall not be located in any required yard, and shall meet the setback requirements for main buildings; on 
lots consisting of one (1) acre or less, fences and walls in the front yard shall not be more than four ( 4) feet 
high without the approval of a variance. Petitioners propose to replace a 6-foot fence wooden. A waiver of 
the fence location and height requirements for a fence over 4 feet in height in the front yard ( abutting 
Conwood Court) is requested. 

Evidence Presented 

The following testimony and record evidence were considered by the Board: 

I. The property was subdivided in 1989, contains 10,055 square feet, is zoned R-R (Rural
Residential) and is im p roved with a single-family dwelling, garage, driveway, deck and fence. Exhibits 
(Exhs.) 3, 5, 9, 10 and 11 (A) thru (H). 

2. The property is an odd-shaped comer lot with the house facing the legal front street. Exhs. 3 and
5. 

3. Petitioners propose to replace a 6-foot wooden fence. Because the property is a corner lot, with
the front of the house facing Tudor Place, and the Petitioner's back yard abutting Conwood Court, the 
Petitioner's desire to replace the existing fence along the legal front street line, a waiver of the fence height 
and location requirement is necessary. Exhs. 3, 4, 6 (A) thru (J). 

4. Petitioner Cynthia Tolson explained that the existing wooden fence is 22 years old is dilapidated
unsafe and falling apart. The wind has already blown down a portion of the fence. The new fence, which is 
a 6- foot white vinyl fence, will be built in the exact same location as the old fence. 

5. She added that the shed is located directly behind the fence and would have to be moved or torn
down if the fence waiver location is not approved. 

6. She testified that an existing irrigation system would have to be tom up and relocated if the fence
location waiver is not granted. 

7. She noted that the replacement fence will be setback to where there are no site line issues for
drivers of vehicles from either street. Exhs. 3, 4, 6 (A) thru (J). 
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