
































EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Ave 

Exhibit #: 

1. Correction Notice to Robert Podles 
 

2. Correction Notice to Edgmere 
 

3. Baltimore County building permit # R22-06755; 
 

4. Baltimore County building permit # R22-06756; 
 

5. Baltimore County Residential Razing property information for Permit # R22-05628; 

6 through 8.  Photos submitted into evidence by Protestants before Bd  of Appeals showing 
site conditions after demolition; 

9. through 14.  Photos submitted into evidence by Petitioner before Bd of Appeals showing 
construction after demo; 

    15.  County Board of Appeals Opinion and Order in Case # 22-269SPH 

 



CASE NO.: 2024-0190-A 

2621-1623 Brannan Avenue, Edgemere Wildlife Trust 

 

 

PETITIONERS LIST OF EXHIBITS 

 

 

1. Site Plan 

 

2. Photograph of Property 

 

3. My Neighborhood area map 

 

4. Building Plan 

 

5. Brannan Avenue Site Plan Overhead View 



CASE NO.: 2024-0190-A 

2621-1623 Brannan Avenue, Edgemere Wildlife Trust 

 

 

PETITIONERS LIST OF EXHIBITS 

 

 

1. Site Plan 

 

2. Photograph of Property 

 

3. My Neighborhood area map 

 

4. Building Plan  

 



5. Client timeline 
a. Permit #1 (roof alteration and 2 cantilevered additions) - Originally intended to keep the 

first floor and add a second floor. 
b. During the work it was determined that the foundation was faulty so Will Adams 

became involved. 
c. Building was demolished and County inspector said needed demolition permit. 
d. Permit #2 (Razing Permit) – Rob Poddles applied for razing permit. Plan was to demolish 

the first and second floor and rebuild. 
e. After razing dug out part of foundation to determine the foundation depth and 

condition of foundation; did not meet county frost depth requirements. 
f. Will Adams recommended to add three courses of cinder block to lift the house to 

install plumbing and prevent water damage to the house. 
g. Had to reapply for permits to change the scope of the work. 
h. New scope – structural and foundation repairs; involved Will Adams (structural 

engineer) dug out part of foundation and re-supported the foundation. 
i. Took out center wall from front to back; could not underpin the center wall; center wall 

foundation was not sufficient to support ½ each of 2 units.  
j. Dug out front to back foundation and back left of structure. 
k. Build up three courses of concrete block on the original foundation; over the original 

footprint; did not enlarge the footprint of the building; kick plates has rotted and would 
have rotten again if the foundation was not raised. 

l. After 33 courses prepared and ready for inspection called County and Kidd (inspector) 
approved the new footing and started framing. 

m.  
n. Building was a duplex and continued to be a duplex. 

  



Stephanie Casey 
Cell: +1 (443) 400-6437 
 
 
Waiver of posting issue 
 
Outline 
  



DIRECT EXAMINATION ROB PODDLES 
 

Name 
 

 

Occupation 
 

Property manager; licensed general contractor 

Resident of Baltimore County 
 

Edgemere Wildlife Trust 

Who owns 2621 and 2623 Brannan Avenue? 
 

Property Manager and Agent 

Relationship to The Edgemere Wildlife Trust 
and 2621-2623 Brennan Avenue? 
 

 

Is the person most familiar with the events 
and circumstances concerning the renovation 
of the properties? 
 

 

EXH 1 – ORDER 2004 HEARING  

There was an administrative hearing 
concerning the property in 2004? 
 

 

The Petitioner in that case was John Stephen 
Poddles – was that father/ 
 
Owner of the property at the time? 
 
Among other things he sought: 
 

1. Approval of confirmation of non-
conforming use for a multi-family 
dwelling; 
 

2. The expansion of the existing 
apartments to add a third bedroom. 

 

 

There was an order issued at that time by 
Deputy Zoning Commissioner John Murphy? 
 

 

Commissioner Murphy’s order granted the 
requested relief and confirmed the non-
conforming use. 
 

 

Did that use continue uninterrupted from 
2004 through the time that the Trust began 
renovations on the property? 
 

 

What were the properties used for?  



 

Obviously there are no tenants at the property 
at the moment? 
 

 

When did the last tenant move out of the 
property? 
 

 

Who was the last tenant that occupied the 
property? 
 

Stephanie Casey 

EXH 7 and EXH 8 Ledgers  

Recognize the documents? 
 
What are they? 
 
Are these documents kept in the ordinary 
course of business of the trust? 
 
 

Stephanie Casey was already there; began in 2020 
because Rob Poddles began managing the property 
in 2020; Meghan (assistant) kept the ledger; 
business record of Edgemere Wildlife Trust. 

Who is the tenant identified in the ledgers? 
 

Stephanie Casey 

It appears from the ledger that by that time 
Ms. Casey had fallen in arrears on the rent? 
 

Yes. 

Did you file a complaint for failure to pay rent? 
 

Yes. 

Did the District Court order restitution of the 
property? 
 

Yes. 

According to the ledger, when did Ms. Casey’s 
lease begin? 
 

July 1, 2018. 

When the lease expired did Ms. Casey move 
out? 
 

No, she became a month-to-month tenant. 

When is the last entry on the ledger? 
 

July 2021 

EXH 10 – Rental License Renewal Inspection 
Sheet. 
 

 

Applied for license renewal in July 2020? 
 
Had an inspection? 
 

Property passed inspection; had to renew license 
because Stephanie Casey was still living there. 

EXH 9 – PETITION FOR WARRANT OF 
RESTITUTION 
 

 



This was filed by the Trust? 
 

 

The petition lists Stephanie Casey and Victor 
Gonzles as the occupants? 
 

 

The petition states that on April 13, 2021 the 
Court order possession be returned to the 
Trust without right of redemption. 
 

 

The Petition was signed by the District Court 
judge and executed by the Sheriff? 
 
What is the date of the eviction? 
 

 

This was the last tenant in the property? 
 

 

Between 2004 and June 2, 2021, was there 
ever a time that the non-conforming use 
approved in 2004 was changed to any other 
use? 
 

104.1 

Between 2004 and June 2, 2021, was there 
ever a time that the non-conforming use was 
abandoned or discontinued for a year or 
more? 
 

 

REHABILITATION 
 

 

There came a time when the Trust decided to 
build upon the existing structure? 
 

 

 
 

 

EXH 2 - Permit #1 R21-02585 
 

 

Date the permit issued? 
 

 

What was the original plan of work that was 
contemplated when this permit was applied 
for? 
 

Plan was to demo the interior of the first and second 
floor and rebuild. 
 

Did work begin on the house? 
 

Yes. 

What happened? 
 

After got the first permit and the commencement of 
demolition it was discovered that 80% of the 
existing structure was rotting. 
 



The existing structure members were undersized. 
 
It was necessary to demolish the existing structure 
to the foundation (which was in good shape) and 
rebuild within the footprint of the building. 
 

Had to re-evaluate the footing and foundation 
at this point? 
 

 

Could you see the condition of the footing 
before you did the demolition? 
 

No because could not excavate. 

Did you and the owner want to do this? 
 
Was this a voluntary act on the owner’s part? 
 

No, could not see the damage from the outside; 

Fair to say there was a lot of damage to the 
building? 
 

 

Was that damage visible to the outside of the 
building? 
 

 

Baltimore County stopped the work because 
the demolition of the structure exceeded the 
scope of the original permit? 
 

 

EXH 4 – Residential Razing Permit 05628 
 

Read Scope of Work 

Did there come a time when you hired a 
structural engineer to move forward with the 
project? 
 

 

Why did you hire a structural engineer? 
 

 

What was the involvement of the structural 
engineer? 
 

Look at the foundation.  Came out 2x to inspect the 
integrity of the foundation; front, back, left, right, 
center. 
 
Required dig inside the foundation and determine 
the depth and width of the foundation; to do that 
the floor had to come out. 
 

What did the structural engineer 
recommend? 
 

Did out parts of the existing foundation and re-
support the foundation. 
 
Take out the center wall front to back because could 
not underpin to support the building for the 



approved apartments; could not support ½ of 2 
units. 
 
Also discussed with him adding 3 courses of cinder 
block to elevate the structure; foundation comes up 
to ground level; above that is the kick plate; if the 
kick plate is at ground level risk of water damage.  
Build up 3 courses of CMU over the original 
foundation. 
 

Was this additional work necessary? 
 

Yes, because of the damage; the owner did not want 
to do the work voluntarily and incur the additional 
costs of labor materials, etc; unless one does not 
care; no choice but to address the problem; cannot 
turn a blind eye to structural and foundation issues. 
 

Did the Trust plan to or want to do this work? 
 

 

EXH 3- Application to Amend original permit 
– R22-06382 
 

 

After all the damage was discovered, the 
scope of work in the original permit has to be 
changed? 
 

READ FROM PAGE 2 of the Application. 

Made an application to amend? 
 

 

The application was cancelled for reasons 
stated at the end; need more plans; separate 
application for each apartment; additional 
drawings and so forth. 
 
 

The observations and reasons stated on page 2 are 
accurate? 

What happened next? 
 

Developed a new site plan resubmitted to new 
permit applications to the County for approval. 
 

Did follow the recommendations of the 
structural engineer? 
 

Yes.  Cannot rebuild with rotted kick plates, exterior 
walls needed 2x6 beams. 

Did the Trust submit a new site plan that 
incorporated the recommendation of the 
engineer? 
 

 

Who drew those plans? 
 

Thanh, 10 years experience with M.S. in 
Architecture. 
 



Before the new site plans and permits were 
approved did you meet with Baltimore County 
officials, and Mr. Perlow? 
 

Yes. 

Did a Baltimore County inspector approve the 
new footing? 
 

Yes. 

After the approval what happened next. 
 

Began framing. 

Did the new plan that was submitted by the 
Trust enlarge the structure beyond what was 
approved? 
 

 

Did the new plans exceed the number of units 
that were authorized in 2004? 
 

 

THANH  

Drafter the design of the building 
 

 

What was your task Design plans to update the house and make it more 
modern; elevate it to 2023 standards; also 
submitted the application package through the 
Baltimore County portal and responded to requests 
by Baltimore County for any additional information; 
received comments, consulted with engineer and 
revised plans. 
 

There was delay in project 
 

Yes, project began in 2022; there was a tenant in the 
property who did not move out for a while; there 
were delays because of COVID. 
 

First time visited the property? Late 2000, early 2001; could only measure one side 
of the property because the other side was occupied 
by a tenant. 
 

Did you see any evidence of damage on your 
first visit? 
 

No.  In fact, the building looked on and planned to 
renovate and keep the first floor and build on top 
of the first floor. 
 

