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Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Kathleen Kotarba <kathleenkotarba@icloud.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2025 11:29 AM

To: Testimony

Cc: Mike Kotarba

Subject: Fwd: Oppose City Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Please add our testimony below to the legislative files for each bill: #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066.
We oppose each bill. Thank you very much!

Kathleen and Mike Kotarba

From: Kathleen Kotarba <kathleenkotarba@icloud.com>

Date: July 31, 2025 at 10:57:42 AM EDT

To: Zeke.Cohen@baltimorecity.gov

Subject: Oppose City Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

Dear Honorable Council President Cohen-

Please add our letter (below) to the legislative files for each bill. We checked on legistar
and the letters are not yet included. Agency hearings are now proceeding and we want our
comments to appear in the record.

Thank you very much.

Kathleen and Michael Kotarba
3021 lona Terrace

Baltimore MD

21214

Dear Honorable Council President
Cohen:

Re: Oppose City Council Bills #25-
0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

As Baltimore residents and
homeowners for over four
decades, we strongly oppose City
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Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065
and #25-0066. Please include this
letter separately in the legislative
record for each bill and consider
our comments during the
legislative process.

Baltimore’s citizens are already
well served by the recently
updated Zoning Code.
Homeowners have invested in
Baltimore and depend upon
residential zoning that protects
their neighborhoods. Citizens and
communities already count on
zoning that:

1- encourages owner occupancy
and long term commitment,

2- discourages institutional and
absentee investors,

3- provides areliable and stable
tax base.

The three bills in question fail to
address the following related
concerns:

1- Treats all neighborhoods as
though they have the same
characteristics and needs. They do
not.

2- Creates incentives for “tear
downs” that destroy the character
and desirability of neighborhoods.

3- Does not address the additional
infrastructure requirements of
producing additional multi family
housing. These include road
maintenance and traffic
improvements, adequate parking,
public transportation needs and
funding, public utilities, fire and
police services, and water/storm
water services.



4- Does not address the additional
housing and building inspection
staffing requirements. Additional
housing units will require
additional monitoring and
additional City attorneys when
legal action is needed.

5- Does not address additional
sanitation services.

6- There is no fiscal analysis or
data to support this legislation.
Does not address fiscal
implications for the future,
including potential increases to
the City budget.

7- Does not address
environmental impacts resulting
from increased density.

8- Does not address potential
difficulty in contacting absentee
owners and insuring their
accountability when something
goes wrong. (Homeowners are
typically onsite).

9- If all three bills become law
there will be a layering effect. The
resulting impacts are unknown
and not addressed in the
legislation.

In conclusion, these bills
represent top down decision
making thatimposes upon the
people of Baltimore. The package
of bills, and their combined
impact, is an experiment.
Baltimoreans did not vote for this
and expect better of their elected
officials.

Respectfully,

Kathleen and Michael Kotarba
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3021 lona Terrace



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Michael Kotarba <kmkotarba@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2024 10:40 AM

To: Testimony

Cc: Michael Kotarba; Kathleen Kotarba

Subject: FW: Harford Road Overlay - OPPOSED - Michael and Kathleen Kotarba

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that the
content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by emailing to
Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

November 25, 2024

The Honorable President and Members

Of the Baltimore City Council

Attn: Natawna B. Austin, Executive Secretary
Room 409, City Hall, 100 N. Holliday Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Honorable President and City Council Members:
Re: City Council Bill 24-0544 — Zoning — Harford Road Overlay District — OPPOSE

We are homeowners who have lived in the Arcadia neighborhood for over 42 years. We treasure our
community, as well as the adjacent Harford Road commercial corridor. During the last four decades we have
seen its vitality improve and we have welcomed many new neighbors. We add our voices to those of the many
(and growing) voices who are OPPOSED to this legislation.

The property owners along the Harford Road Corridor and in the adjacent neighborhoods can plan for the
future from a position of strength. We already offer great diversity, variety and opportunity to residents and
businesses. There is significant existing character of design, as well as a long and rich history to share.
Successful businesses and home ownership are our current assets. The area is not a blank slate in need of a
broad-brush “do over.”

We know that you have received an outpouring of OPPOSITION, so we will be succinct in our reasons to
OPPOSE. They are as follows:

1. Property Owner Notification and Community Involvement — In reviewing the records for this
legislation we did not see evidence of notifying the individual property owners of the proposed
material changes affecting them. (All properties within the “blue” boundaries on the map). Isn’t this a
standard courtesy, if not a requirement of City statute? The proposed legislation favors theoretical
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developers of speculative high density housing over the current property owners. Are the tax-paying
current owners even aware of this legislation? They have the right to be notified.

The legislation is unclear and incomplete — What are the applicable and existing circumstances that
justify the proposed high density and taller development along the entire corridor, including intrusions
into the residential side streets? What is the problem to be solved and is this the best way to solve it?
Case in point: There are two recent Harford Road developments that are higher density, taller
residential structures. Since the current Zoning did not prevent their construction, what is the problem
we need to solve?

The legislation and the presentation (found online) do not include visual design studies, graphics of
potential building heights and massing, traffic studies (current and projected), real estate market
studies and other data essential to foster good decision making. At the least, the legislation should be
tabled and perhaps revisited at a time when the necessary visuals and data become available.

Lack of Design Planning and Guidelines — Other than the overlay map, there is no visual content
associated with the legislation. There is no content indicating that there will be a design review process
or guidelines for existing and new construction along the corridor. The proposed zoning changes
support dense, taller construction that is out of character with the historic development pattern of
Harford Road. Currently, we have a variety of designs from different time periods, offering different
sizes and spaces. In the future, we may have tall, dense construction that fills existing land parcels to
the maximum. What would that look like and is that what we want? Also, in the future the community
may see developers assemble blocks of buildings to build even larger characterless structures. We
need to see a complete vision of the future, not an opportunistic one without design considerations.

No Plan for Green Spaces — There is no content, requirement or guidelines for green space. Additional
trees and green spaces are a long-desired goal of the City and its residents. Why isn’t tree planting,
landscaping, etc. a required element of new dense, tall development? It should be.

Failure to address Equity Needs — There is no content in the legislation to address the mobility needs
of the elderly and disabled. Not everyone will be able to walk, bike or take mass transit to
establishments along the Harford Road Corridor. Instead, the legislation eliminates parking
requirements and curb cuts. As a community we are all responsible for providing complete access to
public spaces, including for those who rely on the automobile for mobility. We want our community to
be welcoming and available to all!

In closing, we respectfully ask that you OPPOSE for the reasons stated above, and for those stated in the
testimony included in the City Council’s records for the legislation. Thank you for your consideration.

Michael and Kathleen Kotarba
Arcadia Community Residents



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Mead, Nancy (City Council)

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 11:32 AM

To: Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

Subject: FW: Personal Opposition to Zoning Bills 0064,0065 and 0066
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

For the file.

