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A couple complained that their neighbor had constructed a deck and other 

structures on his property, in violation of the Baltimore County Code and the Baltimore 

County Zoning Regulations.  An administrative law judge, the Baltimore County Board 

of Appeals, and the Circuit Court for Baltimore County largely rejected those 

contentions.  They appealed.  We affirm.  

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A. The Property and Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Restrictions 

The parties in this case are next-door neighbors in Middle River, Baltimore 

County.  Appellants Charles and Ingrid Castronovo reside at 1501 Shore Road.  Appellee 

Paul Godwin resides at the adjacent property at 1452 Shore Road.  Mr. Godwin’s 

property is the subject matter of this litigation.   

The parties’ neighborhood is a waterfront community located within what has 

been designated a “Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.”  In an effort to reduce runoff into the 

Bay and its tributaries, these critical areas are subject to various restrictions, in addition to 

those in local land-use statutes and regulations.   

The principal source of the additional restrictions is the Chesapeake and Atlantic 

Coastal Bays Critical Area Protection Program, Maryland Code (1973, 2012 Repl. Vol., 

Supp. 2020), §§ 8-1801 to -1817 of the Natural Resources Article (“NR”).  In accordance 

with that legislation, the Baltimore County Code (“BCC”) and the Baltimore County 

Zoning Regulations (“BCZR”) establish limits on “lot coverage” – impervious surface 

area through which rainwater cannot be absorbed – within the critical areas.  
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The Godwin property is in a “limited development area,” which is regulated by 

BCC § 33-2-603.  For properties more than half an acre in size, like the Godwin property, 

that statute generally provides that the amount of lot coverage may not exceed 5,445 

square feet.  See BCC § 33-2-603(b)(3)(iii)(2)(B).  However, under a “grandfather 

clause” in the BCZR, a property may exceed the lot-coverage limitations if it exceeded 

those limitations in 1988, before the effective date of the critical area laws.  See BCZR § 

103.5.1 

The parties agree that in 1988 Mr. Godwin’s property had 5,478 square feet of lot 

coverage and thus exceeded the limitations by 33 square feet.  Therefore, under the 

BCZR’s grandfathering provision, Mr. Godwin is permitted to have the 5,478 square feet 

of lot coverage that existed before the enactment of the critical area laws.  (Appellant’s 

Brief at 4.)    

B. Improvements to the Godwin Property 

1. 2006 Renovations 

In 2006, Mr. Godwin made various improvements to his home.  The 

improvements increased the amount of lot coverage at the Godwin property, largely, it 

appears, by increasing the size of the house.   

Before making these improvements, Mr. Godwin applied for and received a permit 

to execute his proposed plans.  For reasons that no one can explain, the County issued a 

 
1 The County’s grandfather clause is authorized by COMAR 27.01.02.07.B, which 

requires local jurisdictions to “establish grandfather provisions as part of their local 

Critical Area programs.” 
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permit even though the 2006 improvements caused the property to exceed the lot-

coverage limitation.  The Castronovos did not take any action or complain to any 

authority regarding these renovations and the corresponding violations at that time. 

2. 2014-2015 Deck Construction 

In 2014, nearly a decade later, Mr. Godwin began the construction of a new deck.  

The deck consisted of two levels, a stairway with a landing between the two levels, and 

posts in the ground.   

In the words of the Castronovos’ counsel, the deck “hangs over [the Castronovos’] 

property,” so that from the deck “you can probably throw a beer at somebody in Mr. 

Castronovo’s swimming pool.”  Given the potential detrimental impact on the use and 

enjoyment of their property, the Castronovos, for the first time, took legal action against 

Mr. Godwin.   

C. Initial Proceedings 

1. Petition for Special Hearing 

In 2014, when the construction of the Godwin deck commenced, the Castronovos 

filed a petition for special hearing in the Baltimore County Office of Administrative 

Hearings (“OAH”).  A petition for special hearing “is, in legal effect, a request for a 

declaratory judgment.”  Antwerpen v. Baltimore County, 163 Md. App. 194, 209 (2005). 

The Castronovos’ petition alleged that, as a result of the 2006 renovations, the 

Godwin property was already in violation of the lot-coverage restrictions.  The petition 

also alleged that the construction of the stairway and two-level deck would increase the 

amount of lot coverage, in violation of the BCC.  Thus, the petition alleged that the 
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construction of the stairway and the two-level deck would violate BCZR § 102.1, which 

generally prohibits an “extension of a lawful nonconforming use,” and BCZR § 104.3, 

which generally prohibits the extension of a nonconforming use by “more than 25 percent 

of the ground floor area of the building so used.”  The Castronovos did not expressly 

request a determination of the precise extent to which the Godwin property exceeded the 

lot-coverage limitation.2   

 
2 The questions presented in the petition for special hearing were as follows: 

 

1. Whether an adjoining property located at 1452 Shore Road is currently 

in violation of the lot coverage limitations imposed by § 33-2-603 of the 

Baltimore County Code, Title 17 of the Code of Maryland Regulations, 

and Title 8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural Resources Article of the 

Maryland Code; 

 

2. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck 

on the property located at 1452 Shore Road would increase the amount 

of lot coverage maintained on the property in violation of § 33-2-603 of 

the Baltimore County Code, Title 17 of the Code of Maryland 

Regulations, and Title 8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural Resources Article of 

the Maryland Code; 

 

3. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck 

on the property located at 1452 Shore Road violates § 102.1 of the 

BCZR; 

 

4. Whether the proposed constructions of a stairway and a two level deck 

on the property located at 1452 Shore Road would violate the limitation 

on extending non-conforming structures and uses no more than 25% of 

the ground floor area of the existing building, as provided in § 104.3 of 

the BCZR; 

 

5. Whether a plan for the proposed development of 1452 Shore Road can 

be approved by Baltimore County without review by all required 

agencies of substantial amendments alterations thereto; and 
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2. Office of Administrative Hearings 

After the resolution of some procedural disputes,3 the OAH considered the merits 

of the petition for special hearing in early 2017.  The Castronovos argued that Mr. 

Godwin’s property was over the lot-coverage limitation and that the addition of the 

second level of the deck put the property even further over the limitation.   

The definition of “lot coverage” is set forth in NR § 8-1802(a)(17): 

(i) “Lot coverage” means the percentage of a total lot or parcel that is: 

 

1. Occupied by a structure, accessory structure, parking area, 

driveway, walkway, or roadway; or 

 

2. Covered with gravel, stone, shell, impermeable decking, a paver, 

permeable pavement, or any manmade material. 

 

(ii) “Lot coverage” includes the ground area covered or occupied by a 

stairway or impermeable deck. 

 

(iii) “Lot coverage” does not include:  

. . .  

 

6. For such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary by the 

Administrative Law Judge for Baltimore County. 

 

The Castronovos withdrew Question 5.  The administrative decisionmakers did 

not explicitly address Question 6. 

 
3 The OAH initially dismissed the petition for special hearing on the ground that it 

lacked jurisdiction, because the petition requested an interpretation of the BCC, which is 

apparently beyond the OAH’s power.  The Baltimore County Board of Appeals affirmed 

that decision.  On the Castronovos’ petition for judicial review, however, the Circuit 

Court for Baltimore County reversed and remanded the petition to the Board of Appeals.  

The circuit court reasoned that the OAH has power to interpret the BCC insofar as the 

provisions of the BCC are cross-referenced in the BCZR, as they are in the applicable 

BCZR provision in this case.  The Board of Appeals remanded the petition, in turn, to the 

OAH. 
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4.  A deck with gaps to allow water to pass freely. 