Since you are the drawer of the plans, what 
was the original plan for the property? 
 

No.  In fact, the building looked on and planned to 
keep the first floor and build on top of the first 
floor. 
 

Then there was the water damage that was 
discovered? 
 

 



When was the first inkling there was damage 
to the building? 
 

After the demolition began. 

There was a necessary change in the scope of 
the work? 
 

 

Was this a voluntary change in scope of work 
by the owner? 

No, not desire or choice by the owner to pay for 
the additional design, labor and material costs; 
forced to do it because of the integrity of the 
structure because of water damage; good that 
tenant moved out because it would not have been 
good for someone to live there with the structural 
problems that were found. 
 

WILLIAM ADAMS  

Intro and qualifications 
 

 

Structural engineer 
 

 

Consulted once the first and second floor of 
the building has been demolished? 
 

ne 

 
Based upon your observations did the 
foundation meet Baltimore County code 
requirements? 
 

No. 

What in opinion was the problem? 
 

The center foundation that ran from front to back 
was not wide enough to support the two structures; 
the back left footing was defective; 

What were your recommendations? 
 

Replace the left rear footing and the center 
foundation 

Your recommendations were adopted it would 
bring the structure up to code? 
 

Yes. 

There was also consideration to lift the 
structure so the part vulnerable to water 
damage would be elevated above ground 
level? 
 

Yes. 

Agreed that would be an acceptable 
approach? 

 

 
 
Perlow cross; look at letter to Paul Mayhew dated March 2 2023; 

Dates not in order; 
Treated lumber 
What does do for a living; opinion on foundation? 
Know that foundation was build over decayed footers? 
Did counsel ask you to prepare this timeline? 



 
 Testified in the hearing before the OAH that the applicant; Rob Poddles for the Edgemere 
Wildlife Trust came into your office to confirm that the non-conforming use was still good? 
 
 That is what Mr. Poddles testified; you do not disagree with that testimony? 
 
 He provided you with the writ of restitution executed by the Baltimore County sheriff and the 
lease release that are in evidence in that hearing and in this appeal. 
 
 You have no reason to believe that these documents are not authentic. 
 If Mr. Poddles gave you a physical copy of each document how did he misrepresent them to 
you? 
 
 Looking at the dates on the documents, how did he misrepresent that he was within the 2-
year restoration period; he met with you only 1 year after the dates represented on the document 
and by that time there had been a original permit issues; and razing permit; and an application for the 
second set and last permits that were issued for the project. 
 
 Now Mr. Poddles has introduced evidence of water damage to the property discovered after 
the permit was issued;  You were not aware of that when you testified at the first hearing; 
 
 Agree that 104.2 allows the applicant to years to restore property if it is damaged by some 
casualty; 
 
 Work began in 2022, after the first permit was issued that Mr. Galow testified was issued on 
March 8, 2022.  The last permits were issued on Both permits were issued well within two years after 
the casualty was discovered; 
 
 No. 1 Mr. Poddles provide proof to you that the non-conforming use has not been abandoned; 
 There is also now evidence that contrary to what the pictures show in the original permit 
application from the outside there was water damage to the property that if it had simply been 
covered over would violate the Baltimore County Code. 
 
X-examination; timeline of Vrablic 
 
Dates not in order; - did monitor this in chronological order? 
 
Treated lumber; what is treated lumber?  How do you tell if it was treated lumber? 
House built in 2014? 
Treated lumber did not come into residential use in this country in the 1940s 
You do not really know that this was treated lumber? 
Only treated lumber makes smoke; Canadian and US wildfires 
 
Random kids were hanging around; all properties were occupied; whose kinds were they: how old 
were the kids; 
 
 
What does do for a living; opinion on foundation? 



Know that foundation was build over decayed footers? 
Did counsel ask you to prepare this timeline? 
 
 
Monitoring this property since October 1 2019; what is the significance to you that Rob Poddles died? 
How did you know and what is the significance of the eviction orders; why did that matter to you? 
 
It was important to you to monitor the landlord tenant relationship between the Edgemere Trust and 
the tenants? 
 
Why is the case involving the eviction of Stephanie Casey in 2022 not reflected in the timeline: 
 
Is it because that would prove that the property was not vacant since 2020; instead it was occupied 
until July 2021? 
 
The timeline starts in 2019 and goes through March 15, 2023; in fact the present; 
 
Why is the record of the eviction of Stephanie Casey not reflected on this timeline? 
 
Problem with rental property? 
 
What is it that aggravated you to the point that you had to start making a record of the activities on 
this property in 2019; 
 
What has aggravated the community? 
Isn’t the new construction with a higher end structure an improvement? 
 
x-Krizer 
 
The falling wall; why is that not reflected on the timeline that you are agreeing to? 
 
  
 
When did visit Perlow? 
 
Vacancy 
 
Damage to the Building 
 
Left June 2021 left the apartment give or take a month. 
 
Engineer questions? 
  



Closing 
 

1. Continuous operation of non-conforming use. 
 

2. The evidence is that the building was not vacant for more than 9 months; less than one year.  
We have documentary proof provided by the FTPR action and the eviction that is documented 
by the petition for warrant of restitution that was executed and dated by the Baltimore 
County sheriff; the termination of the lease; the rental ledger for Stephanie Casey that tracks 
the timing of the FTPR action and the eviction; and text message correspondence between 
Rob Poddles and Stephanie Casey in July 2021 contemporaneously with the eviction. 

 
3. Based on the evidence, there is nothing to indicate that the owner voluntarily razed the 2-

apartment building; it was because it was discovered that the building was damaged and in 
poor condition that proved to mean that it required replacement; It therefore qualified for 
restoration under Baltimore County Zoning Regulation 104.2. 

 
4. Because this was not a voluntary demolition but the result of a natural casualty – again water 

damage is tantamount to a fire or at least a flood – the nonconforming use did not terminate. 
 

5. This was not a voluntary demolition that terminated the nonconforming use. 
 

6. What is the plan 
a. A multi-family dwelling of two apartments side-by-side 
b. This is the use of the building that is reflected in the record (2004 opinion p. 5) dates 

back to at least 1948 
7. Under the circumstances the new building is neither a new nor a changed use. 

 
8. Much made of the SPH note on the defunct application. 

 
a. Poddles testified that he met with Perlow the resolve the matter in several meetings 

over a period of six months. 
b. That is how that matter was resolved. 
c. There is nothing wrong with a person petitioning the government for relief of any 

form, including a good-faith disagreement with the zoning office that a special hearing 
is perhaps not required and, in fact, the County through Mr. Perlow did not require it. 

d. Mr. Perlow has the benefit of the file and the status of the property and determined 
that the permits should be approved, and they were. 

e. All of this occurred within the 2 year restoration limitation in Section 104.2 
 

9. The original permit Mr. Gowel testified was issued on March 8, 2022. 
 

10. Construction began after the permit was issued and the damage to the building was 
discovered sometime after that. 

a. The last permits approved for this project were issued on October 15, 2022, less than a 
year after the water damage was discovered. 

 
11. Permits were approved 10/15/2022 

a. 104.1 – no change or discontinuance of non-conforming use 



b. 104.2 -  Destroyed by fire or casualty  
 
Exhibit 3 – SPH was to confirm that property not vacant; provided proof to Perlow who approved the 
permit;  What was Perlow’s testimony in the first hearing? 
 
 Cross – how does adversely affect he community? See video hearing notes 
The proposed use is substantially uniform with the existing uses in the neighborhood 
 
Diligently pursued the project and the permits to proceed with the construction 
 
TO what extent the current use reflects the nature and purpose of the original nonconforming use 
 
OUR ISSUE IS WHETHER NON CONFORMING USE TERMINATED, NOT WHETHER CLIENT COMPLIED 
WITH NONCONFORMING USE. 
 
Neither the county nor the neighbors are complaining that the non conforming use was discontinued 
before 2000. 
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INTERRUPTED WOOD BLOCKING

PLYWOOD

BATT INSULATION

RIGID INSULATION

REVISION CLOUD

SHEET  TITLE:

SHEET  NUMBER:

PROJECT TITLE:

CLIENT:

DATE:

EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST W/ LA 
CRITES TRUSTEE

www.evurgedesigns.com

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED 
OR APPROVIED BY ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED 
ARCHITECT UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND. 

LICENSE # 8901 EXPIRATION DATE - 01.31.2026.

A.O.R.

ARCHITECT OF RECORD: J. STRYKER SESSIONS, RA
ADDRESS: 1224 LAKE FALLS ROAD

BALTIMORE, MD 21210
PHONE: (443) 895.1211
EMAIL: STRYKERSESSIONS@DUCK.COM

Professional Certification. I, hereby, certify that these 
documents were prepared or approved by me, and that I am a 
duly licensed professional engineer under the laws of the State 
of Maryland.

License No. 9950 Expiration Date: 7-14-24

COMPANY: ADAMS ENGINEERING
CONTACT: WILLIAM ADAMS
ADDRESS: 9630 ESPLANADE CT

OWINGS MILLS, MD 21117
PHONE: (410) 615-3758
EMAIL: WADAMSENG@GMAIL.COM

2621 BRANNAN
AVE

RENOVATION

COVER SHEET
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AB ANCHOR BOLT
ACC ACCESS
ACC AIR CONDITIONING
ACT ACOUSTICAL CEILING TILE
AD AREA DRAIN
ADHES ADHESIVE
ADJ ADJUSTABLE
AFF ABOVE FINISHED FLOOR
AGGR AGGREGATE
AHU AIR HANDLING UNIT
ALT ALTERNATE
ALUM ALUMINUM
ANOD ANODIZED
ARCH ARCHITECTURAL
ASB ASBESTOS
ASPH ASPHALT
AUTO AUTOMATIC

BD BOARD
BITUM BITUMINOUS
BLDG BUILDING
BLK BLOCK
BLKG BLOCKING
BM BENCHMARK
BOT BOTTOM
BR BUMPER RAIL
BRG BEARING
BRK BRICK
BRZ BRONZE
BSMT BASEMENT
BTU BRITISH THERMAL UNIT
BUR BUILT UP ROOFING
BV BEVELED

CAB CABINET
CB CATCH BASIN
CCT CUBICLE CURTAIN TRACK
CEM CEMENT
CFCI CONTRACTOR FURNISHED,

CONTRACTOR INSTALLED
CFOI CONTRACTOR FURNISHED,

OWNER INSTALLED
CG CORNER GUARD
CI CAST IRON
CIR CIRCLE
CJ CONSTRUCTION JOINT
CL CENTER LINE
CLG CEILING
CLKG CAULKING
CLO CLOSET
CLOS CLOSURE
CLR CLEAR
CMU CONCRETE MASONRY UNIT
CO CLEAN OUT
COL COLUMN
CONC CONCRETE
CONF CONFERENCE
CONN CONNECT (ION)
CONT CONTINUOUS
CONTR CONTRACTOR
CORR CORRIDOR
CPT CARPET
CR CHAIR RAIL
CSI CONSTRUCTION

SPECIFICATION INSTITUTE
CSMT CASEMENT
CT CERAMIC TILE
CW COLD WATER

D/A DOUBLE ACTING
DBL DOUBLE
DEG DEGREE
DEMO DEMOLITION
DEMOUNT DEMOUNTABLE
DEP DEPRESSED
DET DETAIL
DF DRINKING FOUNTAIN
DH DOUBLE HUNG
DIA DIAMETER
DIAG DIAGONAL
DIM DIMENSION
DIV DIVISION
DN DOWN
DR DOOR
DW DISH WASHER

GENERAL NOTES DRAWING LIST

RESIDENCE RENOVATION
SPARROWS POINT, MD 21219

1. WHEN INTERPRETING THE DRAWINGS, 
PREFERENCE SHALL BE GIVEN IN ALL 
CASES TO NUMERICAL DIMENSION 
OVER MEASUREMENTS BY SCALE, AND 
TO DETAIL DRAWINGS OVER THOSE 
DRAWINGS OF A SMALLER SCALE.