Nancy M. Mead
Interim Director
Office of Council Services

100 N. Holliday Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
nancy.mead@baltimorecity.gov

OFrice oF Councit Services  Office: (410) 446-7962
Mobile: (803) 371-6872

From: Charles Williams <chazwilliamz@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 11:19 AM

To: Zac Blanchard <zac@blanchardforbaltimore.com>; Blanchard, Zachary (City Council)
<zachary.blanchard@baltimorecity.gov>

Cc: Brenda Allison <bkayeallison@gmail.com>; Joel Kurz <joel@thegardenbaltimore.com>; Bullock, John (City Council)
<John.Bullock@baltimorecity.gov>; Jules Dunham Howie <juleshouse@hotmail.com>; Malcolm Lewis
<Malcolm.Lewis1130@gmail.com>; JC Peralta <mpjcruz@gmail.com>; Jeff Thompson <jtphil3.8 @gmail.com>;
Jamaalttaylor86 @gmail.com; Rafael McFadden <rafaelmac33@gmail.com>; Eric Brown <mobybrown@aol.com>;
William Blackwell <willmarionb1510@verizon.net>; Savarese, Brandy (City Council)
<brandy.savarese@baltimorecity.gov>; Torrence, James (City Council) <James.Torrence@baltimorecity.gov>; Charleus,
Tyrig (DOP) <Tyrig.Charleus@baltimorecity.gov>; Bolden, Tarek (DOP) <tarek.bolden@baltimorecity.gov>; Al Hathaway
<alhathaway@gmail.com>; nnenna ochuba <nnenna.ochuba@gmail.com>; kenihines@gmail.com; Cynthia Ryals
<ciciryals@renaissancebc.com>; Fred Tillman <metropropslic@gmail.com>; Atiba Nkrumah
<atiba.nkrumah@gmail.com>; marble hill <marblehillimprovement@gmail.com>; bullock@baltimorecity.gov; Kennedy,
Alice (DHCD) <Alice.Kennedy@baltimorecity.gov>; Henson, Brandi (DHCD) <Brandi.Henson@baltimorecity.gov>;
yoko.robinson@baltimorecity.gov; Marti Pitrelli <erasmocha@yahoo.com>; Yates, Ericka (DHCD)
<Ericka.Yates@baltimorecity.gov>; DHCD MPIA Request <dhcd.mpia@baltimorecity.gov>; Quarles, Chantel (DHCD)
<Chantel.Quarles@baltimorecity.gov>; Mead, Nancy (City Council) <Nancy.Mead@baltimorecity.gov>; Wanda Best
<wgbest@verizon.net>; Brandon M Scott <brandonm.scott@baltimorecity.gov>; km@kathleenmitchell.com;
kweisi.mfume@house.state.md.us; District11 <Districtl1@baltimorecity.gov>; aaronleonardcoleman@gmail.com;
info@historicupton.com; Upton@historicupton.com; Cohen, Zeke (City Council) <Zeke.Cohen@baltimorecity.gov>;
Brandon M Scott <brandonm.scott@baltimorecity.gov>; neighborsforsfzoning@gmail.com; Pierre Wright
<wrgpr@aol.com>; stephanhanley@gmail.com; president@mvba.org

Subject: Personal Opposition to Zoning Bills 0064,0065 and 0066



CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Dear Councilmember Blanchard,
I hope this message finds you well.

First, | want to sincerely thank you for attending our Marble Hill community meeting on May 20, 2025. |
truly appreciated your presence — especially since this marked your second visit with us. Your
continued engagement and the insights you shared regarding the Housing Options and Opportunity Act
did not go unnoticed and mean a great deal to our community.

I’m reaching out personally to express my strong concern for Zoning Bills 25-0064, 25-0065, and 25-
0066.

As aresident of historic Marble Hill, | care deeply about the long-term health, character, and stability of
our neighborhood. While | fully understand the importance of promoting affordable and flexible housing
options, these particular zoning changes raise serious concerns that | believe would have unintended,
yet damaging, consequences for communities like ours.

Here’s why:

e Bill 0066 would allow up to four units to be built on lots currently zoned for single-family homes.
This opens the door for increased investor activity and the conversion of homes into multi-unit
rentals, making it harder for local families and first-time buyers to compete.

Just this past April, our community had to actively push back against this exact type of predatory
development — where duplexes were improperly being converted into quadruplexes. With
support from Commissioner Alice Kennedy and the Department of Housing and Community
Development, we were able to intervene and stop it. Adopting this bill now would feel like
reversing that victory and signaling that those zoning protections no longer matter.

e Bill 0065 would remove the requirement for off-street parking. Parking is already scarce in Marble
Hill. Removing this requirement would increase congestion and create frustration for residents,
particularly in older neighborhoods not designed to absorb that kind of density.

e Bill0064 proposes to reduce yard and green space requirements. These spaces are more than
aesthetic — they contribute to safety, health, and the historic character that makes our
community feel like home. Reducing them would strip away part of what gives Marble Hill its
identity.

I’m not opposed to thoughtful growth — but | strongly believe that growth should be equitable and
community-centered. The cumulative effect of these three bills would promote investor-driven
development while diminishing the quality of life for existing homeowners and long-time residents.

Zack, I’m asking you not just as a constituent, but as someone who is deeply invested in preserving our

neighborhood’s integrity — please reconsider your support for these bills. | would also appreciate being
notified of any upcoming hearings or public comment opportunities so | can continue to make my voice
heard.



Thank you again for your time, your accessibility, and your ongoing commitment to public service. Your
consistent presence in our community matters, and | trust you’ll weigh our lived experience and local
history in your decision-making.

Sincerely,
Charles Williams



October 26, 2025

Hello, Baltimore City Council, the Mayor’s Office, and Mayor Scott,

Subject: Official Testimony regarding 25-0064, 25-065, and 25-0066

I want to thank Councilpersons McCray, Conway, Schleifer, Torrance, Porter, and Glover on
your votes for 0064 and/or 0065. | hope we can continue to have your support during
tomorrow’s vote. And | hope we can work together regarding 0066 and in the future the
Harford Road Overlay District bill.

For all of Council: I live in District 3 and Councilperson Dorsey paints opposition with a
broad and increasingly defamatory brush. Dissent is America’s first name and that is why
we have been king-free until recently. Like you, as a Federal Public Servant, | also advocate
for and protect the public good. | have also been in the affordable housing and community
development arena for 20 years+ and have done, if | may say, incredible and creative things
to create and preserve affordable housing and strengthen communities. But | will let you in
on a shameful secret: fresh out college, full of energy, care, and unknowingly a lack of
discernment, | did not use my analytical skills to question my then employer’s work in two
predominantly Black neighborhoods that had been through slum clearance, decay and
demolition of income-based subsidized housing, urban renewal, and divestment. | thought
I was performing a service to help residents temporarily relocate and return to a better
community while also building self-sufficiency. Well, our HOPE VI developments helped
usher in massive and rapid gentrification. | have learned my lesson, especially from the
residents who voiced their dissent, and by the implementation of piecemeal public policy,
planning, and development that allowed a new unaffordable community that did not
represent the residents who anchored and tried to stabilize it during eras of purposeful
divestment.