 

In the OAH, an administrative law judge (“ALJ”) found that the Godwin property 

had exceeded the lot-coverage limitations even before the first set of additions and 

renovations in 2006, but that the excess was permitted under the grandfather clause in 

BCZR § 103.5.  Crediting the testimony of Thomas Panzarella, an employee of the 

Baltimore County Department of Environmental Protection and Sustainability (“DEPS”), 

the ALJ found that in 2013 the amount of lot coverage had increased to 6,001 square feet.  

Hence, the ALJ recognized that the 2006 construction had put the property in violation of 

the lot-coverage limitations.4 

Although we do not seem to have a transcript of the proceedings before the 

ALJ, it appears from the opinion that the Castronovos introduced an email written 

by a program chief at the Maryland Critical Area Commission.  She stated: 

1. CAC [Critical Areas Commission] staff typically recommends that if 

two decks are stacked on top of each other, even if they are both built 

with spaces between the boards, the area of overlap should be 

considered lot coverage. 

 

2. Stairs between decks were not specifically called out in the definition of 

lot coverage as being exempt.  So I would likely recommend that they 

qualify as lot coverage. 

 

 
4 Citing Permanent Financial Corp. v. Montgomery County, 308 Md. 239 (1986), 

the ALJ volunteered that Baltimore County “should be estopped” from taking any 

enforcement action to address the violation, because the 2006 permit “appears” to have 

been “issued in error.”  The ALJ went on to recognize that “such a determination is 

beyond the scope of this matter.”  In our view, it was inappropriate to discuss whether the 

County is or is not estopped from taking some action in a case in which the County itself 

is not even a party. 
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On the basis of this email, the Castronovos argued that the second level of the 

deck and the stairway qualified as “lot coverage” under the statute.  The ALJ disagreed.  

He relied on Mr. Panzarella’s testimony that his agency, DEPS, does not count decking 

boards or stairs as “lot coverage,” because they are spaced so as to allow water to flow 

between the boards (and, hence, they are not impermeable).  In relying on Mr. 

Panzarella’s testimony, the ALJ noted the “great deference” owed to DEPS in its 

interpretation of a statutory provision that it is charged with enforcing.   

In summary, the ALJ agreed that the Godwin property was in violation of the lot-

coverage limitations in BCC § 33-2-603 as a result of the 2006 additions, but disagreed 

that the amount of lot coverage increased as a result of the construction of the two-level 

deck and the stairway in 2014-2015.  The ALJ concluded  that because the deck and 

stairway did not constitute lot coverage, those structures could not cause the additional 

violations that the Castronovos had alleged.   

D. Board of Appeals of Baltimore County 

The Castronovos sought de novo review of the OAH’s decision in the Board of 

Appeals of Baltimore County.  The Board of Appeals considered the same questions as 

the ALJ.  The Castronovos did not ask the Board of Appeals to determine the precise 

amount of the alleged lot-coverage violation.   

At a hearing, the Castronovos presented the testimony of Ken Wells, a registered 

surveyor, regarding his measurements and calculations of the Godwin property.  Mr. 

Wells used computer-aided design software to measure the property’s lot coverage as it 

existed at different points in time.   
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Mr. Wells testified that in 1988 (the year the critical areas legislation took effect), 

the property’s lot coverage measured 5,478 square feet (the permissible grandfathered 

amount).  From 1988 until 2005, that figure remained unchanged.   

In 2006, following the first set of improvements to Mr. Godwin’s property, the lot 

coverage increased to 6,397 square feet, according to Mr. Wells.  His calculations include 

the extent to which the roof of the Godwin house overhangs the ground.   

The Castronovos again argued that the construction of the two-level deck and 

stairway further increased the lot coverage of the property.  Again, the Castronovos cited 

the email from the regional program chief for the Maryland Critical Area Commission, 

saying the second level of the deck and the stairway should constitute lot coverage.  

Relying on the determinations made in this email, Mr. Wells calculated that the deck and 

stairway increased the amount of lot coverage by an additional 326 square feet, for a total 

of 6,723 square feet. 

By contrast, Mr. Panzarella testified, again, that in 2013 the Godwin property had 

6,001 square feet of lot coverage.  With respect to the amount of lot coverage in 2013, the 

parties agree that the primary difference between Mr. Panzarella’s calculation (6,001 

square feet) and Mr. Wells’s calculation (6,397 square feet) is that Mr. Wells included the 

roof overhang from the house, whereas Mr. Panzarella did not.  The parties also agree 

that no matter which measurement is correct, the property is over the limit and that the 

County erred in issuing the permit for the 2006 expansion.   

Mr. Panzarella testified once again that it is DEPS’s practice not to count any 

portion of the deck as lot coverage.  He explained that because Mr. Godwin’s deck has 
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quarter-inch gaps between the boards to allow water to pass freely, the deck is exempt 

from the definition of “lot coverage.”   

After the hearing, the Board of Appeals found the Godwin property in violation of 

lot-coverage limitations under BCC § 33-2-603.  The Board found that the Godwin 

property was at its maximum allowable grandfathered amount of 5,478 square feet before 

the 2006 construction.  Therefore, the Board stated that when Mr. Godwin made the 

improvements on the property in 2006, he went over the limit.  The Board did not specify 

which expert’s measurement, if either, it accepted in making this determination.  In other 

words, the Board made no finding as to whether the amount of lot coverage at the 

Godwin property was 6,001 square feet before the 2006 improvements (as Mr. Panzarella 

said) or 6,397 square feet (as Mr. Wells said).  The Board said only that, “[a]ccording to 

both experts that testified at the hearing, the Godwin Property thus illegally exceeded the 

permissible lot coverage following the 2006 expansion of the Godwin dwelling.”  The 

Board found that Mr. Godwin never attained a variance for the expansion in 2006.   

The Board further found that the 2014-2015 deck construction did not increase lot 

coverage on the property.  The Board noted that under NR § 8-1802(a)(17)(iii)(4) “[a] 

deck with gaps to allow water to pass freely” is not included in the definition of “lot 

coverage.”  Thus, because the two-level deck is “not ‘impermeable,’” the Board 

concluded that it does not count as lot coverage.  Citing the deference owed to an 

administrative agency charged with interpreting and enforcing a particular set of statutes 

or regulations, the Board, like the ALJ, deferred to Mr. Panzarella’s testimony about 

DEPS’s conclusion that the deck is excluded from lot coverage.   



  — Unreported Opinion — 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

10 

Because the Board concluded that the two-level deck and stairway did not increase 

the amount of lot coverage, it rejected the Castronovos’ contention that Mr. Godwin had 

extended a non-conforming use in violation of BCZR § 102.1.  For the same reason, the 

Board concluded that the new two-level deck and stairway did not intensify or expand a 

nonconforming use within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area in violation of BCZR § 

104.3.   

E. Circuit Court for Baltimore County 

The Castronovos sought judicial review of the Board of Appeals’ decision in the 

Circuit Court for Baltimore County.  The Castronovos asked the court to rule that the 

2006 improvements and 2014-2015 construction added illegal lot coverage and to order 

the removal of 1,245 square feet of lot coverage, including the deck’s second level. 5  The 

Castronovos did not ask the circuit court to determine whether the Board of Appeals 

erred in not determining the precise amount of excess lot coverage. 

Mr. Godwin argued that the circuit court could not order him to remove any part 

of the improvements on his property, because the Castronovos had not requested any 

such relief in their petition for special hearing.  Apparently anticipating that the 

Castronovos might use the court’s ruling to induce the County to require him to remove 

 
5 The Castronovos arrived at the total of 1,245 square feet by adding Mr. Wells’s  

measurement of lot coverage in 2006 (6,397 square feet) to Mr. Wells’s measurement of 

the additional lot coverage allegedly attributable to the construction of the two-level deck 

and stairway in 2014 and 2015 (326 square feet), and then subtracting the amount of lot 

coverage that was permissible under County law (5,478 square feet).  6,397 + 326 – 

5,478 = 1,245. 
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any excess lot coverage, Mr. Godwin also argued that the County was estopped to 

proceed against him because he had constructed the improvements in reliance on permits 

that the County had issued. 