2. DETAIL DRAWINGS AND SCHEDULES 
DESCRIBE CONSTRUCTION AT GIVEN 
AREAS. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR 
AND ALL SUBCONTRACTORS SHALL 
UTILIZE EQUIVALENT CONSTRUCTION 
METHODS IN ALL AREAS NOT 
DETAILED.

3. ALL NOTES ON THE DRAWINGS SHALL 
BE ASSUMED AS TYPICAL UNLESS 
OTHERWISE SHOWN OR NOTED ON 
THE DRAWINGS.

4. ALL FINISHED DIMENSIONS, UNLESS NOTED 
OTHERWISE, ARE TO FACE OF FINISHED 
DRYWALL, FACE OF MASONRY, FACE OF 
CONCRETE OR CENTERLINE OF 
STRUCTURAL STEEL (COLUMNS, BEAMS, 
ETC. ).

5. IT SHALL BE THE DUTY OF THE 
CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS 
AND CONDITIONS GIVEN ON THE DRAWINGS 
AND TO REPORT TO THE ARCHITECT ANY 
ERROR OR INCONSISTENCY WITH THE 
ACTUAL CIRCUMSTANCES IN THE FIELD 
BEFORE COMMENCING WORK.

6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BEAR ALL 
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORRECTIVE ACTION 
DUE TO THE CONTRACTOR'S FAILURE TO 
COORDINATE THE WORK.

7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH THE 
CURRENT APPLICABLE CODES, ORDINANCES, 
LAWS AND OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS OF 
THE PUBLIC AUTHORITIES HAVING JURISDICTION. 

8. IN THE CASE OF INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN 
DRAWINGS NOT CLARIFIED BY ADDENDUM, THE 
BETTER QUALITY OR GREATER QUANTITY OF 
WORK SHALL BE PROVIDED IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE ARCHITECT'S INTERPRETATION.

9. DRAWINGS, AS INSTRUMENTS OF SERVICE, ARE 
AND SHALL REMAIN THE PROPERTY OF THE 
ARCHITECT WHETHER THE PROJECT FOR WHICH 
THEY ARE MADE IS EXECUTED OR NOT. THEY 
ARE NOT TO BE USED ON ANY OTHER PROJECTS 
OR EXTENSIONS TO THIS PROJECT EXCEPT BY 
WRITTEN AGREEMENT WITH THE ARCHITECT. 

ABBREVIATIONS

2621 BRANNAN AVE

SHEET NO. SHEET TITLE

00 GENERAL DRAWINGS
G100 COVER SHEET
G101 SITE PLANS
G102 EXISTING PICTURES

01 ARCHITECTURAL DRAWINGS
A101 NEW WORK PLANS
A102 NEW WORK PLANS
A201 BUILDING ELEVATIONS
A301 BUILDING SECTIONS
A302 WALL SECTIONS
A901 ISOMETRIC VIEWS

02 STRUCTURAL
S101 STRUCTURAL & ENERGY NOTES
S102 FRAMING PLAN
S301 BUILDING SECTIONS
S302 SECTIONS & DETAILS
S303 WALL TYPES AND COLUMN CONNECTIONS

SYMBOLS KEY

VICINITY MAP

PROJECT SCOPE
THE EXISTING USE, DUPLEX / MULTIPLE FAMILY DWELLING UNIT, HAS EXPIRED AND THE PROPERTY IS TO BECONVERTED TO SINGLE DETACHED FAMILY USE. AT THE TIME OF 
THIS DRAWINGS, THE FOUNDATION WALLS/FOOTINGS, EXTERIOR WALLS, 1ST FLOOR FRAMING, AND PARTS OF THE ROOF HAS BEEN FRAMED. THE INTEND OF THIS 
DRAWING IS TO PROVIDE A NEW FLOOR PLAN LAYOUT FOR THE SINGLE FAMILY USE AND ITS CONSTRUCTION. THE PROJECT WORK IS TO INCLUDE:

• ALL WORK IS TO BE DONE WITH-IN THE EXISTING FOOT PRINT OF THE DUPLEX.
• EX. EXTERIOR WALLS, FOUNDATION WALLS, AND FOOTINGS TO REMAIN AS IS.
• EX. 1ST FLOOR FRAMING TO REMAIN.
• PROVIDE NEW COLUMNS AND BEAMS SUPPORTING 2ND FLOOR
• PROVIDE NEW 2ND FLOOR AND FINISH FRAMING REMAINING ROOF STRUCTURE.

PROJECT LOCATION

BUILDING INFORMATION
APPLICABLE CODES

2015 INTERNATIONAL BUILDING CODE
2015 INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE
2015 INTERNATIONAL MECHANICAL CODE
2015 NATIONAL PLUMBING CODE
2015 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
2015 INTERNATIONAL ENERGY CODE

FIRE CODES
2015 NATIONAL FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION (NFPA) 101
2015 NFPA 1

EMERGENCY ESCAPE

MAX. SILL HEIGHT 44"
MIN. CLEAR OPENING 5.7SF

CEILING HEIGHT

HABITABLE ROOMS 7'-0" MIN.
LAUNDRY/BATHROOMS 6'-8" MIN.
UNDER BEAMS 6'-4" MIN.

HABITABLE ROOMS 7'-0" MIN.
LAUNDRY/BATHROOMS 6'-8" MIN.
UNDER BEAMS 6'-4" MIN.

AREA OF WORK

BUILDING DUPLEX 
ZONING R-5.5
ACCOUNT NUMBER 1519711618
DEED REF. /42157/00353
BLOCK N/A
LOT 11
MAP   0111
GRID 0016
SUBDIVISION 0000
PARCEL   0133
ALLOWABLE HEIGHT 50FT
ALLOWABLE STORIES 3
FRONT YARD SETBACK 25FT
REAR YARD SETBACK 30FT
SIDE YARD SETBACK 16FT

ZONING DATA

DWG DRAWING
DWR DRAWER

E EAST
EA EACH
EF EXHAUST FAN
EIFS EXTERIOR INSULATING

FINISH SYSTEM
EJ EXPANSION JOINT
EL ELEVATION
ELEC ELECTRIC
ELEV ELEVATOR
ENCL ENCLOSURE
EPS EPOXY PAINT SYSTEM
EQ EQUAL
EQUIP EQUIPMENT
ETR EXISTING TO REMAIN
EWC ELECTRIC WATER COOLER
EX, EXIST EXISTING
EXCAV EXCAVATE
EXH EXHAUST
EXP EXPANSION
EXPS EXTERIOR PAINT SYSTEM
EXT EXTERIOR

FA FIRE ALARM
FAB FABRICATED
FD FLOOR DRAIN
FE FIRE EXTINGUISHER
FEC FIRE EXTINGUISHER

CABINET
FF EL FINISHED FLOOR

ELEVATION
FHC FIRE HOSE CABINET
FHEC FIRE HOSE AND

EXTINGUISHER CABINET
FIN FINISH (ED)
FLR FLOOR
FLUOR FLUORESCENT
FM FACTORY MUTUAL
FOC FACE OF CONCRETE
FOF FACE OF FINISH
FOS FACE OF STUD
FPRF FIREPROOF
FRPL FIREPLACE
FRT FIRE RETARDANT TREATED
FT (') FOOT, FEET
FTG FOOTING
FURN FURNISH, FURNITURE
FURR FURRED, FURRING
FUT FUTURE

GA GAUGE
GALV GALVANIZED
GC GENERAL CONTRACTOR
GL GLASS, GLAZING
GRD GRADE
GWB GYPSUM WALLBOARD
GYP GYPSUM BOARD, GYPSUM

H/C HANDICAPPED
HB HOSE BIB
HCWD HOLLOW CORE WOOD
HD HEAVY DUTY
HDNR HARDENER
HDR HEADER
HDWD HARDWOOD
HDWR HARDWARE
HM HOLLOW METAL
HORIZ HORIZONTAL
HP HIGH POINT
HR HAND RAIL
HT HEIGHT
HTG HEATING
HVAC HEATING, VENTILATING AND

AIR CONDITIONING
HW HOT WATER

ID INSIDE DIAMETER
IN INCHES
INCL INCLUDING
INFO INFORMATION
INSUL INSULATION
INT INTERIOR
INV INVERT

IPS INTERIOR PATIENT SYSTEM

JAN JANITOR
JST JOIST
JT JOINT

KIT KITCHEN
KO KNOCKOUT
KPL KICKPLATE
KR KICK RAIL

L LENGTH
LAB LABORATORY
LAM LAMINATE (D)
LAV LAVORATORY
LBL LABEL
LF LINEAR FOOT (FEET)
LH LEFT HAND (ED)
LHR LEFT HAND REVERSE
LL LIVE LOAD
LP LOW POINT

MATL MATERIAL
MAX MAXIMUM
MBR MEMBER
MECH MECHANICAL
MEMB MEMBRANE
MFR MANUFACTURER
MH MAN HOLE
MIN MINIMUM
MISC MISCELLANEOUS
MO MASONRY OPENING
MOD MODULAR
MON MONITOR
MR MOISTURE RESISTANT
MTD MOUNTED
MTL METAL
MULL MULLION