It is certainly not true that as | am already “secure in their housing, [Dorsey] would note -
simply do not want this for others.” Affordable housing and community development is my
bread and butter, and | am its servant. | have experienced all levels of housing security,
vulnerability, and insecurity. My mother, with her good Christian and socialist self,



implored upon me when former welfare recipient, Scott Brown, ran for U.S. Senate for
Massachusetts on a platform of ending welfare and other safety nets for a “self-sufficient
and productive” society to “never roll up the ladder behind you.” | simply want good
housing policy, laws, joint ventures, funding, coupled with sound economic policies and
growth. | want to ensure that housing is a right, housing becomes truly attainable and
affordable, and that gentrification is not a byproduct or intention, curbs speculation, and
that Black and lower income residents remain and are not robbed of access to generational
wealth. | do not see these needs addressed in 0064, 0065, 0066, the Abundant Housing
Act, and the Harford Road Overlay bills take | and Il. As Poirot says, my “little gray cells” are
firing, | am exercising my First Amendment rights, applying my experience and expertise,
and demanding better and comprehensive solutions. Plainly put, these bills are simply not
radical nor well-thought out enough to accomplish the goals being stated by the
Administration and the bill sponsors (which seem to differ depending on the audience). |

am not rolling up the ladder, | am asking for the City to build more ladders that are easier
for all to climb. 0 )

N\

“/ e

In Solidarity, Tanisha N. Jone§|,,,gi§tfj¢t 3| Super Voter



To: Matthew Peters

Re:
1. CCB #25-0064, Zoning — Bulk and Yard Requirements Amendments
2. CCB 25-0065 -Zoning — Eliminating Off-Street Parking Requirements and
3. CCB 25-0066 — Housing Options and Opportunities Act

We, the undersigned owners and/or residents of property in Ridgely’s Delight are writing in opposition
to all three of the proposed bills mentioned above. We have addressed all 3 in one letter since these
proposed changes are essentially joined at the hip, having all been included in a single bill in the past,
which are meant to work together. We ask that this letter be included as a separate letter of opposition
for the record for all 3 bills.

The stated purposes of these bill are to:

1. Promote increased development of low-density, multi-family dwellings in certain residential
districts, including North Ridgely’s Delight, which is zoned R8, by establishing a new category of
“low density, multi-family housing which permits development that would increase density up
to 4 dwelling units.”

2. To eliminate the current requirement that off-street parking be provided for any additional
units.

3. Reduces the amount of yard and greenspace required for properties.

Ridgely’s residential properties are zoned R-8. These proposed changes would no longer be permitted
as a conditional use only. All required off-street parking requirements would be removed for all
residential uses in our neighborhood.

We are opposed to these proposed changes for the following reasons.

1. Impact on infrastructure

a. The homes in Ridgely’s primarily date from the early to late 19" century. The

infrastructure is also quite old and we have experienced a lot of problems with it.
i. We had a flood beneath the 700 block of Dover St. that lasted for almost a week
and damaged a number of houses because the water turnoff valve did not work.
ii. We routinely have flooding in some areas because the storm drains cannot
handle the rain water when there is a heavy downpour.
iii. We have experienced a number of water pipe breaks.

1. Several years ago, we experienced a major water line break in the
center of the 600 block of Portland. The break was at least 6 feet below
the street and caused major flooding for days.

b. Increased development will lead to a reduction in green spaces, with the attendant
negative environmental and quality-of-life impacts that come with that. But, this will
also have infrastructure impacts. As we reduce the areas that serve to absorb rain
water, we put an additional burden on our already overtaxed storm drain system. We
already have flooding in heavy down pours because the storm drains cannot handle the
demands. Further reduction of green space will only exacerbate this problem.



c. We have added 84 new dwelling units since 2019 and we are in the process of adding 9
more units right now in North Ridgely’s. This is an increase in density of almost 50% and
we do not know how the existing infrastructure will be able to handle more increases.
We are concerned about further increases in density without the improvements to our
sewage, water and storm drain systems that we hope will be coming our way as a result
of the agreement with the EPA.

2. Impact of eliminating all parking requirements

a. As evidenced by a city-run parking survey, there is already not enough parking in our
neighborhood. We are a geographic island. Because of this, neighbors have to cross
MLK and try to find parking in the deserted commercial areas of Pigtown when we
return to the neighborhood at night, which is the only adjacent area with any large
amount of parking.

b. We know the city would like to see residents move towards the use of public
transportation, and many of our residents would like to be able to do that, but the
current public transportation system is frankly terrible. Until a decent and reliable
public transportation system is put in place, it is premature to try to force city residents
to give up their cars by failing to plan for adequate parking.

c. Welive in a food desert. For many residents, especially those of us who are older, it is
impossible to try to use public transportation to purchase groceries and transport them
home. And, while delivery is an option for some, the cost is prohibitive for many
residents. The availability of fresh, nutritious food must also be addressed before the
city tries to force residents to give up their cars.

3. Impact of an increase in density on the historic nature of the neighborhood.

a. Ridgely’s Delight is an historic neighborhood and much of the historic feel of the
neighborhood comes from the current density, which varies between the older, smaller
properties in our area of the north and the larger properties with double lots in the
south, which are ripe for development if this change passes.

b. Under current CHAP guidelines, modern in-fill in historic neighborhoods should be
clearly non-historic/modern in appearance.

i. At this time, we have very few modern in-fill properties. But if this bill passes,
we should expect that situation to change, thus dramatically reducing both the
current spacing and appearance of properties in a manner that reduces the
historic nature of the neighborhood.

c. Over their life-span, a number of larger properties in the neighborhood were split up
into multiple apartments. In more recent years, a number of these houses were
returned to single-family units in an attempt to respect the historic nature of these
houses. This proposed change would encourage breaking these properties up into
multiple apartments again, thus also moving to make these properties less historic in
nature again.

4. Impact on trash, rats and appearance

a. The houses that have been divided into multiple apartments in our neighborhood have
insufficient city-provided trash cans to handle the amount of trash they are creating and
landlords are not paying for either extra cans and/or private pickup. This leads to



overflowing trashcans, dumping of garbage, out-of-control rat populations and the
poor/dirty appearance of the city as a whole.
5. Impact of density on housing costs

a. Underlying this bill is an assumption that increased density will lead to decreased costs
and more affordable housing. However, as previously mentioned. We are in the midst
of increasing our density of housing by about 50 % and that has NOT led to decreased
costs. Most of the new units are tiny (less than 400 sq. ft,) and the proposed costs we
have seen are in the $1,400-51,600 per month range. So, increased density has NOT led
to decreased costs in our neighborhood.

6. Impact on property values

a. Many property owners, particularly owner/occupants buy their properties as an
investment.

b. This proposal is likely to lead to increased purchasing by developers and those
interested in rental properties, which will lead to these properties being broken up into
multiple apartments, single room rentals and AirBnBs.

c. You cannot build a neighborhood without a core of owner/occupants and this bill
provides significant disincentives for owner/occupants to remain in their homes since it
is likely to drive overall property values down.