The circuit court did not order the removal of any lot coverage on Mr. Godwin’s 

property, but it opined that the County would not be estopped in any enforcement action 

it choose to undertake against the 2006 improvements.6  Additionally, although the Board 

of Appeals had made no express finding about whether the amount of lot coverage was 

6,397 square feet after the 2006 improvements (as Mr. Wells testified) or only 6,001 

square feet (as Mr. Panzarella testified), the circuit court rejected Mr. Wells’s 

computation.  The court reasoned that the roof overhang, which Mr. Wells had included, 

should not count as lot coverage, because the overhang does not prevent water from 

being absorbed into the soil.  The court also reasoned no portion of the deck and stairway 

could count as lot coverage, because they are not impervious.  In addition, the court 

reasoned that the stairs and footers did not count as lot coverage, because they were part 

of the deck.  Finally, the circuit court agreed with the Board that because the deck and 

stairway do not constitute lot coverage, the construction of the deck and stairway did not 

cause any additional zoning violations.   

The Castronovos have appealed to this Court for review. 

QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

 The Castronovos pose three questions, which we quote: 

 
6 As to the propriety of deciding whether the County is estopped from doing 

something in a case in which the County is not a party, see supra n.4.  
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1. Whether the Board erred by failing to delineate the amount of lot 

coverage and ordering the illegal excess to be removed when it ruled 

that the property is currently in violation of lot coverage limitations in 

BCC § 33-2-603? 

 

2. Whether the Board erred when it ruled that the construction of a two-

level deck did not increase lot coverage in violation of BCC § 33-2-

603? 

 

3. Whether the Board erred when it ruled that the improvements on the 

property are not in violation of BCZR §§ 102.1 & 104.3? 

 

 For the reasons stated below, we see no error.  Consequently, we shall affirm the 

judgment of the circuit court. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

In reviewing the final decision of an administrative agency, including the Board of 

Appeals, this Court “looks through” the circuit court’s decision and “evaluates the 

decision of the agency.”  People’s Counsel for Baltimore Cty. v. Surina, 400 Md. 662, 

681 (2007); Bd. of Trs. for the Fire & Police Employees’ Ret. Sys. v. Mitchell, 145 Md. 

App. 1, 8 (2002) (stating that “[o]ur role” in reviewing an administrative decision “is 

precisely the same as that of the circuit court”).  The Board’s decision is “‘presumed 

valid.’”  Board of Physician Quality Assurance v. Banks, 354 Md. 59, 68 (1999) (quoting 

CBS Inc. v. Comptroller, 319 Md. 687, 698 (1990)).  Thus, this Court’s review of the 

Board’s decision is “limited to determining if there is substantial evidence in the record 

as a whole to support the [Board’s] findings and conclusions, and to determine if the 

administrative decision is premised upon an erroneous conclusion of law.”  Id. at 67-68. 
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DISCUSSION 

I. The Amount of Excess Lot Coverage 

The Board of Appeals of Baltimore County ruled (and the parties agree) that the 

2006 expansion of the property violated the lot-coverage limitations on Mr. Godwin’s 

property.  The Castronovos argue that the Board erred when it found a lot-coverage 

violation, but failed to define the extent of that violation.  It appears that the Castronovos 

want to quantify the precise amount of excess lot coverage on the Godwin property 

because they may ask Baltimore County to require their neighbor to remove some of the 

impervious structures on his property and to reduce the amount of lot coverage to the 

maximum amount permissible under Baltimore County law.7 

The parties each presented the testimony and measurements of a witness – Mr. 

Wells for the Castronovos and Mr. Panzarella for Mr. Godwin.  In making its findings, 

the Board stated: 

When Mr. Godwin renovated and expanded his property in 2006, the 

lot coverage increased to 6,397 square feet based on Mr. Wells’ 

calculations and 6,001 square feet based on Mr. Panzarella[’s].  According 

to both of the experts that testified at the hearing, the Godwin Property thus 

illegally exceeded the permissible lot coverage [of 5,478 square feet]. 

 
7 The Castronovos must persuade the County to act, because their inaction from 

2006 to 2014 may mean that they are estopped from challenging the 2006 improvements, 

which put the Godwin property over the lot-coverage limitations.  Because the 

Castronovos may be estopped to challenge the 2006 improvements, both the OAH and 

the circuit court were induced to speculate, improperly, as to whether the County is 

estopped as well.  See supra nn. 4 & 6.  Although the parties continued to debate whether 

the County is estopped in their briefs in this Court, they agreed, at oral argument, that that 

question is not before us. 
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The Board did not expressly rule which witness’s measurements, if either, it had 

accepted.  Nor did the Board address the principal difference between the witnesses: 

whether the lot coverage does or does not include the amount by which the roof 

overhangs the ground.  Instead, the Board simply determined that the Godwin property 

exceeds the lot-coverage limitations, without saying by how much. 

In our view, the Board did not err in omitting any quantification of the precise 

amount of lot coverage.  By the Castronovos’ own admission, at no point during any 

prior proceeding – in the OAH, the Board of Appeals, or the circuit court – did the 

Castronovos ask for a finding of the amount of the violation.  The Castronovos merely 

asked the Board, and the OAH before it, to find that Mr. Godwin’s property was in 

violation.   

The Board found a violation, as requested.  In its order, the Board could have 

quantified the amount of excess lot coverage or given an indication as to which witness 

was to be believed, as the OAH did.  But we cannot fault the Board for doing only what it 

was asked to do.   

For similar reasons, we conclude that the Board did not err in not ordering Mr. 

Godwin to remove some specific portion of the lot coverage from his property.  Just as 

the Castronovos failed to request a computation of the specific amount of excess lot 

coverage in their petition for special hearing, so too did they fail to make any specific 

request for an order requiring the removal of excess lot coverage.  We cannot fault the 

Board for failing to order relief that was not requested.  
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II. Construction of the Two-Level Deck 

The Castronovos argue the Board erred in ruling that the two-level deck, the 

stairway, and the deck footers did not count as additional lot coverage.  Again, we 

disagree. 

In concluding that the deck and stairway did not count as additional lot coverage, 

the Board relied on the testimony of Mr. Panzarella, an employee of DEPS, the agency 

charged with administering the Chesapeake Bay critical area program in Baltimore 

County.  When reviewing Mr. Godwin’s plans for deck construction in 2014, DEPS made 

a specific determination that the deck and stairway did not constitute “lot coverage” 

under the Baltimore County regulations pertaining to critical areas.  Because “[a] degree 

of deference should often be accorded the position of the administrative agency charged 

with interpreting and enforcing a particular set of statutes or regulations” (HNS Dev., 

LLC v. People’s Counsel for Baltimore County, 425 Md. 436, 449 (2012)), the Board of 

Appeals did not err in crediting DEPS’s determination that the two-level deck and 

stairway do not constitute additional lot coverage.   

Even without DEPS’s determination, we would agree with the Board’s conclusion 

that the two-level deck and stairway do not constitute additional lot coverage.  NR § 8-

1802(a)(17)(iii)(4) specifically excludes “[a] deck with gaps to allow water to pass 

freely” from the definition of lot coverage.  Based on photographs of the deck and a 

sample of the decking material that was presented to the Board, it is clear that the quarter-

inch gaps in the boards allow for the free passage of water.  Thus, there is no reason to 

believe that the upper level of the deck increases the amount of runoff into the Bay or its 
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tributaries: the deck and stairs remain permeable even if the upper level, with the quarter-

inch gaps between its boards, stands above the lower level, with its own quarter-inch 

gaps. 

The Castronovos argue that the stairway, which connects the two levels of the 

deck, should nonetheless count as lot coverage.  They cite NR § 8-1802(a)(17)(ii), which 

includes “the ground area covered or occupied by a stairway” in the definition of lot 

coverage.   