N NORTH
N/A NOT APPLICABLE
NIC NOT IN CONTRACT
NO NUMBER
NOM NOMINAL
NRC NOISE REDUCTION

COEFFICIENT
NTS NOT TO SCALE

OA OVERALL
OC ON CENTER
OD OUTSIDE DIAMETER
OFCI OWNER FURNISHED

CONTRACTOR INSTALLED
OFF OFFICE
OFOI OWNER FURNISHED OWNER

INSTALLED
OH OVERHEAD
OPNG OPENING
OPP OPPOSITE
OPQ OPAQUE

PAR PARALLEL
PART PARTITION
PBD PARTICLE BOARD
PC PERSONAL COMPUTER
PERF PERFORATED
PERIM PERIMETER
PLAM PLASTIC LAMINATE
PLYWD PLYWOOD
PNL PANEL
POLY POLYETHYLENE
PREFAB PREFABRICATED
PRT PRESSURE TREATED
PSF POUNDS PER SQUARE FOOT
PSI POUNDS PER SQUARE INCH
PT PAINT
PTS PNEUMATIC TUBE STATION
PVC POLYVINYL CHLORIDE
PWC PROTECTIVE WALL

COVERING

QT QUARRY TILE
QTY QUANTITY

R RISER

RA RETURN AIR
RAD RADIUS
RB RUBBER
RD ROOF DRAIN
REF REFRIGERATOR
REINF REINFORCED
REQD REQUIRED
RESIL RESILIENT
REV REVISION
RH RIGHT HAND (ED)
RHR RIGHT HAND REVERSE
RM ROOM
RO ROUGH OPENING
ROW RIGHT OF WAY

S SOUTH
SCHED SCHEDULE
SCWD SOLID CORE WOOD
SECT SECTION
SEG SEGMENT
SF SQUARE FOOT
SHR SHOWER
SHT SHEET
SHTG SHEATHING
SIM SIMILAR
SPEC SPECIFICATION
SPKR SPEAKER
SQ SQUARE
SRV SLIP RESISTANT VINYL
SST STAINLESS STEEL
STA STATION
STC SOUND TRANSMISSION

CLASS
STD STANDARD
STL STEEL
STOR STORAGE
STRUCT STRUCTURE, STRUCTURAL
SUSP SUSPENDED
SV SHEET VINYL
SYM SYMMETRICAL

T TREAD
TEL TELEPHONE
TEMP TEMPORARY
TERR TERRAZZO
THK THICK (NESS)
THRES THRESHOLD
TOC TOP OF CONCRETE
TOF TOP OF FOOTING
TOIL TOILET
TOS TOP OF STEEL
TOW TOP OF WALL
TRANSF TRANSFORMER
TV TELEVISION
TYP TYPICAL

UL UNDERWRITERS
LABORATORY

UNEXCAV UNEXCAVATED
UNFIN UNFINISHED
UON UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED
UR URINAL

VAR VARNISH
VAT VINYL ASBESTOS TILES
VB VINYL BASE
VCB VINYL COVE BASE
VCT VINYL COMPOSITION TILE
VERT VERTICAL
VEST VESTIBULE
VIF VERIFY IN FIELD
VWC VINYL WALL COVERING

W WEST
W/ WITH
W/O WITHOUT
WC WATER CLOSET
WD WOOD
WF WIDE FLANGE
WIN WINDOW
WT WEIGHT
WWF WELDED WIRE FABRIC
WWM WELDED WIRE MESH

YD YARD

EXISTING PROPOSED

1ST FLOOR 1487 SF 1487 SF
FRONT PORCH    133 SF   133 SF
REAR DECK    350 SF   350 SF

2ND FLOOR 1487 SF 1487 SF
DECK     0 SF   112 SF

5
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SITE PLAN

1

SEE DRAWING 2 TO
FOR WATER
CONNECTION PLAN
AND DETAILS

SITE

SEE DRAWING 2 FOR SEWER
CONNECTION PLAN

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING

64-140 A-10)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)
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WM
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WATER AND SEWER
HOUSE CONNECTION

PLAN AND DETAIL

2

UPGRADING
EXISTING 5/8”
WATER
METER TO ¾”
(W-21
MODIFIED)

PROP.
BUILDING
FF=16.42

( )

BY OWNER
UNDER
PLUMBING
PERMIT

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

CO

CO

EX.  6" SEWER
HOUSE CONNECTION

PER PERMIT NO.
RP22-03318

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING

64-140 A-10)

SMH 33665
TOP=17.14'
INV. N = 4.04'
INV. S = 5.79'

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

GRAPHIC SCALE
010 5 10 20 40

1 INCH = 10 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 20 FEET (11X17)

#2621

EX. 6" SEWER
PERMIT NO.

RP22-03473 OUT
OF MH 33665

PER S-12A TO BE
CAPPED

CO

WM

WM

4/15/2024



UP

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

DN

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

54321

UP

19

18

17

16

15

14

13

12

11

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

1 2

A

E

E.2

+/- EQ +/- EQ +/- EQ +/- EQ+/- 3' - 7 3/4"

+/
- 4

' -
 9

 1
/8

"
+/

- 7
' -

 7
 7

/8
"

+/
- 5

5'
 - 

9 
1/

4"
+/

- 1
2'

 - 
5"

+/
- 4

' -
 3

 1
/8

"

+/- 27' - 9"

2621 BRANNAN AVE

EX.  FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

EX.  FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

EX.  FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

6 x 6 PT COLUMNS W/ 
18" DIA. x 30" DEEP 
FOOTING (TYP. OF 8) 

+/- 4' - 1 3/4" +/- 3' - 9" +/- 5' - 5" +/- 5' - 5" +/- 5' - 5" +/- 4' - 1 3/4"

6 x 6 PT COLUMNS W/ 
18" DIA. x 30" DEEP 
FOOTING (TYP. OF 5) 

1
A301

2
A301

1 2

A

B

C

D

E

E.2

1

1

2' - 8"

2' - 6"

+/
- 4

' -
 6

 3
/8

"
+/

- 5
5'

 - 
2"

+/
- 1

2'
 - 

9"

2' - 6"

2621 BRANNAN AVE

+/
- 5

' -
 0

"

+/
- 9

' -
 7

"
+/

- 2
' -

 0
"

+/
- 6

' -
 0

"
+/

- 7
' -

 5
"

+/
- 1

0'
 - 

5"

+/- 11' - 7" +/- 15' - 3"

+/
- 1

0'
 - 

3 
1/

2"

+/- 3' - 2" +/- 3' - 6"+/
- 3

' -
 1

1"

+/- 6' - 0 1/2"

KITCHEN

DINING RM

LIVING RM

POWDER RM

UTILITY

BATH 1

BED RM 1

CL

+/- 5' - 2"

+/
- 5

' -
 7

 1
/4

"
+/

- 5
' -

 8
"

+/
- 1

6'
 - 

2 
1/

2"

+/
- 6

' -
 9

"
+/- 5' - 2"

+/
- 1

5'
 - 

6 
1/

4"

+/
- 1

7'
 - 

0 
1/

4"

+/
- 1

6'
 - 

7"

+/- EQ +/- EQ +/- EQ

+/- EQ +/- EQ +/- EQ +/- EQ+/- 3' - 7 3/4"

+/- 3' - 9"

+/- 28' - 3 1/2"

+/- 3' - 8" +/- 2' - 9"

HALLWAY

+/- 1' - 0 1/2"

+/
- 3

' -
 0

"

+/
- 1

4'
 - 

10
"

+/
- 1

4'
 - 

11
"

+/
- 1

7'
 - 

0"
+/

- 8
' -

 5
"

+/- 27' - 9"

3070 3050
SILL 2'-0"

36
" V

AN
IT

Y

30" VANITY

REF

30" GAS RANGE &
BUILT-IN CABINET
EXAUST HOOD

DW

6070 6070

SK
U

 5
17

60
0

70
 D

H
 F

IN
 2

83
10

H
EA

D
ER

 H
EI

G
H

T:
 7

-0

3050
SILL 2'-0"

3050
SILL 2'-0"

3070
30

70
30

70
30

70

3070

HVAC
WH

SK
U

 5
17

60
0

70
 D

H
 F

IN
 2

83
10

H
EA

D
ER

: 7
-0

SK
U

 5
17

60
0

70
 D

H
 F

IN
 2

83
10

H
EA

D
ER

: 7
-0

SK
U

 5
15

18
8

50
 S

LD
R

 F
IN

 5
04

0
H

EA
D

ER
: 7

-6

+/- 16' - 3"

2

E.1

6"

3' - 7"

4'
 - 

0"

2

3

6 x 6 PT COLUMNS W/ 
18" DIA. x 30" DEEP 
FOOTING (TYP. OF 8) 

2

+/
- 1

7'
 - 

2"

+/
- 1

4'
 - 

10
"

+/- 4' - 1"+/- 1' - 3"
+/- 4' - 1" +/- 1' - 1"

1

+/
- E

Q
+/

- E
Q

+/
- E

Q
+/

- E
Q

5

5

CL

CL

2

2 50
70

50
70

EQ
EQ

24"

5070

5"
4 

5/
8"

EQ EQ

3
A301

A. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING OR 
CURRENT CONSTRUCTION RELATED CONDITIONS PRIOR 
TO THE START OF NEW CONSTRUCTION.

B. DIMENSIONS ARE GENERALLY GIVEN FROM THE FACE OF 
THE WALL TO FACE OF WALL OR COLUMN CENTERLINE

C. MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, AND PLUMBING (M.E.P.) ITEMS 
AND EQUIPMENT APPEARING ON ARCHITECTURAL 
DRAWINGS ARE SHOWN FOR CLARITY, AND ARE NOT 
MEANT TO BE ALL INCLUSIVE.  

D. PATCH AND REPAIR ALL PENETRATIONS , ETC., TO 
PROVIDE FOR SMOOTH SURFACES READY FOR THE 
APPLICATION OF NEW FINISHES.

E. PATCH AND REPAIR ALL PENETRATIONS IN WALLS 
RESULTING FROM THE REMOVAL OF 
MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL FIXTURES TO MATCH 
ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION.  PREPARE THE AREA FOR 
NEW FINISHES.

F. EVERY EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO IDENTIFY THOSE 
DIMENSIONS WHICH MAY VARY WITH +/-.  DIMENSIONS 
NOT SO NOTED ARE INTENDED TO BE HELD.  ALL 
DIMENSIONS, HOWEVER, SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED BY 
THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO FABRICATION OR 
INSTALLATION OF BUILDING COMPONENTS.

G. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM EACH LOCATION 
FOR WALL MOUNTED ITEMS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO EQUIPMENT, ACCESSORIES, OUTLETS, ETC. WITH THE 
OWNER PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

H. ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO LOCAL BUILDING CODES 
AND REGULATIONS AND SHALL BE INSTALLED ACCORDING 
TO THE JOINT REQUIREMENTS AND DECISIONS OF ALL 
LOCAL AUTHORITIES. IF ANY CONTRACTOR OR 
SUBCONTRACTOR PERFORMS ANY WORK CONTRARY TO 
THE LOCAL BUILDING CODES, ORDINANCES, RULES OR 
REGULATIONS WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE 
OWNER, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BEAR ALL COSTS 
ARISING THERE FROM.

I. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE 18 GAUGE STRAP BACKING 
FOR ALL WALL MOUNTED EQUIPMENT AND ACCESSORIES.  
CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE SPECIFIC PLACEMENT OF 
BLOCKING WITH 
EQUIPMENT AND ACCESSORIES REQUIREMENTS.

J. LOCATE DOORS 4" MIN. FROM ADJACENT WALL TO HINGE 
SIDE FRAME OPENING, U.O.N.

K. ADJACENT WALLS WHICH APPEAR TO ALIGN IN PLAN 
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO ALIGN IN PLAN.

L. NEW STAIRS TO HAVE
• MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 3'-0"
• MINIMUM HEAD-ROOM OF 6'-8"
• MINIMUM TREAD OF 0'-10"
• MAXIMUM RISER OF 0'-7 3/4"

M. NEW GUARDRAILS / HANDRAILS TO HAVE
• 36" HIGH MIN. TOP RAIL
• BOTTOM RAIL TO BE AT 4" HIGH MAX.
• PICKETS AT 4" APART MAX.

N. NEW WINDOWS / DOORS AND ALL OPENINGS IN EXTERIOR  
/ LOAD BEARING WALLS:
• FOR 1ST FLOOR SUPPORTING (1) ONE STORY AND 

ROOF
1. (2)2x4 SPANNING </= 2'-3"
2. (2)2x6 SPANNING </= 3'-4"
3. (2)2x8 SPANNING </= 4'-3"
4. (2)2x10 SPANNING </= 5'-2"
5. (2)2x12 SPANNING </= 6'-0"

• FOR 2ND FLOOR SUPPORTING ONLY ROOF
1. (2)2x4 SPANNING </= 3'-5"
2. (2)2x6 SPANNING </= 4'-11"
3. (2)2x8 SPANNING </= 6'-3"
4. (2)2x10 SPANNING </= 7'-8"
5. (2)2x12 SPANNING </= 8'-11"

O. NEW WINDOWS / DOORS AND ALL OPENINGS
IN INTERIOR WALLS
• NOT EXCEEDING 48", MIN. OF (2)2x4 HEADERS
• NOT EXCEEDING 72", MIN. OF (2)2x6 HEADERS
• NOT EXCEDDING 96", MIN. OF (2)2x10 HEADERS
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E.1

EX. ROOF STRUCTURE TO 
REMAIN. SEE STRUCTURE 

SECTION FOR MORE 
INFORMATION

A. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING OR 
CURRENT CONSTRUCTION RELATED CONDITIONS PRIOR 
TO THE START OF NEW CONSTRUCTION.

B. DIMENSIONS ARE GENERALLY GIVEN FROM THE FACE OF 
THE WALL TO FACE OF WALL OR COLUMN CENTERLINE

C. MECHANICAL, ELECTRICAL, AND PLUMBING (M.E.P.) ITEMS 
AND EQUIPMENT APPEARING ON ARCHITECTURAL 
DRAWINGS ARE SHOWN FOR CLARITY, AND ARE NOT 
MEANT TO BE ALL INCLUSIVE.  

D. PATCH AND REPAIR ALL PENETRATIONS , ETC., TO 
PROVIDE FOR SMOOTH SURFACES READY FOR THE 
APPLICATION OF NEW FINISHES.

E. PATCH AND REPAIR ALL PENETRATIONS IN WALLS 
RESULTING FROM THE REMOVAL OF 
MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL FIXTURES TO MATCH 
ADJACENT CONSTRUCTION.  PREPARE THE AREA FOR 
NEW FINISHES.

F. EVERY EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO IDENTIFY THOSE 
DIMENSIONS WHICH MAY VARY WITH +/-.  DIMENSIONS 
NOT SO NOTED ARE INTENDED TO BE HELD.  ALL 
DIMENSIONS, HOWEVER, SHALL BE FIELD VERIFIED BY 
THE CONTRACTOR PRIOR TO FABRICATION OR 
INSTALLATION OF BUILDING COMPONENTS.

G. GENERAL CONTRACTOR TO CONFIRM EACH LOCATION 
FOR WALL MOUNTED ITEMS INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED 
TO EQUIPMENT, ACCESSORIES, OUTLETS, ETC. WITH THE 
OWNER PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.

H. ALL WORK SHALL CONFORM TO LOCAL BUILDING CODES 
AND REGULATIONS AND SHALL BE INSTALLED ACCORDING 
TO THE JOINT REQUIREMENTS AND DECISIONS OF ALL 
LOCAL AUTHORITIES. IF ANY CONTRACTOR OR 
SUBCONTRACTOR PERFORMS ANY WORK CONTRARY TO 
THE LOCAL BUILDING CODES, ORDINANCES, RULES OR 
REGULATIONS WITHOUT PRIOR WRITTEN NOTICE TO THE 
OWNER, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BEAR ALL COSTS 
ARISING THERE FROM.

I. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE 18 GAUGE STRAP BACKING 
FOR ALL WALL MOUNTED EQUIPMENT AND ACCESSORIES.  
CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE SPECIFIC PLACEMENT OF 
BLOCKING WITH 
EQUIPMENT AND ACCESSORIES REQUIREMENTS.

J. LOCATE DOORS 4" MIN. FROM ADJACENT WALL TO HINGE 
SIDE FRAME OPENING, U.O.N.

K. ADJACENT WALLS WHICH APPEAR TO ALIGN IN PLAN 
SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED TO ALIGN IN PLAN.

L. NEW STAIRS TO HAVE
• MINIMUM CLEAR WIDTH OF 3'-0"
• MINIMUM HEAD-ROOM OF 6'-8"
• MINIMUM TREAD OF 0'-10"
• MAXIMUM RISER OF 0'-7 3/4"

M. NEW GUARDRAILS / HANDRAILS TO HAVE
• 36" HIGH MIN. TOP RAIL
• BOTTOM RAIL TO BE AT 4" HIGH MAX.
• PICKETS AT 4" APART MAX.

N. NEW WINDOWS / DOORS AND ALL OPENINGS IN EXTERIOR  
/ LOAD BEARING WALLS:
• FOR 1ST FLOOR SUPPORTING (1) ONE STORY AND 

ROOF
1. (2)2x4 SPANNING </= 2'-3"
2. (2)2x6 SPANNING </= 3'-4"
3. (2)2x8 SPANNING </= 4'-3"
4. (2)2x10 SPANNING </= 5'-2"
5. (2)2x12 SPANNING </= 6'-0"

• FOR 2ND FLOOR SUPPORTING ONLY ROOF
1. (2)2x4 SPANNING </= 3'-5"
2. (2)2x6 SPANNING </= 4'-11"
3. (2)2x8 SPANNING </= 6'-3"
4. (2)2x10 SPANNING </= 7'-8"
5. (2)2x12 SPANNING </= 8'-11"

O. NEW WINDOWS / DOORS AND ALL OPENINGS
IN INTERIOR WALLS
• NOT EXCEEDING 48", MIN. OF (2)2x4 HEADERS
• NOT EXCEEDING 72", MIN. OF (2)2x6 HEADERS
• NOT EXCEDDING 96", MIN. OF (2)2x10 HEADERS
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1/2" = 1'-0"1 WALL SECTION - REAR
1/2" = 1'-0"2 WALL SECTION - FRONT

2x8 ROOF RAFTERS @ 24" O.C. W/  ASPHALT 
SHINGLES OVER 30# FELT, PLYWOOD 

SHEATHING, AND R-49 INSULATION

2x6 WOOD STUDS @ 16" O.C. W/ 
VINYL FINISH OVER 1/2" 

SHEATHING AND R-20 INSULATION

2x10 WOOD JOISTS @ 16" 
O.C. W/ 3/4" SUB-FLOORING 
AND R-19 INSULATION

EX. 2x10 WOOD JOISTS @ 16" 
O.C. W/ 3/4" SUB-FLOORING 
AND R-19 INSULATION TO 
REMAIN

EX. FOUNDATION WALLS AND 
FOOTINGS TO REMAIN 

6x6 PT COLUMNS

2x10 WD JOISTS 
@ 16" O.C. 

2x8 ROOF RAFTERS @ 24" 
O.C. W/  ASPHALT 
SHINGLES OVER 30# FELT, 
PLYWOOD SHEATHING, 
AND R-49 INSULATION

2x6 WOOD STUDS @ 16" 
O.C. W/ VINYL FINISH 
OVER 1/2" SHEATHING 
AND R-20 INSULATION

2x10 WOOD JOISTS @ 16" 
O.C. W/ 3/4" SUB-FLOORING 

AND R-19 INSULATION

EX. 2x10 WOOD JOISTS @ 16" 
O.C. W/ 3/4" SUB-FLOORING 

AND R-19 INSULATION TO 
REMAIN

EX. FOUNDATION WALLS AND 
FOOTINGS TO REMAIN 

6x6 PT COLUMNS

2x10 WD JOISTS 
@ 16" O.C. 

2x8 ROOF RAFTERS @ 24" O.C. W/  
ASPHALT SHINGLES OVER 30# 

FELT, AND PLYWOOD SHEATHING

2x8 WOOD JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

2x6 WOOD STUDS @ 16" O.C. W/ 
VINYL FINISH OVER 1/2" 

SHEATHING AND R-20 INSULATION

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF W/ 
5/8" SHEATHING, 1x12 FASCIA AND 
5" K-PROFILE GUTTERS

(2)2x12 BEAM

6x6 PT TREATED COLUMNS

NUMBER ISSUE DATE
5 Professional

Seal and Stamp
as Required

03-13-24

5



SHEET  TITLE:

SHEET  NUMBER:

PROJECT TITLE:

CLIENT:

DATE:

EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST W/ LA 
CRITES TRUSTEE

www.evurgedesigns.com

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED 
OR APPROVIED BY ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED 
ARCHITECT UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF MARYLAND. 

LICENSE # 8901 EXPIRATION DATE - 01.31.2026.

A.O.R.