7. Impact on diversity

d. A number of older and/or mobility-challenged owner/occupants feel that proposals like
this are designed to drive them out of the city.

e. Those who can drive, need their cars since public transportation is difficult and
unreliable for those who have any level of mobility challenges. They are also more likely
to be targets of crime, so waiting on city streets for buses is dangerous for them and
riding alternative transportation such as bikes and scooters is not possible for many of
them.

f. We invested in our properties as part of our long-term plan for financial security in
retirement. But, if the city is going to undertake policies that reduce the value of our
investment, the only smart thing to do is to leave the city.

In conclusion, we think a far better way to increase the city’s tax base (i.e., population) and provide
more affordable housing that becomes an investment for owner/occupants instead of investors would
be to develop a program that truly values and promotes racial and spatial equity by developing a city-
government program that encourages and supports efforts by residents to buy and develop vacant
properties. This should help to stabilize and enhance many communities that are both in need of and
deserving of such government support. This would be more consistent with the many equity and justice
commitments officially and publicly stated by the city—e.g., by the Office of Equity and Civil Rights,
Mayor’s Office of Immigrant Affairs, Etc.

We fear that diverting efforts away from addressing how to remedy the overwhelming number of
vacant properties throughout the city, many located in communities that have large numbers of African
Americans and other people of color living in them, will simply perpetuate and exacerbate the many
attendant problems associated with these vacant properties (e.g., higher crime rates, dumping,
vandalism, deteriorating property values, rats, etc.), which will lead to further destabilization of these
neighborhoods and communities. This, will make things worse, instead of better, for everyone, but



especially for the communities that this bill is designed to help most. We strongly suggest that it would
be better to develop such a program than to simply change the zoning rules and hope they lead to the
desired outcome.

For all the reasons listed above, we are opposed to the proposed bill. Thank you for considering our
unput.

(Note, all addresses below are located in Baltimore, MD, 21230. If the signer’s name indicates
“owner,” it means that the signer owns but does not reside at that address.)

1) Paul Wilder (owner)
705 Dover St.

2) Michele Vitolo (owner)
719/721 Dover St.

3) Kate Campbell
715 Portland.

4) Etty Stern Shterenboim (owner)
219 Penn St

5) Steve Yannaras
625 Portland St.

6) Kate Gillespie
717 Dover St.

7) Patricia Bergeron
717 Dover St,

8) Nate Hauser (owner)
210 Penn St.

9) Greg Laub
728 Dover St.

10) Gerri Salley
646 Melvin

11) Esther Van Dyke
717 Portland St.

12) Tania Robalino
313 S. Fremont St.



13) James Wright
313 S Fremont St.

14) Lillie Hyman
658 Portland St.

15) Rosalie Barret
719 Portland St.

16) Claude Williams
719 Portland St.

17) Farzana Muhib
710 Portland St.
18) Debbie Brain
623 Washington Blvd.

19) Deb O’Neill
208 Penn St.



Testimony October 20, 2025
Council Bills 25-0064, 0065, 0066

Greetings: Mayor Brandon Scott; President City Council Zeke Cohen; Councilmembers Dorsey,
Blanchard, Gray, Middleton, Torrence, Bullock, and Porter.

While 25-0066 is "in committee" and not being heard today (Oct. 20™), Parkway is in opposition
to all three bills, including 0065 and 0064. I also believe "these bills will have a destabilizing
effect on established neighborhoods and homeownership throughout the city."

I am in agreement with comments from both Historic Marble Hill and Hanlon Park, so there is
no point in repeating those issues. Specifically the Parkway community consists of an apartment
bldg 40 units (Fairview and Leighton Ave), some large detached houses (Liberty Heights), and
mostly single-family rowhouses built in the early 1940s. I would like to introduce the concept of
stacking as a reason the Parkway community would be in opposition to the bills. Converting
older houses to multi-family units may not be structurally feasible.

» Single-family homes built during WWII present additional issues that make them
unsuited for stacking.

» The materials themselves may have degraded over 80+ years. For example, wood can
weaken and concrete can deteriorate over time.

» Structural deficiencies like uneven settling can compromise the foundation.

» Homes built under older buildings codes were not designed for today's standards, which
require more robust construction and stronger foundations to handle modern loads.

» Converting these houses to multi-family units would be costly, particularly if the single-
family home needs to be gutted.

Research Al assisted

Complaints

» Parkway neighbors who have corner rowhouses complain about vibrations coming from
the nearby CSX railway that transports freight.

» A corner rowhouse that has structural problems is leaning despite extensive renovations.

» The belief that building the subway at Mondawmin over 40 yrs ago caused foundational
damage in some homes.



» Living next door to a rental property that could potentially become multi-family is

causing me angst. Over many years | have observed poor landlord/tenant relations. The
property would be out of scale with the other 28 rowhouses on the block. There would be
no backyard for children to play or space for trash cans in the yard. The property was
recently rented after being unoccupied for more than a year.

We, too, “trust the Council will weigh our lived experiences and history in its decision making.”

Our neighborhood has been stable for decades. Parkway has very few vacants. We are
however experiencing unoccupied houses with the passing of longtime residents.

We have invested three years in Live Baltimore Trolley Tours to promote
homeownership.

Because there are mostly single-family rowhouses in Parkway, stacking (increasing the
height on existing rowhouses) would change the character, architecture and history of our
neighborhood.

We enjoy having front porches, backyards, park-like setting with trees, open and green
spaces.

Two streets have parking issues: On Leighton houses were built in 1946/47; Some
families have more than one vehicle so parking is already limited. On W. Forest Park
houses were built in 1940; Neighbors worry about their vehicles being hit because the
street is narrow and vehicles are much larger today than earlier models.

I agree there should be more affordable housing in Baltimore for young families and college
students who prefer to live off-campus. Ultimately some will explore homeownership.
Converting single-family homes by stacking is an idea that should be studied. It would be more
feasible to rebuild vacants into multi-family units from the ground up in neighborhoods that need
development. During DHCD workshops on affordable housing, it was recommended to have
different styles of housing to accommodate renters and homeowners. Baltimore needs to work on
blighted areas with boarded up houses needing renovation.

Definition

The concept of "stacking" single-family homes to multi-family homes involves adding units on
an existing structure.

Submitted by:

Carolyn Carey, President
Parkway Community, Inc.

Council Bills



* City Council Bill 25-0066 Zoning — Housing Options and Opportunity Act: Introduced by the
Council President Cohen on behalf of the Administration, cosponsored by Councilmember
Dorsey. This bill removes the existing prohibition on converting single-family dwellings to
multi-family dwellings and permits up to 4 dwelling units on a single lot. The bill establishes a
new category of "low-density, multi-family housing" which permits up to 4 dwelling units in all
residential zoning districts R-1 through R-8, even if the existing underlying zoning is categorized
as single-family detached dwellings.

* City Council Bill 25-0065 Zoning — Eliminating Oft-Street Parking Requirements: Introduced
by Councilmember Blanchard; Cosponsored by: President Cohen, and Councilmembers Dorsey,
and Gray. Eliminates a required minimum number of off-street parking spaces for all uses and
instead sets a maximum number of spaces allowed. The current code requires at least one
parking space per dwelling unit. So, while bill 25-0066 would permit up to 4 dwelling units per
property, no off-street parking would be required for the added units if this bill were to pass.