We are unconvinced, however, that § 8-1802(a)(17)(ii) refers to a stairway that is 

part of “[a] deck with gaps to allow water to pass freely.”  NR § 8-1802(a)(17)(iii)(4).  In 

this case, the stairway is not impermeable: when precipitation falls onto the stairway, it 

runs off to the deck and, from there, to the ground below the deck.  Unlike a stairway that 

connects with a paved sidewalk or driveway, the stairway in this case does nothing to 

increase the amount of runoff into the Bay or its tributaries.  In fact, it appears that, like 

the boards in the deck, the individual stairs have gaps that allow for the passage of water 

to the deck, and thus to the ground.  In these circumstances, the stairway should be 

regarded as a feature of the deck, which is excluded from lot coverage under § 8-

1802(a)(17)(iii)(4). 

Finally, the Castronovos contend that, at the very least, the posts or footers on 

which the deck sits should be considered lot coverage.  For that reason, they argue that 

the Board of Appeals erred in concluding that those 24 square feet of footers did not 

increase the amount lot coverage on the Godwin property. 
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Although the Board did not expressly mention the footers in its ruling, we believe 

that the Board was within its rights to exempt them from the computation of lot coverage.  

Mr. Panzarella testified that, as a matter of judgment, when he calculates the amount of 

lot coverage on a property, he typically does not include minor features such as birdbaths, 

small paving or boundary stones, and the like.  The Board was entitled to rely on Mr. 

Panzarella’s testimony and thus to omit minor, miscellaneous structures like the footers 

in its findings concerning the amount of lot coverage.  De minimus non curat lex. 

III. Zoning Violations 

The Castronovos claim the Board erred when it ruled that Mr. Godwin’s 

improvements did not extend a lawful nonconforming use, in violation of BCZR § 102.1, 

and did not extend a nonconforming use, building, or structure, in violation of BCZR § 

104.3.  The Board concluded that the alleged violations depend on whether the 

construction of the two-level deck and stairway created additional “lot coverage.”  

Because the Board ruled that it did not, the Board found no corresponding zoning 

violations.  

 In this appeal, the Castronovos argue that both the 2006 construction and 2014-

2015 deck and stairway construction violated the BCZR.  At the OAH and the Board of 

Appeals, however, the Castronovos argued only that the deck and stairway construction 

violated the BCZR. 

 A “reviewing court, restricted to the record made before the administrative 

agency, may not pass upon issues presented to it for the first time on judicial review and 

that are not encompassed in the final decision of the administrative agency.”  Dep’t of 



  — Unreported Opinion — 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

18 

Health & Mental Hygiene v. Campbell, 364 Md. 108, 123 (2001) (citation omitted).  

“Stated differently, an appellate court will review an adjudicatory agency decision solely 

on the grounds relied upon by the agency.”  Id.  The alleged 2006 zoning violations were 

not mentioned in the petition for special hearing.  For that reason, neither the OAH nor 

the Board considered them, and they did not appear in either final decision.  Accordingly, 

we do not consider the Castronovos’ allegations regarding the 2006 construction. 

 BCZR § 104.3 states, “[n]o nonconforming building or structure and no 

nonconforming use of a building, structure or parcel of land shall hereafter be extended 

more than 25 percent of the ground floor area of the building so used.”  A violation of 

BCZR § 104.3 necessarily implicates BCZR § 102.1, which states, “[n]o land shall be 

used or occupied and no building or structure shall be erected, altered, located or used 

except in conformity with these regulations and this shall include any extension of a 

lawful nonconforming use.” 

 The Board found that because the 2014-2015 deck and stairway construction did 

not add to the amount of lot coverage, there was no extension “of the ground floor area of 

the building so used” in violation of § 104.3, nor was there “any extension of a lawful 

nonconforming use” in violation of § 102.1.  We agree with the Board’s determination 

that Mr. Godwin could not violate the applicable provisions of the BCZR without 

expanding the amount of lot coverage on his property.  Because the Board found no 

expansion in lot coverage caused by the 2014-2015 deck and stairway construction, it did 

not err in finding no zoning violations.   



  — Unreported Opinion — 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT 

FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY AFFIRMED.  

COSTS TO BE PAID BY APPELLANTS. 
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KEVIN KAMENETZ 
County Executive 

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esq. 
Christopher Corey, Esquire 
Smith, Gildea & Schmidt 
600 Washington Avenue 
Suite 200 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

.March 7, 2017 

LAWRENCE M. STAHL 
Managing Administrative Law Judge 

JOHN E. BEVERUNGEN 
Administrative Law Judge 

Edward C. Covahey, Jr., Esq. 
Bruce Covahey, Esquire 
614 Bosley A venue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

RE: APPEAL TO BOARD OF APPEALS (REMAND) 
Case No. 2015-005 -SPH 

MAR O 7 2017 

Location: 1452 Shore Road 

Dear Counsel: 

BAL Tl MORE COUl\TY 
BOARD OF APPEALS 

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was filed in this Office on 
March 1, 2017. All materials relative to the case have been forwarded to the Baltimore County 
Board of Appeals ("Board"). 

If you are the person or party taking the appeal, you should notify other similarly interested 
parties or persons known to you of the appeal. If you are an attorney of record, it is your 
responsibility to notify your client. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact the Board 
at 410-887-3180. 

LMS/sln 

c: Baltimore County Board of Appeals 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

Sincerely, 

Managing Administrative Law Judge 
for Baltimore County 

Office of Administrative Hearings 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 I Towson, Maryland 21204 I Phone 410-887-3868 1 Fax 410-887-3468 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 



--- ___ ___,,_,__ ___ REMAND APPEAL- ---

Petitions for Special Hearing 
(1452 Shore Road) 

15th Election District - 6th Councilmanic District 
Legal Owner: Paul Godwin 

Interested Parties : Charles & Ingrid Castronovo 
Case No. 2015-0055-SPH 

Order of Remand (October 28, 2016) 

Remand from Board of Appeals Letter (October 31 , 2016) 

Remand Hearing Notice (December 14, 2016) 

Petitioner(s) Sign-in Sheet- One 
Citizen(s) Sign-in Sheet - One 

Zoning Advisory Committee Comments 

Petitioner(s) Exhibits -
1. A&B- Photos 
2. SDA T Records 
3. Resume-Castronovo 
4. 4A-4C- Location survey and bldg. permit applications 
5. SA-SE- photos of house under construction 
6. 6A-6C- Aerial photographs 
7. Aerial w/lot coverage calculations 2005 
8. Aerial of sub. Prop. 2014 
9. Aerial w/lot coverage calculations 2014 
10. lOA-lOB- Summaries I.D. only-not admitted 
11. l lA-11 C- Drawing and application for bldg. permit-deck 
12. 12A- photos of deck under construction 
13. 13A-13C- Letters from Deps to Godwin 
14. Email between Castronovo and critical area comm'n 
15 . Exhibit re: Deck impervious coverage 

Protestant(s) Exhibits-
1. Location survey 
2. Panzarello file notes 
3. Plans for deck 
4. Invoice for trees 
5. Photos of trees along neighbor's property 
6. Photos deck under construction 
7. Photos deck under construction 
8. Photos deck under construction 
9. ZAC comments 
IO. Photo-deck 
11 . Photo showing both deck levels 
12. Photo of deck board spacing 
13 . Photo-deck stairs 
14. " same " 
15. Photo-2d level deck board spacing 

Miscellaneous (Not Marked as Exhibits) -

Respondent Post-Trial Memorandum from Edward Covahey, Jr., Esq. (February 13 , 2017) 

Closing Memorandum In Lieu of Closing Argument from Lawrence Schmidt (February 13, 2017) 

Administrative Law Judge Order and Letter (GRANTED/DENIED on February 24, 2017) 