ARCHITECT OF RECORD: J. STRYKER SESSIONS, RA
ADDRESS: 1224 LAKE FALLS ROAD

BALTIMORE, MD 21210
PHONE: (443) 895.1211
EMAIL: STRYKERSESSIONS@DUCK.COM

Professional Certification. I, hereby, certify that these 
documents were prepared or approved by me, and that I am a 
duly licensed professional engineer under the laws of the State 
of Maryland.

License No. 9950 Expiration Date: 7-14-24

COMPANY: ADAMS ENGINEERING
CONTACT: WILLIAM ADAMS
ADDRESS: 9630 ESPLANADE CT

OWINGS MILLS, MD 21117
PHONE: (410) 615-3758
EMAIL: WADAMSENG@GMAIL.COM

2621 BRANNAN
AVE

RENOVATION

ISOMETRIC
VIEWS

A901

2024-03-13

1 ISOMETRIC VIEW 1

2 ISOMETRIC VIEW 2

3 ISOMETRIC VIEW 3

4 ISOMETRIC VIEW 4

EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTING TO REMAIN

NEW FRONT PORCH WITH 
COLUMNS, FOOTINGS, AND ROOF

EX. FRAMING 
STRUCTURE TO 
REMAIN

NEW WOOD REAR DECK IN EXACT 
SAME SIZE AND LOCATION

NEW FRONT PORCH 
WITH COLUMNS, 
FOOTINGS, AND ROOF

NEW WOOD REAR DECK IN 
EXACT SAME SIZE AND 

LOCATION OF EXISTING

EX. FOUNDATION 
WALL AND FOOTING 
TO REMAIN

EX. FRAMING 
STRUCTURE TO 
REMAIN

NEW WOOD REAR DECK IN 
EXACT SAME SIZE AND 
LOCATION OF EXISTING

EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTING TO REMAIN

EX. FRAMING 
STRUCTURE TO 

REMAIN

NEW FRONT PORCH WITH 
COLUMNS, FOOTINGS, AND ROOF

EX. FRAMING 
STRUCTURE TO 

REMAIN

NEW WOOD REAR DECK IN EXACT 
SAME SIZE AND LOCATION

EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
AND FOOTING TO REMAIN
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2015 IEEC CODE COMPLIANCE

R301.1 CLIMATE ZONE 4A

R401.2 COMPLIANCE METHOD:
MANDATORY AND PRESCRIPTIVE PROVISIONS

R402.1.1 VAPOR RETARDER:
WALL ASSEMBLIES IN THE BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE SHALL COMPLY W/ VAPOR RETARDER REQ. OF 
SECTION R702.7 OF THE INTERNATIONAL RESIDENTIAL CODE, 2015 EDITION

R402.1.2 ATTIC INSULATION: RAISED HEEL TRUSSES
R-49 R-38

R402.1.2 WOOD FRAME WALL: 
R-20 OR R13 + R5 CONTINUOUS INSULATION

R402.1.2 CRAWL SPACE WALL INSULATION:
R13/R10 FOIL FACED CONTINUOUS BATTS FULL HEIGHT EXTENDING FROM FLOOR ABOVE TO FINISH GRADE 
LEVEL AND THEN VERTICALLY OR HORIZONTALLY AN ADDITIONAL 2'-0"

R402.1.2 FLOOR INSULATION OVER UNCONDITIONED SPACE:
R-19 BATT INSULATION

R402.1.2 WINDOW U-VALUE/SHGC
.35 (U-VALUE)
.40 (SHGC)

R402.1.2 SLAB ON GRADE FLOOR LESS THAN 12" BELOW GRADE:
R-10 RIGID FOAM BOARD UNDER SLAB EXTENDING EITHER 2'-0" HORIZONTALLY OR 2'-0" VERTICALLY

R402.2.4 ATTIC ACCESS:
ATTIC ACCESS SCUTTLE WILL BE WEATHERSTRIPPED AND INSULATED R-49

R402.4 BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE (AIR LEAKAGE):
EXTERIOR WALLS AND PENETRATIONS WILL BE SEALED PER THIS SECTION OF THE 2015 IEEC W/ CAULK, 
GASKETS, WEATHERSTRIPPING OR AN AIR BARRIER OF SUITABLE MATERIAL. SEALING METHODS BETWEEN 
DISSIMILAR MATERIALS SHALL ALLOW SEALING FOR DIFFERENTIAL EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION

R402.4.1.2 BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE TIGHTNESS TEST:
BUILDING ENVELOPE SHALL BE TESTED AND VERIFIED AS HAVING AN AIR LEAKAGE RATE OF NOT EXCEEDING 
3 AIR CHANGES PER HOUR. TESTING SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN CCORDANCE WITH ASTM E 779 OR ASTM E1827 
WITH (BLOWER DOOR) AT A PRESSURE OF 0.2 INCHES W.G. (50 PASCALS). TESTING SHALL BE CONDUCTED BY 
AN APPROVED THIRD PARTY. A WRITTEN REPORT OF THE RESULTS OF THE TEST SHALL BE SIGNED BY THE 
PARTY CONDUCTING THE TEST AND PROVIDED TO THE BUILDING INSPECTOR.

R402.4.2 FIREPLACES: 
NEW WOOD BURNING FIREPLACES WILL HAVE TIGHT-FITTING FLUE DAMPERS OR DOORS, AND OUTDOOR 
COMBUSTION AIR. FIREPLACE DOORS SHALL BE LISTED AND LABELED IN ACCORDANCE W/ UL 127 (FACTORY 
BUILT FIREPLACE) AND UL 907 (MASONRY FIREPLACE).

R402.4.4 ROOMS CONTAINING FUEL-BURNING APPLIANCES WHERE OPEN COMBUSTION AIR DUCTS PROVIDE COMBUSTION 
AIR TO OPEN COMBUSTION FUEL BURNING APPLIANCES, THE APPLIANCES AND COMBUSTION AIR SHALL BE 
LOCATED OUTSIDE THE BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE OR ENCLOSED IN A ROOM ISOLATED FROM INSIDE THE 
THERMAL ENVELOPE.

EXCEPTIONS:
1. DIRECT VENT APPLIANCES WITH BOTH INTAKE AND EXHAUST PIPES INSTALLED CONTINUOUS TO THE 
OUTSIDE.
2. FIREPLACES AND STOVES COMPLYING WITH SECTION R402.4.2 AND SECTION R1006 OF THE IRC

R403.4.1 THERMOSTAT:
ALL DWELLING UNITS WILL HAVE AT LEAST (1) PROGRAMMABLE THERMOSTAT FOR EACH SEPARATE HEATING 
AND COOLING SYSTEM PER 2015 IEEC SECTION 403.1.1

R403.1.2 WHERE A HEAT PUMP SYSTEM HAVING SUPPLEMENTARY ELECTRIC RESISTANCE HEAT IS USED THE 
THERMOSTAT SHALL PREVENT THE SUPPLEMENTARY HEAT FROM COMING ON WHEN HEAT PUMP CAN MEET 
HEATING LOAD.

R403.3.1 MECHANICAL DUCT INSULATION
SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS IN ATTIC R-8 MIN. R-6 WHEN LESS THAN 3 INCHES.
SUPPLY AND RETURN DUCTS OUTSIDE OF CONDITIONED SPACES R-8 MIN.
ALL OTHER DUCTS EXCEPT THOSE LOCATED COMPLETELY INSIDE THE BUILDING THERMAL ENVELOPE R-6 
MIN.. DUCTS LOCATED UNDER CONCRETE SLABS MUST BE R-6 MIN.

R403.6 DUCT SEALING
ALL DUCTS, AIR HANDLERS, FILTER BOXES WILL BE SEALED. JOINTS AND SEAMS WILL COMPLY WITH SECTION 
M1601.4.1 OF THE IRC

A DUCT TIGHTNESS TEST ("DUCT BLASTER" DUCT TOTAL LEAKAGE TEST) WILL BE PERFORMED ON ALL 
HOMES AND SHALL BE VERIFIED BY EITHER A POST CONSTRUCTION TEST OR A ROUGH-IN TEST. DUCT 
TIGHTNESS TEST IS NOT REQUIRED IF THE AIR HANDLER AND ALL DUCTS ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE 
CONDITIONED SPACE

R403.6 MECHANICAL VENTILATION
OUTDOOR (MAKE-UP AND EXHAUSTS) AIR DUCTS TO BE PROVIDED WITH AUTOMATIC OR GRAVITY DAMPER 
THAT CLOSE WHEN THE VENTILATION SYSTEM IS NOT OPERATING

R403.7 EQUIPMENT SIZING SHALL COMPLY WITH R403.7

R404.1 LIGHTING EQUIPMENT
A MIN. OF 75% OF ALL LAMPS (LIGHTS) MUST BE HIGH-EFFICACY LAMPS

THIS CONTRACTOR ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR GENERATING CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE AND AFFIXING TO ELECTRICAL 
PANEL OR WITHIN 6 FEET OF THE ELECTRICAL PANEL AND BE READILY VISIBLE.

GENERAL NOTES

FOUNDATIONS:
BOTTOM OF ALL EXTERIOR FOOTINGS SHALL BE 2'-6" MIN. BELOW FINISHED GRADE. A
BEARING CAPACITY OF 1,500 P.S.F. WAS SUED FOR FOOTING DESIGN. IF SOIL OF THIS
CAPACITY IS NOT ENCOUNTERED AT THE ELEVATIONS INDICATED ON PLAN, FOOTINGS
SHALL BE INCREASED IN SIZE OR LOWERED AS DIRECTED BY THE ENGINEER.

CONCRETE:
ALL CONCRETE SHALL CONFORM TO ACI 301, ACI 318, ACI 315. CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A
28-DAY COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 3,000 PSI. REINFORCING - ASTM A 615, GRADE 60.

WOOD FRAMING:
ALL STRUCTURAL TIMBER SHALL CONFORM TO THE REQ. OF THE "TIMBER
CONSTRUCTION MANUAL", PREPARED BY THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF TIMBER
CONSTRUCTION.
WOOD SHALL BE SOUTHER PINE, W/ A MIN. Fb = 1,100 PSI AND AN E = 1600000 PSI OR
APPROVED EQUAL.
PLYWOOD ROOF SHEATHING SHALL BE TONGUE AND GROOVE APA RATED, EXPOSURE 2.