* City Council Bill 25-0064 Zoning — Bulk and Yard Requirements Amendments: Introduced by
Councilmember Gray; Cosponsored by: President Cohen, and Councilmembers Dorsey,
Middleton, Torrence, Blanchard, Bullock, and Porter. Reduces the bulk and yard requirements in
all residential zoning districts. The changes will reduce the amount of open and green space
required in all zones by increasing the maximum percentage of lot coverage allowed by 30-40
percent, depending on the existing zoning district, and by reducing the required interior side and
corner yard footage in all zones. In R-1 districts the required side yard is reduced from 20 to 15
feet, which is a 25% reduction in space and in R-3 zones from 10 feet to 5 feet, which is a 50%
reduction in yard space. These are just two examples of zones for single-family detached houses,
but all other zoning districts would also see a similar reduction in open space.



1. Undermines Homeownership & Neighborhood Stability

Makes it easier for investors to outcompete Baltimore homebuyers, especially first-

time buyers.

Investors purchase with cash, waive inspections, and settle quickly — advantages
ordinary families simply cannot match.

Homeownership in Baltimore has already declined to 47%. This bill accelerates that
decline by enabling widespread conversion of single-family homes into multi-unit

rentals.

2. Incentivizes Absentee Ownership, Not Community Growth

Residents are not anti-renter; they are against absentee landlords who historically

fail to maintain properties.

Baltimore already struggles with poorly maintained rental units. Increasing investor-
owned rentals without improving oversight is reckless.

Scattered-site rentals are the hardest units to monitor, maintain, and keep in good
condition.

3. Weakens Baltimore’s Neighborhood Fabric

Baltimore is a city of distinct neighborhoods — each with its own scale, density, and

identity.

Bill 25-0066 introduces density increases with no regard for neighborhood
character or resident quality of life.

Instead of strengthening community stability, the bill invites disinvestment and
transiency.

4. Expands Investor Activity Without Strengthening Enforcement

Housing Code Enforcement is already overwhelmed and inconsistently executed.

The City’s building permit office has a poor performance record, and inspectors
struggle with current workloads.

Adding more conversions will only worsen oversight and open the door to
substandard, unsafe renovations.



5. Creates Policy Risk Without Data, Analysis, or Fiscal Review

e The bill lacks a meaningful affordability requirement. It merely assumes that more
investor-owned rentals will lower rents — an unsupported claim.

¢ No credible analysis has been presented on the impact to:
o Home prices
o Public services (sanitation, fire, police, water/sewer, roads)
o Neighborhood infrastructure
e Policy decisions of this magnitude should not be made without data.
6. Undermines Years of City Investment in Homeownership

e Baltimore has invested millions through Live Baltimore, Healthy Neighborhoods,
and other programs designed to help families buy and stay in their homes.

e Many affordable, majority-Black homeownership neighborhoods stand to lose
equity, stability, and character if the single-family housing stock is eroded.

e This bill works against the very goals the City has spent years promoting.
7. Repeats Past Policy Mistakes That Harmed Communities

e Baltimore has seen “progress-driven” policies destroy neighborhoods before —
highway projects that displaced families, mass demolition for high-rises that later
failed.

e Bill25-0066 risks repeating these errors by prioritizing development pressure over
resident well-being and long-term neighborhood health.

8. No Protections for Renters
e The bill contains no safeguards for tenants.

e Tenants in scattered-site rentals often fear retaliation, eviction, or lease non-
renewal if they report unsafe or unhealthy conditions.

o Adding more poorly monitored rentals without tenant protections is deeply
irresponsible.

9. Does Not Target Vacants or Promote New Construction

e The billdoes not focus on vacant or abandoned properties — where new units are
most needed.



Instead, it encourages splitting stable single-family homes into rentals, reducing the

stock available to homebuyers and driving up prices.

This approach destabilizes existing neighborhoods rather than revitalizing struggling

ones.



October 29, 2025

1412 Druid Hill Avenue
Baltimore, MD 21217

Baltimore City Council Members
Office of the President

City Hall

100 N. Holliday Street, Suite 400
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Subject: Testimony - NO to Council Bill 25-0062 25-0064, 25-0065, 25-0066 (Housing
Options & Opportunity Act)

Dear Council Members,

The Housing Options & Opportunity Act would have many negative impacts primarily on
homeowners and families because developers and investors will exploit zoning changes,
leading to negative consequences for residents in historically disadvantaged
neighborhoods. This act would not increase affordable housing, it undermines stable
communities, worsens existing problems, would create a back log for city services which
already lack the capacity to respond to quality of life and safety issues. For example, the
house directly in front of mine has had unwanted items dumped by residents in the front, a
broken grill, a headboard, footboard, and shoe mold. The items have been there for 4
months. | have called 311, submitted 311 on the app, and escalated the SR to be
addressed. The items are still there. This example is just one of the many 311 complaints
submitted by residents that either never get resolved or take a significant amount of time
and several complaints to resolve because DHCD does not have the capacity to follow-up
and resolve these many issues in a timely manner.

The city already has an abundance of problems with:

¢ Absentee landlords: The zoning changes would attract even more absentee
property owners whose interest is in collecting rental income while minimally
maintaining their properties. This will exasperate poor living conditions for renters
and affect the surrounding neighborhood's quality of life.

o Developers: Will prioritize profits over community well-being, especially with lax
city code enforcement and permitting processes. This can lead to the further
destruction of the historical rowhome fagade, increase unsafe and unlivable
housing conditions for tenants. The city does next to nothing to protect the historical
integrity of these iconic historic rowhomes. Developers are allowed to shorten



windows, remove transoms, remove cornices, etc. There should be a strict standard
that developers must adhere too.

e Worsening existing dysfunction: Without strong standards, rules, enforcement,
sufficient inspectors, the developers will have too much free rein to do whatever
they want without oversight. It already happens. This act will also worsen issues like
property deterioration, overcrowding, and trash accumulation.

A decline in neighborhood stability and quality of life: For established
neighborhoods, multi-unit conversions could alter the existing character and
increase strains on infrastructure, increase trash, dumping, safety, overcrowding,
parking issues, discord.

¢ Undermining homeownership: The city should work to increase home buying
incentives, promote, and educate on homeownership to promote stability for low
income and middle-class communities not increase renters who typically neglect to
engage and improve the neighborhoods they live in like homeowners often do.

o Exacerbating inequality: This act does not help underserved neighborhoods, the
conversions will lead to smaller apartments, higher rent prices that will price out
residents and attract wealthier individual, create more higher-demand areas,
intensifying the segregation that already exist.

e Fordevelopers: Itis clearly apparent that this act is for developers and investors
and does not include wealth building opportunities for residents who would greatly
benefit and have the desire to build generational wealth.

o Affordability: Landlords will be able to charge rents that fall outside affordability for
low-income individuals and families. The conversions to more one-bedroom
apartments will not accommodate the typical section 8 family of 3 or more creating
housing insecurity and pushing groups out of the city to find their housing needs.