. r, - 1. . • • ~ .1 L T" - - I' , K - •• - 1. 1 "'I(\ 1 ', \ 

















































IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 
FOR BAL TIM ORE COUNTY 

PETITION OF: 

* 

* 

CHARLES AND INGRID CASTRONOVO * 

FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE OPINION OF * 
THE BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY * 
JEFFERSON BUILDING - ROOM 203 
105 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE * 
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
PAUL GODWIN - LEGAL OWNER 
FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
1452 SHORE ROAD 
BALTIMORE, MD 21220 

15TH ELECTION DISTRICT 
6TH COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

BOARD OF APPEALS CASE NO.: 15-055-SPH * 

* * * * * * * * 

CIVIL ACTION 
NO. : 03-C-15-006323 

* * * * 

PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
AND THE BOARD OF APPEALS OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 

TO THE HONORABLE, THE JUDGE OF SAID COlTRT: 

And now comes the Board of Appeals of B.altimore County and, in answer to the 

Petition for Judicial Review directed against it in this case, herewith transmits the record of 

proceedings had in the above-entitled matter, consisting of the original papers on file in the 

Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections and the Board of Appeals of Baltimore 

County: 

ENTRIES FROM THE DOCKET OF THE BOARD OF APPEALS AND 
DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS, APPROVALS AND INSPECTIONS 

OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 



In the Matter of: Pa odwin - Legal Owner 
Board of Appeals Case No.: 15-055-SPH 
Circuit Court Civil Action No. 03-C-15-006323 

2 

September 16, 2014 Petition for Special Hearing to determine 1) whether an adjoining 
property located at 1452 Shore Road is currently in violation of the lot 
coverage limitations imposed by Section 33-2-603 of the Baltimore 
County Code, Title 17 of the Code of Maryland Regul~tions, and Title 
8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural Resources Article of the Maryland Code; 
and 2) whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level 
deck on the property located at 1452 Shore Road would increase the 
amount of lot coverage maintained on the property in violation of 
Section 33-2-603 of the Baltimore County Code, Title 17 of the Code 
of Maryland Regulations, and Title 8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural 
Resources Article of the Maryland Code; and 3) whether the proposed 
construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the prope1iy located 
at 1452 Shore Road violates Section 102.1 of the BCZR; and 4) 
whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck 
on the property located at 1452 Shore Road would violate the limitation 
on extending non-conforming structures and uses no mpre than 25% of 
the ground floor area of the existing building, as provided in Section 
104.3 of the BCZR; and 5) for such other and further relief as may be 
deemed necessary by the Administrative Law Judge for Baltimore 
County. 

September 26, 2014 Entry of Appearance filed by People's Counsel for Baltimore County. 

October 7, 2014 Certificate of Posting. 

October 9, 2014 Certificate of Publication in newspaper 

October 23, 2014 ZAC Comments. 

October 30, 2014 Hearing held before the Office of Administrative Hearings. 

November 6, 2014 Opinion and Order issued by the Administrative Law Judge wherein 
the Petition for Special Hearing was DISMISSED without prejudice. 

December 4, 2014 Notice of Appeal filed by Christopher W. Corey, Esquire, Smith, 
Gildea & Schmidt, LLC, on behalf of Charles & Ingrid Castronovo, 
Interested Parties/ Appellants. 

December 11, 2014 Appeal received by Board of Appeals. 

January 8, 2015 Notice of Assignment issued, hearing scheduled for March 5, 2015 

January 23, 2015 Subpoenas issued by the Board to Patricia M. Farr and Thomas 
Panzarella at the request of Bruce E. Covahey, Esquire. 



In the Matter of: Pa odwin - Legal Owner 
Board of Appeals Case No.: 15-055-SPH 
Circuit Court Civil Action No. 03-C-15-006323 

March 13, 2015 

March 31, 2015 

April 6, 2015 

Notice of Postponement and Reassignment issued by the Board. 
Hearing scheduled for April 6, 2015 

Subpoena issued by the Board to Thomas Panzarella at the request of 
Bruce E. Covahey, Esquire. .. 

Board convened for a Hearing and Public Deliberation. 

Exhibits submitted at hearing before the Board of Appeals: 

Petitioner's Exhibit No. 

June 5, 2015 

June 12, 2015 

June 17, 2015 

June 19, 2015 

August 13, 2015 

1 a-c - Copies of Baltimore County Zoning Regulations . 

Opinion and Order of Dismissal issued by the Board in which the 
Petition for Special Hearing was DISMISSED. 

Petition for Judicial Review filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimore 
County by Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire on behalf of Charles and 
Ingrid Castronovo, Petitioners/ Appellants . 

Copy of Petition for Judicial Review received from the Circuit Court 
for Baltimore County by the Board of Appeals . 

Certificate of Compliance sent to all parties and interested persons. 

Transcript of testimony filed. 

3 

August 13, 2015 Record of Proceedings filed in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County. 

Record of Proceedings pursuant to which said Order was entered and upon which said 

Board acted are hereby forwarded to the Court, together with exhibits entered into evidence 

before the Board. 



In the Matter of: Pa odwin - Legal Owner 
Board of Appeals Case No.: 15-055-SPH 
Circuit Court Civil Action No. 03-C-15-006323 

c: Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire 
Bruce Covahey, Esquire 
Paul Godwin 
Charles and Ingrid Castronovo 
Jeanne Walsh 
Louis and Ann Workmeister 
Donald Durham 
Jacqueline Hogarth 
Office of People's Counsel 

Tammy A. cDiarmid, Legal Secretary 
Board of Appeals for Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
(410) 887-3180 

Lawrence M. Stahl, Managing Administrative Law Judge 
Andrea Van Arsdale, Director/Dept. of Planning 
Arnold Jablon, Director/PAI 
Nancy West, Assistant County Attorney, Office of Law 
Michael Field, County Attorney, Office of Law 

4 



Civil Clerk 

~oar~ of fppcals of ~altimorr illountu . 

JEFFERSON BUILDING 
SECOND FLOOR, SUITE 203 

105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE 
TOWSON, MARYLAND, 21204 

410-887-3180 
FAX: 410-887 -3182 

August 13, 2015 

Circuit Court for Baltimore County 
401 Bosley A venue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

RE: In the matter of: Paul Godwin - Legal Owner 
Civil Action No: 03-C-15-006323 
Board of Appeals C~se No: 15-055-SPH 

Dear Clerk: 

Enclosed for filing please find the Proceedings before the Administrative Law Judge and 
the Board of Appeals for Baltimore County. Additionally, please allow this letter to reflect the 
filing of one accordion folder containing the entire Board of Appeals case file, exhibits, and 
transcript pursuant to Maryland Rule 7-206. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact me. 