LIVE / DESIGN LOADS:
THIS STRUCTURE HAS BEEN DESIGNED FOR THE FOLLOWING LIVE LOADS:

FLOOR 1 - 40 PSF
FLOOR 2 - 30 PSF
WIND - 90 MPH (3 SEC. GUST)
ROOF - 30 PSF
SOIL BEARING CAPACITY - 1,500 PSF
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EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
/ FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

EX. 2x10 JOISTS 
TO REMAIN AS IS

1

11

1

2x10 JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

EX. 2x8 BOTTOM CHORD 
TO REMAIN AS IS

EX. 2x4 @ 24" O.C. TO REMAIN

EX. FIRE RATED WALL TO REMAIN

EX. 1-3/4" x 11-7/8" LVL 
RIDGE BEAM TO REMAIN

LOWERED ROOF FRAMING 
MEMBERS AT COLUMN LINE 
"B" AND BEYOND

2

2

2x8 RAFTERS @ 24" O.C.

LOWERED ROOF FRAMING 
MEMBERS AT COLUMN LINE 

"B" AND BEYOND

2x8 RAFTERS @ 24" O.C.

EX. 2x8 BOTTOM CHORD 
TO REMAIN AS IS

LVL 2 - NEW
13' - 8"

GRADE - REAR
-2' - 8"

LVL 2 CH
22' - 8"

GRADE - FRONT
-0' - 5 5/16"

LVL 1 - NEW
2' - 8"

EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
/ FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

EX. FOUNDATION WALL 
/ FOOTINGS TO REMAIN

EX. 2x10 JOISTS 
TO REMAIN AS IS

2x10 JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

2x8 BOTTOM CHORD

LOWERED TOP OF 2x8 RAFTERS 
TO ALLOW FOR INSTALLATION 

OF CANTILEVER JOISTS

2x8 CANTILEVER 
JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

2x8 BOTTOM CHORD 2x4 @ 24" O.C. TO REMAIN

2x4 WOOD STUDS BUILT-UP

LOWERED 1-3/4" x 11-7/8" 
LVL RIDGE BEAM TO REMAIN

8'
 - 

4 
3/

4"
10

' -
 0

 3
/4

"

2x8 CANTILVER JOISTS 
ATTACHED TO 2x10 JOISTS
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(2)2x10 HEADER

2x6 LEDGER BOARD

VINYL SIDING OVER 1/2"
PLYWOOD SHEATHING

PROVIDE 2" RIGID
INSULATION AT WOOD
BLOCKING BETWEEN NEW
FLOOR JOISTS

2x6 @ 16" O.C.

R-20 BATT INSULATION

(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

2x6 WD STUD @ 16" O.C.

2x6 RAFTERS @ 16" O.C.

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF W/
5/8" SHEATHING,1x12 FASCIA, AND
5" K-PROFILE GUTTERS

2x6 LEDGER BOARD

2x10 PERIMETER JOIST

(2)2x12 BEAM TRHOUGH
BOLTED TO NOTCHED

6x6 COLUMN

2x6 SILL PLATE

2x6 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

R-20 BATT INSULATION

VINYL SIDING OVER 1/2"
PLYWOOD SHEATHING

2x6 SILL PLATE

2" RIGID INSULATION
@ PERIMETER BOARD

HARD WOOD FLOOR

3/4" PLYWOOD SUBFLOOR

R-20 INSULATION W/
2x10 @ 16" O.C.

2" RIGID INSULATION TO EXTEND A
MIN. OF 2 '-0" INTO THE INTERIOR OF
HOUSE

1/2" GWB

OVERHANG

3' - 0"

MIN.

2' - 0"

4'-5 1/4" 1'-4"

5'-9 1/4"

E E.2E.1

LVL 2
13' - 8"

(2)2x10 HEADER

VINYL SIDING OVER 1/2"
PLYWOOD SHEATHING

R-20 BATT INSULATION

(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

2" RIGID INSULATION
(OPTIONAL)

E.1

9 
1/

4"

LVL 2 CH
22' - 8"

SIMPSON STRONG TIE W/
BEAM HANGER

SIMPSON STRONG
TIE POST TO BASE
CONNECTOR

6x6 PT COLUMN

2x6 @ 16" O.C.

EX. 2x10 LEDGER BOARD W/ 1/2" THROUGH BOLTED TO PERIMETER BOARD

EX. 1/2" ANCHOR BOLT @ 48" O.C.

EX. 2x8 PT SILL PLATE

EX. 8x8x16 CMU

NEW R-13 BATT
INSULATION

EX. 20 MIL VAPOR RETARDER

2x10 JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

3/4" SUB FLOOR

WOOD FINISH

E.1 E.2

18"

30
"

GRADE - FRONT
-0' - 5 5/16"

LVL 1 - NEW
2' - 8"

(2)2x8 HEADER

2x6 WD STUD @ 16" O.C. W/ R-20
BATT INSULATION

2x6 LEDGER BOARD

(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

1/2" PLYWOOD SHEATHING

1/2" GWB

1/2" GWB

R-49 BATT INSULATION

R-49 BATT INSULATION

2X4 @ 16" O.C.,
FINISHES TBD

2x8 ROOF RAFTERS @ 16" O.C. WITH
ASPHALT SHINGLES OVER 30# FELT

OVER PLYWOOD SHEATHING

2x6 WD STUD @ 16" O.C. W/ R-20
BATT INSULATION

1x12 FASCIA BOARD W/
K-PROFILE GUTTER

A

LVL 2 CH
22' - 8"

2x6 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

2x10 BLOCKING

R-20 BATT INSULATION

3/4" SUB FLOOR

WODD FLOOR

2x8 JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

2x10 FLOOR JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

WOOD DECKING

2x8 CANTILEVERED DECK
JOISTS ATTACHED TO 2x10'S

36
"

48"

LVL 2
13' - 8"

6x6 PT COLUMN
NOTCHED TO

ACCEPT BEAM

SIMPSON STRONG
TIE POST TO BASE

CONNECTOR

(2)2x10 BEAM
TRHOUGH BOLTED

TO COLUMN

2x10 @ 16" O.C.

1/2" THROUGH BOLT

2"

36
"

18

5'
-2

"
30

GRADE - REAR
-2' - 8"

EX. 8x8x16 CMU WALL

1/2" ANCHOR BOLT
@ 48" O.C.

2x10 PERIMETER JOIST

2x8 PT SILL PLATE

2x10 JOITS @ 16" O.C.

3/4" SUB FLOOR

WOOD FLOORING

2x10 LEDGER BOARD
THROUGH BOLTED TO

PERIMETER BOARD

2x10 JOISTS @ 16" O.C.

WOOD DECKING

R-13 BATT INSULATION

EXISTING
FOUNDATION WALL

TO REMAIN

2"

GRADE - FRONT
-0' - 5 5/16"

LVL 1 - NEW
2' - 8"

2"

+/
- 2

' -
 1

1 
1/

4"
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(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

2x6 SILL PLATE

2x6 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

1/2" GWB (WET AREAS TO 
HAVE DUROCK OR 
EQUIVALENT)

1/2" PLYWOOD SHEATHING

VINYL SIDING

INTERIOREXTERIOR

6 1/2"

(2)2x4 TOP PLATE

2x4 SILL PLATE

2x4 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

1/2" GWB (WET AREAS TO 
HAVE DUROCK OR 
EQUIVALENT)

1/2" PLYWOOD SHEATHING

INTERIORINTERIOR

4 1/2"

(2)2x4 TOP PLATE

2x4 SILL PLATE

2x4 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

1/2" GWB (WET AREAS 
TO HAVE DUROCK OR 
EQUIVALENT)

INTERIOREXTERIOR

4"

2" C-RUNNER

POWER DRIVEN FASTENER @ 24" O.C.

SEALANT ALONG TRACK EDGES

(2) 1" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALL BOARD 
RUNNING UNINTERRUPTED TO UNDERSIDE 
OF ROOF

2" C-RUNNERS FASTEN TRACKS W/ 3/8" 
TYPE S SCREWS @ 24" O.C.

ALUMINUM BURN CLIP ATTACHED TO 
VERTICAL H-STUD ALONG THE WALL, 
EVERY OTHER STUD ALTERNATE SIDES

2" C-RUNNERS FASTEN TRACKS W/ 3/8" 
TYPE S SCREWS @ 24" O.C.

(2) 1" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALL BOARD 
RUNNING UNINTERRUPTED TO UNDERSIDE 
OF ROOF

(2) 1" TYPE-X GYPSUM WALL BOARD 
RUNNING UNINTERRUPTED TO UNDERSIDE 
OF ROOF

(2)2x6 TOP PLATE

2x6 SILL PLATE

2x6 WD STUDS @ 16" O.C.

WET AREAS TO HAVE 
DUROCK OR EQUIVALENT

1/2" GWB

DAMP AREADRY AREA

6 1/2"

(3)2x6 BUILT 
UP COLUMN

A23 SIMPSON 
STRONG TIE

1/2" THROUGH 
BOLTS @ 24" O.C. 
VERTICALLY

5 1/2"

18
"(6)2x6 BUILT 

UP COLUMN

1/2" THROUGH BOLTS

(4)1-3/4" x 18" LVL + 1/4"x18" ST'L 
PLATE BOLT TOGETHER W/ 2 ROWS 

OF 1/2" DIA. BOLTS @ 24" O.C.

1/4"X18" ST'L PLATE

SHIM / INFILL

3

(6)2x6 BUILT 
UP COLUMN

(4)1-3/4" x 18" LVL + 1/4"x18" ST'L 
PLATE BOLT TOGETHER W/ 2 ROWS 

OF 1/2" DIA. BOLTS @ 24" O.C.

1/4"x18" ST'L PLATE

1/2" DIA. BOLTS

1/2" BOLTS @ 24" O.C.

3
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John J. Rupp, PE 
Crouse Mill Engineering 
12892 Crouse Mill Road, Ridgely, MD 21660 
jrupp2011@gmail.com 
443-618-9143 
 
Education: 
Coursework / 1998-2004 / Engineering Related Studies / Anne Arundel Community College 
Certificate / 1997 / RETS Technical Institute 
Certificate / 2012 / HEC-RAS Training / MDSPE 
Certificate / 2015 / NEC 2008 

 
Registration: 
Maryland Professional Engineer Registration No. 40838 
Delaware Certified Construction Reviewer No. 055 
National Electric Code Certification 2008 
Responsible Land Disturber 

 

Variance and Special Exception Experience: 
Baltimore County, MD – Special Exception 
Worcester County, MD – Special Exception 
Frederick County, MD – Special Exception 
Montgomery County - Conditional Use Permit (CUP) 
 

Expert Witness Hearing Experience: 
Carroll County, MD – Conditional Use Permit 
Prince William County, VA – Special Use Permit 
 
Engineering Experience: 
Mr. Rupp has more than 25 years of experience in site development projects, involving residential, 
telecommunications facilities, educational facilities, commercial properties, office and administrative complexes, and 
roads/highways. He is the owner of Crouse Mill Engineering since 2019, where the primary focus is on residential development. 
His background on these projects includes zoning plans, variance plans, preliminary concept and final construction 
document designs incorporating grading, drainage, utilities, erosion and sediment controls, road and streetscape design, 
lighting, entrances, stormwater management, sidewalk improvements, roadway design, structural, permitting, regulatory 
agency and plan approval. Relevant project experience includes: 
 
Falcon Crest Community Center. Owings Mills, MD. Civil Designer. The Falcon Crest Apartment Community located 
in Baltimore County, Maryland was built in the 1970's without the amenity of a community building for use of the tenants. 
KCI provided site planning to place a new 4,500 SF, single story community building within an existing townhouse apartment 
complex and on an existing parking area. KCI provided topographic survey of the area; prepared water, sewer and storm 
drain plans; designed an underground stormwater management facility (sand filter), a water recharge area, site and grading 
plans, erosion and sediment control plans and landscape plans and details. Other services include construction inspection and 
concrete testing, "as-built" site and utility surveys, assisting the client in obtaining local jurisdictional approval and permits. 
 