For all the reasons stated above, | am submitting this testimony in opposition of the current
Council Bill 25-0062 25-0064, 25-0065, 25-0066 (Housing Options & Opportunity Act) and
encourage council members to produce a more realistic, caring, less burdensome and
better-defined proposal that residents will be more inclined to agree with.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectfully,
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Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Murphy, Louisa <Imurphy@1919ic.com>
Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2025 11:24 AM
To: Testimony

Subject: Opposition to COUNCIL BILL 25-0066

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Dear Planning Commission,

[ am a longtime resident of the historic Bellona-Gittings neighborhood, and I am writing to express my strong
opposition to City Council Bill 25-0066, which would allow low-density multifamily dwelling units in areas
currently zoned for single-family residences. I also oppose the related Bills 25-0064 and 25-0065, which would
eliminate off-street parking requirements and reduce bulk and yard standards.

My family and I have lived on Gittings Avenue for 30 years. We chose this neighborhood specifically because
of its single-family zoning, which has helped foster a close-knit, community-oriented environment. Bellona-
Gittings experiences very low crime rates and maintains high property values compared to more densely zoned
areas of the city.

While I recognize the national shortage of multifamily housing, Baltimore’s more pressing issue is the lack of
well-maintained, desirable single-family homes. The city already has numerous areas zoned for higher density
(R-5 to R-10), making further rezoning unnecessary. Additionally, there are many vacant and abandoned
properties already zoned for multifamily use that could be rehabilitated. I urge the Council to focus efforts on
revitalizing those areas instead.

[s it the Council’s intention to eliminate all areas in Baltimore City zoned exclusively for single-family
dwellings? If so, what are the anticipated impacts on property values? It would be reasonable to anticipate
values in neighborhoods impacted by your Bill to decline due to increased supply without a corresponding rise
in demand—unless demand is artificially inflated by zoning changes that attract financial investors or absentee
landlords. In that case, short-term price increases could come at the cost of long-term harm to historic
neighborhoods and the communities they support.



The homes in my neighborhood are zoned R1-E and if that is changed to allow for greater density, MANY
residents will move to the Country in search of less housing density. Please do NOT pass this terrible Bill #25-
0066.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Louisa Murphy
102 Gitting Avenue, Baltimore 21212

Louisa Murphy
Business Development Officer

D]/ INVESTMENT
O courseL

Complexity to Clarity
One South Street, Suite 2500
Baltimore, MD 21202
Office:(410) 454-3141
Email: LMurphy@1919ic.com

Visit our 1919ic.com

website:
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail

This message, and any of its attachments, is for the intended recipient(s) only, and it may contain
information that is privileged, confidential, and/or proprietary and subject to important terms and
conditions available at http://www.stifel.com/disclosures/emaildisclaimers/. If you are not the intended
recipient, please delete this message and immediately notify the sender. No confidentiality, privilege, or
property rights are waived or lost by any errors in transmission.



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Carol Simmons <cdsimmons1@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 26, 2025 9:50 AM

To: Testimony

Subject: City Council Bill #25-0066 Zoning...

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

City Council Bill # 25-0066--Zoning--Housing Options and Opportunity Act

This bill removes the existing prohibition on converting single
family dwellings to multi-family dwellings and permits up to 4
dwelling units on a single lot

| am opposed to the passage of this bill. | definitely could have a very deterimental effect on my
community and many others.

Please vote against.

Thank you.

Carol Simmons



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Mari Ross <mbr105@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2025 5:11 PM
To: Testimony

Subject: City Council Bill# 25-0066

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.
Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that the content is safe.
Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

As a resident of Baltimore City | am writing in opposition to City Council Bill #25-0066. If enacted this change would
completely undermine the peaceful nature and safety of my single family home neighborhood. We chose this
community over more lively chaotic community areas for the reason that it offered ‘county’ style living with City
conveniences and are willing to pay the high taxes to support that decision. Passing this bill would be short term thinking
with long term losses.

Sincerely,

Mari B. Ross

Sent from my iPhone



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Mead, Nancy (City Council)

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 11:32 AM

To: Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

Subject: FW: Personal Opposition to Zoning Bills 0064,0065 and 0066
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

For the file.

Nancy M. Mead
Interim Director
Office of Council Services

100 N. Holliday Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
nancy.mead@baltimorecity.gov

OFrice oF Councit Services  Office: (410) 446-7962
Mobile: (803) 371-6872

From: Charles Williams <chazwilliamz@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 3, 2025 11:19 AM

To: Zac Blanchard <zac@blanchardforbaltimore.com>; Blanchard, Zachary (City Council)
<zachary.blanchard@baltimorecity.gov>

Cc: Brenda Allison <bkayeallison@gmail.com>; Joel Kurz <joel@thegardenbaltimore.com>; Bullock, John (City Council)
<John.Bullock@baltimorecity.gov>; Jules Dunham Howie <juleshouse@hotmail.com>; Malcolm Lewis
<Malcolm.Lewis1130@gmail.com>; JC Peralta <mpjcruz@gmail.com>; Jeff Thompson <jtphil3.8 @gmail.com>;
Jamaalttaylor86 @gmail.com; Rafael McFadden <rafaelmac33@gmail.com>; Eric Brown <mobybrown@aol.com>;
William Blackwell <willmarionb1510@verizon.net>; Savarese, Brandy (City Council)
<brandy.savarese@baltimorecity.gov>; Torrence, James (City Council) <James.Torrence@baltimorecity.gov>; Charleus,
Tyrig (DOP) <Tyrig.Charleus@baltimorecity.gov>; Bolden, Tarek (DOP) <tarek.bolden@baltimorecity.gov>; Al Hathaway
<alhathaway@gmail.com>; nnenna ochuba <nnenna.ochuba@gmail.com>; kenihines@gmail.com; Cynthia Ryals
<ciciryals@renaissancebc.com>; Fred Tillman <metropropslic@gmail.com>; Atiba Nkrumah
<atiba.nkrumah@gmail.com>; marble hill <marblehillimprovement@gmail.com>; bullock@baltimorecity.gov; Kennedy,
Alice (DHCD) <Alice.Kennedy@baltimorecity.gov>; Henson, Brandi (DHCD) <Brandi.Henson@baltimorecity.gov>;
yoko.robinson@baltimorecity.gov; Marti Pitrelli <erasmocha@yahoo.com>; Yates, Ericka (DHCD)
<Ericka.Yates@baltimorecity.gov>; DHCD MPIA Request <dhcd.mpia@baltimorecity.gov>; Quarles, Chantel (DHCD)
<Chantel.Quarles@baltimorecity.gov>; Mead, Nancy (City Council) <Nancy.Mead@baltimorecity.gov>; Wanda Best
<wgbest@verizon.net>; Brandon M Scott <brandonm.scott@baltimorecity.gov>; km@kathleenmitchell.com;
kweisi.mfume@house.state.md.us; District11 <Districtl1@baltimorecity.gov>; aaronleonardcoleman@gmail.com;
info@historicupton.com; Upton@historicupton.com; Cohen, Zeke (City Council) <Zeke.Cohen@baltimorecity.gov>;
Brandon M Scott <brandonm.scott@baltimorecity.gov>; neighborsforsfzoning@gmail.com; Pierre Wright
<wrgpr@aol.com>; stephanhanley@gmail.com; president@mvba.org

Subject: Personal Opposition to Zoning Bills 0064,0065 and 0066



CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Dear Councilmember Blanchard,
I hope this message finds you well.