Enclosure( s) 

Very truly yours, 

Tammy A. McDiarmid 
Legal Secretary 

cc: Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire Jeanne Walsh 
Bruce Covahey, Esquire Louis and Ann Workmeister 
Paul Godwin Donald Durham 
Charles and Ingrid Castronovo Jacqueline Hogarth 
Office of People's Counsel 
Lawrence M. Stahl, Managing Administrative Law Judge 
Andrea Van Arsdale, Director/Dept. of Planning 
Arnold Jablon, Director/PAI 
Nancy C. West, Assistant County Attorney, Office of Law 
Michael E. Field, County Attorney, Office of Law 



IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 
FOR BALTIMORE COUNTY 

PETITION OF: 

* 

* 

CHARLES AND INGRID CASTRONOVO * 

FOR JUDICIAL REVIEW OF THE OPINION OF * 
THE BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF BAL TIM ORE COUNTY * 
JEFFERSON BUILDING - ROOM 203 
105 W. CHESAPEAKE AVENUE * 
TOWSON, MARYLAND 21204 

IN THE MATTER OF: 
PAUL GODWIN - LEGAL OWNER 
FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
1452 SHORE ROAD 
BALTIMORE, MD 21220 

15rn ELECTION DISTRICT 
6rn COUNCILMANIC DISTRICT 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

BOARD OF APPEALS CASE NO.: 15-055-SPH * 

* * * * * * * * 

CIVIL ACTION 
NO.: 03-C-15-006323 

* * * 

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE 

Madam Clerk: 

* 

Pursuant to the Provisions of Rule 7-202(d) of the Maryland Rules, the Board of Appeals 

of Baltimore County has given notice by mail of the filing of the Petition for Judicial Review to 

the representative of every party to the proceeding before it; namely: 

Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire 
Smith, Gildea & Schmidt, LLC 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 200 
Towson, MD 21204 

Charles and Ingrid Castronovo 
1501 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

Bruce E. Covahey, Esquire 
Covahey & Boozer, P.A. 
614 Bosley A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Paul Godwin 
1452 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 



In the Matter of: Paul Go in - Legal Owner 
Circuit Court Case No. 03-C-15-006323 
Board of Appeals: 15-055-SPH 

2 

Jeanne Walsh 
1452 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

Louis Workmeister 
Ann Workmeister 
1302 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

Donald Durham 
1505 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

Jacqueline Hogarth 
1415 Third Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

Peter M. Zimmerman, Esquire 
Carole S. Demilio, Esquire 
Office of People's Counsel 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 204 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Lawrence M. Stahl 
Managing Administrative Law Judge 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 103 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Arnold Jablon, Director 
Permits, Approvals and Inspections 
County Office Building 
111 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 105 
Towson, MD 21204 

Andrea Van Arsdale, Director 
Department of Planning 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 100 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Nancy C. West, Assistant County Attorney 
Baltimore County Office of Law 
The Historic Courthouse 
400 Washington A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 

Michael E. Field, County Attorney 
Baltimore County Office of Law 
The Historic Courthouse 
400 Washington A venue 
Towson, MD 21204 

A copy of said Notice is attached hereto and prayed that it may be made a part hereof. 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19111 day of June, 2015 a copy of the foregoing 
Certificate of Compliance has been mailed to the individuals listed above. 

Tammy A. cDiarmid, Legal Secretary 
Board of Appeals for Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake A venue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
(410) 887-3180 



~naro nf c_Appcafo of ~altimnrc filountg · 

JEFFERSON BUILDING . ltfv,,/rf 
SECOND FLOOR, SUITE 203 u)t,,/L 

105 WEST CHESAPEAKE AVENUE f } ,/11...-
TOWSON, MARYLAND, 21204 I 

410-887-3180 
FAX: 410-887-3182 

fone 19, 2015 

Lawrence ~· Schmidt, Esquire 
Smith, Gildea & Schmidt, LLC 

Bruce E. 'Covahey, Esquire 
Covahey & Boozer, P.A. 
614 Bosley A venue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

600 Washington A venue, Suite 200 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

RE: 

Board of Appeals Case 

Dear Counsel: 

RECEIVED 

JUN 1 9 2015 

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS 
APPROVALS ANO INSPECTIONS 

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with the Maryland Rules that a Petition for Judicial 
Review was filed on June 12, 2015 by Lawrence E. Schmidt, Esquire, on behalf of Charles and 
Ingrid Castronovo, in the Circuit Court for Baltimore County from the decision of the County 
Board of Appeals rendered in the above 1natter. Any party wishing to oppose the p~tition must 
file a response with the Circuit Court for Baltimore County within 30 days after the date of this 
letter, pursuant to the Maryland Rules . 

In accordance with the Maryland Rules, the Board of Appeals is required tc:i submit the 
record of proceedings of the Petition for Judicial Review within 60 days. Lawrence E. Schmidt, 
Esquire, having taken the appeal, is responsible for the cost of the transcript of the record and the 
transcript must be paid for in time to transmit the same to the Circuit Court within the 60 day 
timeframe as stated in the Maryland Rules. 

Courtsmart was the official record of the hearings before the Board. The disk(s) will be 
copied by this office and provided to you for transcription. The transcriptionist must meet the 
requirements set forth in Maryland Rule 16-406d(B) which states : "a stenographer, court 
reporter, or transcription service designated by the court for the purpose of preparing an official 
transcript from the recording. " The Board of Appeals can assist in obtaining a qualified 
transcriptionist upon request. 



In the Matter of: Paul Godwin - Legal Owner 
Circuit Court Case No: 03-C-15-006323 
Board of Appeals Case No.: 15-055-SPH 

2 

Please be advised that the ORIGINAL transcript must be provided to the Board of 
Appeals no later than AUGUST 7, 2015 so that it may be transmitted to the Circuit Court 
wlth the record of proceedings, pursuant to the Maryland Rules. 

A copy of the Certificate of Compliance has been enclosed for your convenience. 

Duplicate Original 
Enclosure 

c: Paul Godwin 
Charles and Ingrid Castronovo 
Jeanne Walsh 
Louis and Ann Workmeister 
Donald Durham 
Jacqueline Hogarth 
Office of People's Counsel 
Andrea Van Arsdale, Director/Dept. of Planning 
Lawrence M. Stahl, Managing Administrative Law Judge 
Arnold Jablon, Director/PAI 
Nancy C. West, Assistant County Attorney/Office of Law 
Michael E. Field, County Attorney/Office of Law 

Very truly yours, 

Tammy A. McDiarmid 
Legal Secretary 























KEVIN KAMENETZ 
County Executive 

December 10, 2014 

LAWRENCE M. STAHL 
Managing Administrative Law Judge 

JOHN E. BEVERUNGEN 
Administrative Law Judge 

Christopher Corey, Esquire 
Smith, Gildea & Schmidt 
600 Washington A venue 
Suite 200 

Bruce Covahey, Esquire 
614 Bosley A venue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 

Towson, Maryland 21204 

RE: APPEAL TO BOARD OF APPEALS 
Case No. 2015-0055-SPH 
Location: 1452 Shore Road 

Dear Mr. Corey: 

IF~~ilWL£™ 
DEC 11 2014 

8ALTiMORE COUNTY 
BOARD OF APPEALS 

Please be advised that an appeal of the above-referenced case was filed in this Office on 
December 4, 2014. All materials relative to the case have been forwarded to the Baltimore County 
Board of Appeals ("Board") . .. 

If you are the person or party taking the appeal, you should notify other similarly interested 
parties or persons known to you of the appeal. If you are an attorney of record, it is your 
responsibility to notify your client. 

If you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact the Board 
at410-887-3180. 

LMS/sln 

c: Baltimore County Board of Appeals 
People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

anaging Administrative Law Judge 
or Baltimore County 

Office of Administrative Hearings 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 103 I Towson, Maryland 212041 Phone 410-887-38681 Fax 410-887-3468 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov 



APPEAL 

Petitions for Special Hearing 
(1452 Shore Road) 

15th Election District - 6th Councilmanic District 
Legal Owner: Paul Godwin 

Interested Parties : Charles & Ingrid Castronovo 
Case No. 2015-0055-SPH 

Petition for Special Hearing (September 16, 2014) 

Zoning Description of Property 

Notice of Zoning Hearing (September 29, 2014) 

Certificate of Publication (October 9, 2014) 

Certificate of Posting (October 7, 2014) by Linda O'Keefe 

Entry of Appearance by People's Counsel (September 26, 2014) 

Petitioner(s) Sign-in Sheet- One 
Citizen(s) Sign-in Sheet - One 

Zoning Advisory Committee Comments 

Petitioner(s) Exhibits -
1. Castronovo CV 
2. SDAT for 1452 Shore Road 
3. Google Earth Aerial Photo 
4. Location Survey 1452 Shore Road 
5. Aerial photo w/footprint calculations 

Miscellaneous (Not Marked as Exhibits)- Subpoenas and Entry of Appearance 

Administrative Law Judge Order and Letter (DISMISSED without prejudice November 6, 2014) 

Notice of Appeal -filed by Christopher Corey, Esquire with Smith, Gildea & Schmidt 
1. Original delivered to Arnold Jablon with check number 13725 on December 4, 

2014 (OAH received original and check on December 9, 2014) 
2. Copy of Appeal dated December 4, 2014 to John E. Beverungen-OAH received 

on December 8, 2014 via U.S. Mail 









TO: PATUXENT PUBLISHING COMPANY 
Thursday, October 9, 2014 Issue - Jeffersonian 

Please forward billing to: 
Charles Castronovo 
1501 Shore Road 
Baltimore, MD 21220 

410-583-2100 

NOTICE OF ZONING HEARING 

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

CASE NUMBER: 2015-0055-SPH 
1452 Shore Road 
SW/s Shore Road, 45 ft . SE of centerline of intersection with Gumwood Drive 
15th Election District -6th Councilmanic District 
Legal Owners: Paul Goodwin 
Interested Parties: Charles & Ingrid Castronovo 

Special Hearing 1. Whether an adjoining property located at 1452 Shore Road is currently in violation of 
the lot coverage limitations imposed by Section 33-2-603 oft.he Baltimore County Code (BCC). 2. 
Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the property located at 1452 
Shore Road would increase the amount of lot coverage maintained on the property in violation of 
Section 33-2-603 of the BCC. 3. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck 
on the property located at 1.452 Shore Road violates Section 102.1 of the BCZR. 4. Whether the 
proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the property located at 1452 Shore Road 
would violate the limitatior, on extending non-conforming stru<?tures and uses no more than 25 % of the 
ground floor area of the existing building . 5. Whether a plan for the proposed development of 1452 
Shore Road can be approved by Baltimore County without review by all required agencies of substantial 
amendments/alterations thereto; and 6. For such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary 
by the Administrative Law Judge for Baltimore County. 

Hearing: Thursday, October 30, 2014 at 1 :30 p.m . in Room '20s, Jefferson Building , 
105 West Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 21204 · 

~.~-._ 
Arnold J~ - ~ ,,.. .. 
Director of Permits, Approvals and Inspections for _Baltimore County 

NOTES: (1) HEARINGS ARE HANDICAPPED ACCESSISLE;.FOR SPECIAL 
ACCOMODATIONS, PLEASE CONTACT THE ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
OFFICE AT 410-887-3868. 

(2) FOR INFORMATION CONCERNING THE FILE AND/OR HEARING, CONTACT 
THE ZONING REVIEW OFFICE AT 410-887-3391 . 



PETITION FOR ZONING HEARING(S) 
To be filed with the Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections 

To the Office of Administrative Law of Baltimore County for the property located at: 
address 1452 Shore Road, Baltimore, MD 21220 which is presently zoned _D_R_S._5 ___ _ 
Deed Reference 05409100355 10 Digit Tax Account# , s o s 3 s o J 3 1 

Property Owner(s) Printed Name(s) _M_r._P_au_l G_o_dw_l_n -----------------------

CASE NUMBER et()I 5"-(){)5s"- SPH Filing Date~/ f<t,,~ Estimated Posting Date J_; /K}__!J__ Reviewer~ 

(SELECT THE HEARING(S) BY MARKING~ AT THE APPROPRIATE SELECTION AND PRINT OR TYPE THE PETITION REQUEST) 

The undersigned legal owner(s) of the property situate in Baltimore County and which is described in the description 
and plan attached hereto and made a part hereof, hereby petition for: 

1._./_ a Special Hearing under Section 500.7 of the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County, to determine whether 
or not the Zoning Commissioner should approve 

See attached. 
2. __ a Special Exception under the Zoning Regulations of Baltimore County to use the herein described property for 

3. __ a Variance from Section(s) 

of the zoning regulations of Baltimore County, to the zoning law of Baltimore County, for the following reasons: 
(Indicate below your hardship or practical difficulty Q[ indicate below "To Be Presented At Hearing". If you 
need additional space, you may add an attachment to this petition) 

Property is to be posted and advertised as prescribed by the zoning regulations. 
I, or we, agree to pay expenses of above petition(s). advertising, posting, etc. and further agree to and are to be bounded by the zoning regulations 
and restrictions of Baltimore County adopted pursuant to the zoning law for Baltimore County. 
Legal OWner(s) Affirmation: I /we do so solemnly declare and affirm, under the penalties of perjury, that I/ We are the legal owner(s) of the property 
which is the subject of this I these Petition(s). 

~ Ti'\-fe."l!~ fhr4-:e~ :: Legal Owners: 

Charles & Ingrid Castronovo Mr. Paul Godwin 
Name- Type or Print 

e1~ /ac;~ &~Vb 
Signature O 

Name #1 - Type or Print Name #2 - Type or Print 

Signature #1 Signature# 2 

1501 Shore Road, Baltimore, MD 1452 Shore Road , Baltimore, MD 
Mailing Address City State Mailing Address City State 

21220 {410) 583-2100
1 

charles@appliedmagnetics.com 21220 
Telephone# Email Address 

l.lj \ <0 "l ~ () - (;. '2'i° ~ h (} t':1'\C 
Attorney for Petitioner: '--' 

Zip Code Telephone# Email Address Zip Code 

Representative to be contacted: 

Charles & Ingrid Castronovo 
Name- Type or Print Name - Type or Print 

Signature Signature 

1501 Shore Road, Baltimore, MD 
Mailing Address City State Mailing Address City State 

21220 I (410) 583-2100 I charles@appliedmagnetics.com 

Zip Code Telephone# Email Address 
Zip Code OR0Eff RECEf\r~~O'R FILING 

REV. 2/23/11 

Date \ \ -l o -I i_,\ 
By... ,!:::iLr) 



• 1 

ATTACHMENT TO PETITION FOR SPECIAL HEARING 
1452 Shore Road 

Special Hearing relief to Determine: 

1. Whether an adjoining property located at 1452 Shore Road is currently in 
violation of the lot coverage limitations imposed by Section 33-2-603 of the 
Baltimore County Code, Title 17 of the Code of Maryland Regulations, and Title 
8, Subtitle 18, of the Natural Resources Article of the Maryland Code; 

2. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the 
property located at 1452 Shore Road would increase the amount of lot coverage 
maintained on the property in violation of Section 33-2-603 of the Baltimore 
County Code, Title 17 of the Code of Maryland Regulations, and Title 8, Subtitle 
18, of the Natural Resources Article of the Maryland Code; 

3. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the 
property located at 1452 Shore Road violates Section 102.1 of the BCZR; 

4. Whether the proposed construction of a stairway and a two level deck on the 
property located at 1452 Shore Road would violate the limitation on extending 
non-conforming structures and uses no more than 25 % of the ground floor area 
of the existing building, as provided in Section 104.3 of the BCZR; 

5. Whether a plan for the proposed development of 1452 Shore Road can be 
approved by Baltimore County without review by all required agencies of 
substantial amendments/ alterations thereto; and 

6. For such other and further relief as may be deemed necessary by the 
Administrative Law Judge for Baltimore County. 



Beginning for the same at a point on the southwesterly side of shore road, formerly called Riverside 

Boulevard, at a point in the second line of the whole tract of land of which the lot now being described is 

a part and which said whole tract of land is described in a deed dated August 27, 1948, and recorded 

among the Land Records of Baltimore County in Liber T.B.S. No. 1697 folio 117 from Frances M. Parrish 

to Gerald L. Cochran and wife, distant 34 and 35/lOOths feet southeasterly measured along said second 

line of said whole tract of land, from the beginning of said second line of said whole tract of land; and 

running thence from said place of beginning, binding on the southwesterly side of said Shore Road and 

binding on part od said second line of said whole tract of land, South 59 degrees east 72 and 65/lOOths 

feet to the end of said second line of said whole tract of land; thence leaving the said southwesterly side 

of said Shore Road, at right angles thereto and binging on the third line of said whole tract of land and 

running, South 31 degrees west 333 feet more or less to the end of said third line and to the shore of 