First, | want to sincerely thank you for attending our Marble Hill community meeting on May 20, 2025. |
truly appreciated your presence — especially since this marked your second visit with us. Your
continued engagement and the insights you shared regarding the Housing Options and Opportunity Act
did not go unnoticed and mean a great deal to our community.

I’m reaching out personally to express my strong concern for Zoning Bills 25-0064, 25-0065, and 25-
0066.

As aresident of historic Marble Hill, | care deeply about the long-term health, character, and stability of
our neighborhood. While | fully understand the importance of promoting affordable and flexible housing
options, these particular zoning changes raise serious concerns that | believe would have unintended,
yet damaging, consequences for communities like ours.

Here’s why:

e Bill 0066 would allow up to four units to be built on lots currently zoned for single-family homes.
This opens the door for increased investor activity and the conversion of homes into multi-unit
rentals, making it harder for local families and first-time buyers to compete.

Just this past April, our community had to actively push back against this exact type of predatory
development — where duplexes were improperly being converted into quadruplexes. With
support from Commissioner Alice Kennedy and the Department of Housing and Community
Development, we were able to intervene and stop it. Adopting this bill now would feel like
reversing that victory and signaling that those zoning protections no longer matter.

e Bill 0065 would remove the requirement for off-street parking. Parking is already scarce in Marble
Hill. Removing this requirement would increase congestion and create frustration for residents,
particularly in older neighborhoods not designed to absorb that kind of density.

e Bill0064 proposes to reduce yard and green space requirements. These spaces are more than
aesthetic — they contribute to safety, health, and the historic character that makes our
community feel like home. Reducing them would strip away part of what gives Marble Hill its
identity.

I’m not opposed to thoughtful growth — but | strongly believe that growth should be equitable and
community-centered. The cumulative effect of these three bills would promote investor-driven
development while diminishing the quality of life for existing homeowners and long-time residents.

Zack, I’m asking you not just as a constituent, but as someone who is deeply invested in preserving our

neighborhood’s integrity — please reconsider your support for these bills. | would also appreciate being
notified of any upcoming hearings or public comment opportunities so | can continue to make my voice
heard.



Thank you again for your time, your accessibility, and your ongoing commitment to public service. Your
consistent presence in our community matters, and | trust you’ll weigh our lived experience and local
history in your decision-making.

Sincerely,
Charles Williams



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Kathleen Kotarba <kathleenkotarba@icloud.com>

Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2025 11:29 AM

To: Testimony

Cc: Mike Kotarba

Subject: Fwd: Oppose City Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that
the content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by
emailing to Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

Please add our testimony below to the legislative files for each bill: #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066.
We oppose each bill. Thank you very much!

Kathleen and Mike Kotarba

From: Kathleen Kotarba <kathleenkotarba@icloud.com>

Date: July 31, 2025 at 10:57:42 AM EDT

To: Zeke.Cohen@baltimorecity.gov

Subject: Oppose City Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

Dear Honorable Council President Cohen-

Please add our letter (below) to the legislative files for each bill. We checked on legistar
and the letters are not yet included. Agency hearings are now proceeding and we want our
comments to appear in the record.

Thank you very much.

Kathleen and Michael Kotarba
3021 lona Terrace

Baltimore MD

21214

Dear Honorable Council President
Cohen:

Re: Oppose City Council Bills #25-
0064, #25-0065 and #25-0066

As Baltimore residents and
homeowners for over four
decades, we strongly oppose City

1



Council Bills #25-0064, #25-0065
and #25-0066. Please include this
letter separately in the legislative
record for each bill and consider
our comments during the
legislative process.

Baltimore’s citizens are already
well served by the recently
updated Zoning Code.
Homeowners have invested in
Baltimore and depend upon
residential zoning that protects
their neighborhoods. Citizens and
communities already count on
zoning that:

1- encourages owner occupancy
and long term commitment,

2- discourages institutional and
absentee investors,

3- provides areliable and stable
tax base.

The three bills in question fail to
address the following related
concerns:

1- Treats all neighborhoods as
though they have the same
characteristics and needs. They do
not.

2- Creates incentives for “tear
downs” that destroy the character
and desirability of neighborhoods.

3- Does not address the additional
infrastructure requirements of
producing additional multi family
housing. These include road
maintenance and traffic
improvements, adequate parking,
public transportation needs and
funding, public utilities, fire and
police services, and water/storm
water services.



4- Does not address the additional
housing and building inspection
staffing requirements. Additional
housing units will require
additional monitoring and
additional City attorneys when
legal action is needed.

5- Does not address additional
sanitation services.

6- There is no fiscal analysis or
data to support this legislation.
Does not address fiscal
implications for the future,
including potential increases to
the City budget.

7- Does not address
environmental impacts resulting
from increased density.

8- Does not address potential
difficulty in contacting absentee
owners and insuring their
accountability when something
goes wrong. (Homeowners are
typically onsite).

9- If all three bills become law
there will be a layering effect. The
resulting impacts are unknown
and not addressed in the
legislation.

In conclusion, these bills
represent top down decision
making thatimposes upon the
people of Baltimore. The package
of bills, and their combined
impact, is an experiment.
Baltimoreans did not vote for this
and expect better of their elected
officials.

Respectfully,

Kathleen and Michael Kotarba

3



3021 lona Terrace



Leva, Anthony F (City Council)

From: Michael Kotarba <kmkotarba@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2024 10:40 AM

To: Testimony

Cc: Michael Kotarba; Kathleen Kotarba

Subject: FW: Harford Road Overlay - OPPOSED - Michael and Kathleen Kotarba

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of Baltimore City IT Network Systems.

Reminder: DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know that the
content is safe. Report any suspicious activities using the Report Phishing Email Button, or by emailing to
Phishing@baltimorecity.gov

November 25, 2024

The Honorable President and Members

Of the Baltimore City Council

Attn: Natawna B. Austin, Executive Secretary
Room 409, City Hall, 100 N. Holliday Street
Baltimore, Maryland 21202

Dear Honorable President and City Council Members:
Re: City Council Bill 24-0544 — Zoning — Harford Road Overlay District — OPPOSE

We are homeowners who have lived in the Arcadia neighborhood for over 42 years. We treasure our
community, as well as the adjacent Harford Road commercial corridor. During the last four decades we have
seen its vitality improve and we have welcomed many new neighbors. We add our voices to those of the many
(and growing) voices who are OPPOSED to this legislation.

The property owners along the Harford Road Corridor and in the adjacent neighborhoods can plan for the
future from a position of strength. We already offer great diversity, variety and opportunity to residents and
businesses. There is significant existing character of design, as well as a long and rich history to share.
Successful businesses and home ownership are our current assets. The area is not a blank slate in need of a
broad-brush “do over.”