Middle River, thence Northwesterly binding on part of fourth line of said whole tract of land and along 

the shore of said Middle River, 62 and 5/lOths feet; thence for line of division the two following courses 

and distances, viz: North 24 degrees East 88 feet, more or less, to an iron pipe and North 31 degrees 

east, parallel with the second line of this description, 244 and 30/lOOths feet, more or less to the place 

of beginning. The improvements thereon being known ad 1452 Shore Road . 
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DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS, APPROVALS AND INSPECTIONS 

ZONING REVIEW 

ADVERTISING REQUIREMENTS AND PROCEDURES FOR ZONING HEARINGS 

'I 
The Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) require that notice be given to the general 
public/neighboring property owners relative to property which is the subject of an upcoming zoning 
hearing. For those petitions which require a public hearing, this notice is accomplished by posting a 
sign on the property (responsibility of the petitioner) and placement of a notice in a newspaper of 
general circulation in the County, both at least fifteen (15) days before the hearing. 

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

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

For Newspaper Advertising: 

Item Number or Case Number: !)-() I s-oo~c;-sPH ~------------------
Petitioner: C\c,\~\\~~(_) 
Address or Location:~ = \t.fso ~()Q_ \lnc,cl 

PLEASECEORWARD ADVERTISING BILL TO: 

Name: _1,ti,()tB u.~~ o'{\OJ() 
Address: \SO\ ~ O~Q koad vi 

- ~ \t \'\('tQ.._ --r-:...' }_-, p _____ Jll'--'--J_Q _C> ------
} 

Telephone Number: _ Y_ \{)~_<;.a...~.:a....3.....___;;>_\_0{J __________ _ 



BAL T IM ORE C O UN TY, MARYLAND 

RECEIVED 
INTER-OFFICE CORRESPONDENCE 

TO: Arnold Jablon 
Deputy Administrative Officer and 
Director of Permits, Approvals and Inspections 

FROM: Andrea Van Arsdale 
Director, Department of Planning 

SUBJECT: . Zoning Advisory Petition(s) for 
Item No: 2015-055 and 2015-079 

OCT 1 '* 2014 

DEPARTMENT OF PERMITS 

DATE: Octob AP. o A\\'.~CJ:!QNS 

/ 

The Department of Planning has reviewed the above referenced zoning item(s) and has no 
comments. For further questions or additional information concerning the matters stated herein, 
please contact Lloyd T. Moxley at 410-887-3482. 

LTM/ka 

. c: John Beverungen, ALJ 
Peter Max Zimmerman 

S:\Planning\Dev Rev\ZAC\ZACs 20 15\No Comment Multiple Oct 10,201 4.docx 
1 



SDA T: Real Property Search 

Real Property Data Search ( w1) Guide to searching the database 

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY 

-··-··---····----- .. ····-········-···---·---·------·-···-·-- ···---·----·-··-··-·---······-·····-·--·-----· ·----··---------
......... .Yiew __ Map ........................................... View __ GroundRent __ Redemption ......................................................................... View __ GroundRent. Registration-··--·--·-· 

Account Identifier: District -15 Account Number-1506350331 

Owner Name: 

Mailing Address: 

Premises Address: 

Map: Grid: Parcel: 

0091 0019 0067 

Special Tax Areas : 

Primary Structure 
Built 
1954 

Owner Information 

GODWIN PAUL Use: 
Principal Residence: 

RESIDENTIAL 
YES 

1452 SHORE RD Deed Reference: 
BALTIMORE MD 21220-
5446 

Location & Structure Information 

/06409/ 00355 

1452 SHORE RD Legal Description: 
0-0000 

PT LT 56 

BULL NECK Waterfront 
Sub 
District: 

Subdivision : 

0000 

Section: Block: 

Town: 
Ad Valorem: 
Tax Class: 

Lot: 

56 

Assessment 
Year: 
2015 

Plat 
No: 
Plat 
Ref: 

NONE 

0004/ 
0172 

Above Grade Enclosed 
Area 

Finished Basement 
Area 

Property Land 
Area 

County 
Use 

2,840 SF 22,244 SF 34 

Stories Basement Type Exterior Full/Half Bath Garage Last Major Renovation 
1 NO STANDARD UNIT SIDING 2 full 1 Detached 

Base Value 

Land: 264,500 
Improvements 191,100 
Total: 455,600 
Preferential Land: 0 

Seller: FLOYD JOSEPH M 
Type: ARMS LENGTH IMPROVED 

Seller: 
Type: 

Seller: 
Type: 

Partial Exempt Assessments: 
County: 
State: 
Municipal: 

Tax Exempt: 
Exempt Class: 

Class 
000 
000 
000 

Value Information 

Value 
As of 
01/01/2012 
264,500 
191,100 
455,600 

Transfer Information 

Date: 06/30/1982 
Deed1 : /06409/ 00355 

Date: 
Deed1: 

Date: 
Deed1 : 

Exemption Information 

07/01/2014 
0.00 
0.00 
0.001 

Special Tax Recapture: 
NONE 

Homestead Application Information 

Homestead Application Status: Approved 10/18/20_13 

http: //sdat.resiusa.org/RealProperty/Pages/default.aspx 

Phase-in Assessments 
As of 
07/01/2014 

455,600 

As of 
07/01/2015 

Price: $95,000 
Deed 2: 

Price: 
Deed 2: 

Price: 
Deed2: 

07/01/2015 

0.001 

Page 1 of 1 

10/23/2014 





••••••••••156 Feet 

My Neighborhood Map 
Created By ~ 

Balt imore County N 
My Neighborhood 

'-~~~~~~~~~~~~--''-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Printed 9/12/2014 

!This data Is only for general information purposes only . This data may be 
inaccurate or conta in errors or omissions. Baltimore County, Maryland does 
not warrant the accuracy or reliability of the data and disclaims all warranties 
r,,Jth regard to the data, including but not limited to, all warranties, express 
pr implied, of merchantability and fitness for any particular purpose. 
Baltimore County, Maryland disclaims all obligation and liability for damages, 
including but not limited to, actual , special, indirect, and consequential 
'1amages, attorneys' and experts' fees, and court costs incurred as a result 
pf, arising from or In connection with the use of or reliance upon this data . 



Permit Review Map 
Created By 

Baltimore County 
My Neighborhood 

'--~~~~~~~~~~~~~-'•~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

Printed 9/16/2014 

This data is only for general Information purposes only . This data may be 
inaccurate or contain errors or omissions. Ba ltimore County, Maryland 
does not warrant the accuracy or reliability of the data and disclaims all 
warranties with regard to the data, Including but not limited to, all 
warranties, express or implied, of merchantability and fitness for any 
particular purpose. Baltimore County, Maryland disclaims all obligation 
and liability for damages, including but not limited to, actual, special, I 
indirect, and consequential damages, attorneys' and experts' fees, and I 
court costs Incurred as a result of, arising from or in connection with the 
use of or reliance upon this data. 
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Zoning hearing plan for Special Hearing. Address 1452 Shore Road. Owners name (s): Paul Godwin. Subdivision Name: Bull Neck. Lot# 56. Plat 

Book# 4 Folio #172. 10 Digit Tax# 1506350331. Deed Reference# 6409/355 
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Site Zoned : DR 5.5 

Election District: 15 

Council District: 6 

Lot Area: 22,244 square feet 

Historic: No 

In Flood Plain: Yes 

Located In Chesapeake Bay Critical Area: Yes 

Water is : Public 

Sewer is: Public 

Prior Hearing~ No 

Any known outstanding zoning violations?: No 
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