We know that you have received an outpouring of OPPOSITION, so we will be succinct in our reasons to
OPPOSE. They are as follows:

1. Property Owner Notification and Community Involvement — In reviewing the records for this
legislation we did not see evidence of notifying the individual property owners of the proposed
material changes affecting them. (All properties within the “blue” boundaries on the map). Isn’t this a
standard courtesy, if not a requirement of City statute? The proposed legislation favors theoretical

5



developers of speculative high density housing over the current property owners. Are the tax-paying
current owners even aware of this legislation? They have the right to be notified.

The legislation is unclear and incomplete — What are the applicable and existing circumstances that
justify the proposed high density and taller development along the entire corridor, including intrusions
into the residential side streets? What is the problem to be solved and is this the best way to solve it?
Case in point: There are two recent Harford Road developments that are higher density, taller
residential structures. Since the current Zoning did not prevent their construction, what is the problem
we need to solve?

The legislation and the presentation (found online) do not include visual design studies, graphics of
potential building heights and massing, traffic studies (current and projected), real estate market
studies and other data essential to foster good decision making. At the least, the legislation should be
tabled and perhaps revisited at a time when the necessary visuals and data become available.

Lack of Design Planning and Guidelines — Other than the overlay map, there is no visual content
associated with the legislation. There is no content indicating that there will be a design review process
or guidelines for existing and new construction along the corridor. The proposed zoning changes
support dense, taller construction that is out of character with the historic development pattern of
Harford Road. Currently, we have a variety of designs from different time periods, offering different
sizes and spaces. In the future, we may have tall, dense construction that fills existing land parcels to
the maximum. What would that look like and is that what we want? Also, in the future the community
may see developers assemble blocks of buildings to build even larger characterless structures. We
need to see a complete vision of the future, not an opportunistic one without design considerations.

No Plan for Green Spaces — There is no content, requirement or guidelines for green space. Additional
trees and green spaces are a long-desired goal of the City and its residents. Why isn’t tree planting,
landscaping, etc. a required element of new dense, tall development? It should be.

Failure to address Equity Needs — There is no content in the legislation to address the mobility needs
of the elderly and disabled. Not everyone will be able to walk, bike or take mass transit to
establishments along the Harford Road Corridor. Instead, the legislation eliminates parking
requirements and curb cuts. As a community we are all responsible for providing complete access to
public spaces, including for those who rely on the automobile for mobility. We want our community to
be welcoming and available to all!

In closing, we respectfully ask that you OPPOSE for the reasons stated above, and for those stated in the
testimony included in the City Council’s records for the legislation. Thank you for your consideration.

Michael and Kathleen Kotarba
Arcadia Community Residents
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Marble Hill Testimony — CCB 25-0066 with Visual Data

Subject: CCB 25-0066 — Zoning: Housing Options and Opportunity — Follow-Up & Community Context
Dear Committee Clerk and Members of the Land Use & Transportation Committee,

| respectfully request an update on the October 9, 2025 discussion of CCB 25-0066, including any motions,
amendments, or votes; the timeline for posting the video and minutes; and any staff reports or revised bill text
presented. If the bill has been held, amended, or scheduled for further review, please share the next date and
include me on future notices.

Community Context. Some look at West Baltimore and see a broken city; | see a city full of solutions—if
growth comes with accountability. For generations, Black family homeownership has been the ladder to
stability, equity-building, neighborhood leadership, and intergenerational wealth. Today, that ladder is being
pulled up rung by rung. When “reinvestment” advances without enforcement, it looks less like realignment
and more like rem segregation by another name.

| write as a Marble Hill resident in the heart of Baltimore’s civil-rights landscape. Across the street from my
home, Thurgood Marshall prepared arguments for Brown v. Board of Education; Union Baptist Church hosted
Mary McLeod Bethune and other leaders; the late Rep. Elijah Cummings represented this corridor; and the
Freedom House led by Dr. Lillie Mae Carroll Jackson welcomed Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. and Eleanor
Roosevelt when they came to work with local leaders. This block’s significance is beyond dispute.

Out of twenty-two parcels on the 1200 block of Druid Hill Avenue, only 6 still function as true single-family
residences — 1200, 1216, 1220, 1226, 1233, and 1237. The rest are either vacant, condemned, illegally
converted, or operating as multi-dwelling, commercial, or institutional structures. That means barely 27% of
this block remains stable, family-scale housing — a stunning decline for a community that once defined Black
homeownership and civic leadership.

Why visuals matter here. The 1200 block already shows what happens when conversions outpace
enforcement. Three single-family homes (1206, 1208, 1210) were illegally converted and condemned in
2025. A corner store (1204) sits amid repeated public-safety incidents. Multi-dwelling structures are clustered
without matching sanitation, curb management, or code-compliance capacity. Legalizing four units “by right”
would push this block past the tipping point.

This block already carries its fair share of density as it stands. | urge the Committee to reconsider amending
this bill before further destabilizing Marble Hill and other legacy homeownership communities.

Category Count Notes

Total parcels 22 1200-1239

SF functioning 6 1200, 1216, 1220, 1226, 1233, 1237
SF vacant 2

SF condemned 3 1206, 1208, 1210

Multi-dwelling 7

Commercial 2

Institutional 2

Marble Hill Testimony | CCB 25-0066 | October 2025



1200 Block Druid Hill Ave - Property Mix by Category
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Figure 1. Property mix by category (1200 block, Marble Hill).
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Property Inventory — 1200 Block (Current Snapshot)

address type status notes

1200 Single-family Occupied

1202 Single-family Vacant

1204 Commercial Open Corner store; linked to 3 homicides since 2022;|loitering & op
1206 Single-family Condemned lllegally converted to quadruplex; no permits/U&O; condemne
1208 Single-family Condemned lllegally converted to quadruplex; condemned Apr 2025
1210 Single-family Condemned lllegally converted to quadruplex; condemned Apr 2025
1211 Institutional Open Union Baptist Church Daycare

1212 Multi-dwelling (5 units) Open

1214 Multi-dwelling (5 units) Open

1216 Single-family Occupied

1218 Multi-dwelling (2 units) Open

1219 Institutional Open Union Baptist Church

1220 Single-family Occupied

1223 Multi-dwelling (units) Open User noted ‘uniont multi dwelling'

1224 Multi-dwelling (3 units) Open

1226 Single-family Occupied

1228 Multi-dwelling (2 units) Open

1230 Single-family Vacant

1233 Single-family Occupied

1235 Multi-dwelling (2 units) Open

1237 Single-family Occupied

1239 Commercial Renovation Law office renovation

Recommendations prior to any expansion of by-right density:
1) Enforcement first. Publish a coordinated DPW/DOT/BPD schedule for street sweeping, parking, nuisance
& liquor, and CDS enforcement.
2) Stabilize ownership. Create a Marble Hill / West Baltimore Homeownership Protection Overlay for legacy
civil-rights blocks.
3) Targeted conversions only. Use conditional-use approvals tied to sanitation capacity, curb management,
and full code compliance.
4) Transparency. Publish citation outcomes for corner stores; suspend licenses upon repeated, unremedied

violations.

5) Infrastructure match. Require trash storage, accessible egress, and curb-management plans before unit

increases.
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Block Photos & Context
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