Glenside Farms. Baltimore County, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site development, civil engineering, and 
environmental services for the development of this 85+ acre, 191 single-family home subdivision. The scope of services 
included topographic and field surveys, utility design, highway design, and wetland and forest stand delineation. 
 
Manor Apartments - Cabana Project. Silver Spring, MD. Project Manager. KCI provided civil/site and geotechnical 
engineering, and surveying services to Home Properties for the design of a new, single-story, 6,000 SF Cabana/Pool Building 
on an existing residential complex. 
 
Virginia Village Community Center. Fairfax, VA. Project Manager. Provided  civil/site and geotechnical engineering, 
and surveying services to Home Properties for the design of a new, single-story, 6,000 SF Community Center on an existing 
residential complex. Project management for all engineering and surveying services in relation to the site layout plan, 
Conditional Use Permit preparation, design analysis, and engineering design. 

Skills:  
Public Speaking        Senior Leadership 
Operational Development       Program Management 
AutoCAD Civil 3D       Proposal Writing 
SWM and ESC Design        Financial Operations 
 
 Residential Plan Preparation Experience: 
Baltimore County - Site Plans, and DRC Plans 
Anne Arundel County – Site Plans 
Prince Georges County – Site Plans 
Baltimore City – Site Plans 
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Orleans Village Community Center. Fairfax, VA. Project Manager. Provided  civil/site and geotechnical engineering and 
surveying services to Home Properties for the design of a new, single-story, 6,000 SF Community Center on an existing 
residential complex. Project management for all engineering and surveying services in relation to the site layout plan, 
Conditional Use Permit preparation, design analysis, and engineering design. 
 
Millville by the Sea. Millville, DE. Project Manager. Millville by the Sea is a mixed use development with a Town Center, 
commercial areas, a 50,000 SF amenity building, and nearly 3,000 residential units including townhouses, villas, estate lots, and 
single family homes. The project is located on 760 acres and is proposed to be built out in multiple commercial and 
residential phases over several years. In 2007, KCI was tasked to perform a “Global Analysis” of the entire subdivision 
including tax ditch hydrologic and hydraulic modeling, overall landplan evaluation, master sewer and water plans, and overall 
cut and fill calculations. KCI was also tasked with full engineering two phases of the project. 
 
Centurylink Open-End National Contract. Engineering Manager. Provided engineering, construction management, and 
staffing services for fiber engineering and department of transportation utility relocation projects. 
 
Crown Castle Open-End National Contract. Engineering Manager. Provided engineering, construction management, and 
staffing services for fiber engineering and small cell projects. 
 
Extenet Open-End National Contract. Engineering Manager. Provided engineering, construction management, and staffing 
services for fiber engineering and small cell projects. 
 
Fiberlight Open-End Contract MD, DC, VA. Engineering Manager . Provided engineering, construction management, and 
staffing services. 

 
Verizon Wireless Open-End Contract MD and VA. Project Manager. Provided design services for installation of 
antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for Verizon Wireless. Sites designed and in operation are located 
throughout Maryland and Virginia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, general consulting services, 

 
Crown Castle-AT&T LTE Open-End Contract MD and VA. Project Manager.  Provided design services for 
installation of antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for AT&T’s Long Term Evolution (LTE) project. Sites designed 
and in operation are located throughout Maryland and Virginia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, 
general consulting services, 

 
T-Mobile Modernization Open-End Contract. MD, VA, and DC. Project Manager.  Provided design services for 
installation of antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are 
located throughout Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, 
traffic control plans, general consulting services, and construction management services on over 250 separate sites. 

 
Fiberlight – Sprint Backhaul Project. Program Manager (Contractor) represented Fiberlight, LLC for the construction of 
fiber laterals to over 90 mobile phone towers/buildings throughout MD, VA., and DC Duties included engineering and 
construction oversight, coordination between construction contractors, engineering, fiber installation and switch turn-ups to 
MSC’s. 

 
ITT Open-End Contract. Project Manager.  Provided design services for the Automatic Dependent Surveillance- 
Broadcast (ADS-B) system which is part of the Next Generation Air Transportation (NextGen). Work included site surveys, 
preparation of design plans, general consulting services, and construction services. 

 
T-Mobile Open-End Contract. MD, VA, and DC. Project Manager.  Provided design services for installation of antennas 
on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are located 
throughout Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, general 
consulting services, and construction services on over 300 separate sites. 

 
Bechtel (AT&T) Open-End Contract Richmond. VA, and WV. Project Manager.  Provided design services for 
installation of antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are 
located throughout Virginia, and West Virginia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, general consulting 
services, and construction services on over 100 separate sites. 

 
Bechtel (AT&T) Open-End Contract. MD, VA, and DC. Project Manager.  Provided design services for 
installation of antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are 
located throughout Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, 
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general consulting services, and construction services on over 200 separate sites. 
 
Bechtel (AT&T 3G) Open-End Contract. MD, VA, PA, and DC. Civil Designer/Team Leader.  Provided design 
services for installation of antennas on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in 
operation are located throughout Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia. Work included site 
surveys, preparation of design plans, general consulting services, and construction services on over 200 separate sites. 

 
Verizon Wireless Open-End Contract. MD, DC, NJ, VA, and PA. Civil Designer/Team Leader. KCI has been 
providing design services for the renovation of spaces into cellular telephone facilities since 1986. Sites designed and in 
operation are located throughout Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and the District of Columbia. Work included 
site surveys, expert witness testimony, preparation of design plans, general consulting services, and construction services on 
over 200 separate sites over a 10 year period. 

 
AT&T Open-End Contract. MD, VA, and DC. Project Manager.  Provided design services for installation of antennas 
on towers, monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are located 
throughout Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia. Work included site surveys, preparation of design plans, general 
consulting services, and construction services on over 300 separate sites. 

 
Sprint Open-End Contract. MD. Project Manager.  Provided design services for installation of antennas on towers, 
monopoles, and buildings for mobile phone service. Sites designed and in operation are located throughout Maryland. Work 
included site surveys, preparation of design plans, and general consulting services. 

 
Villages of Stoneybrook. Seaford, DE. Project Manager. KCI provided site/civil engineering, survey services, traffic 
studies, and environmental engineering for this age-restricted development on 36 acres in Seaford, DE. 

 
Route 13 Water Main Replacement. Dover, DE. Project Manager. Provided engineering services for 5600 linear feet 
of 12” water main. 

 
Belmont to Sunnyside Water Main Replacement. Smyrna DE. Project Manager. Provided engineering services for 
600 linear feet of 2” water main. 

 
Cannery Village. Berlin, MD. Civil Engineer. KCI performed surveys, wetland delineations, forest stand delineations, 
forest conservation plans, and prepared civil/site development plans for a 57 lot subdivision. 

 
Design of a New Wellness Center and Pool Complex. Leonardtown, MD. Civil Engineer. Provided 
s u r v e y i n g , civil/site engineering design and construction of the 32,000 SF facility housing an exercise facility, two pools, 
studios and classrooms. Provided engineering design of stormwater management, sediment and erosion controls, roadway 
layout and site grading. 
 
Engineering Services. Salisbury, MD. Civil / Site Engineer. KCI is assisting the Salisbury Public Works (SPW) department 
in the adoption of standard construction detail drawings, standard construction specifications, and design guidelines for public 
water mains, sewer mains, storm drains, roadways, curbs, gutter, sidewalks, street lights, and related appurtenances. 
 
Grasonville-Cemetery Road - Engineering Services. Grasonville, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided consulting 
engineering and surveying services for the surveying, preliminary and final design, engineering, and design document 
preparation for the addition of a sidewalk on the west side of Grasonville Cemetery Road (50’R/W) and associated road 
improvements, from the intersection with MD Route 18 southeasterly 3,600 LF. 

 
Duke Street - Engineering Design Services. Stevensville, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided consulting engineering 
and surveying services for the surveying, final design, engineering, and design document preparation for the road 
improvements and widening of 500 feet of Duke Street in Stevensville, Maryland. 

 
General Engineering and Landscape Architectural Services. Prince George's County, MD. Civil Designer.  Provided 
full service engineering, surveying, and landscape architectural services to MNCPPC on multiple parks for eight years 
under several consecutive contracts. Projects have included trail design, stormwater management design, parking lot 
design, historic structure stabilization and relocation, and park improvements. 

 
Northfields Residential and Commercial Development. West Manheim, PA. Civil Designer. Provided  
civil/site engineering and surveying services as well as environmental and geotechnical services in conjunction with the 
development of a 278 acre farm in West Manheim Township, York County, Pennsylvania. The proposed development 
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consists of 415 townhouses, 275 single family houses, 500,000 SF of commercial buildings and one million SF of industrial 
space. 

 
Rocky Gorge Animal Hospital. Laurel, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site design services for the construction of a 
new office building. 

 
Evangelical Formosan Church of Washington. Gaithersburg, MD. Civil Designer. Provided  civil/site engineering, 
environmental and utility engineering, landscape architectural, and surveying services for this design project on a 4-acre site. 

 
Rosa Parks Elementary School. Olney, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site/civil engineering services including 
landscape architecture, surveying, and stormwater management f o r  a 7,200 SF relocatable building adjacent to an 
existing elementary school. 

 
Civil and Structural Design Engineering Services for the University of Maryland. College Park, MD. Civil 
Designer. KCI was selected to provide civil and structural design engineering services to the University of Maryland on an on- 
call basis. Task assignments have included renovation of Ludwig Field's natural sand based turf field, renovations to the 
campus golf course, design of a new golf course pavilion, and reconstruction of the MFRI shop facility. 

 
Canterbury Apartments. Rosedale, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site planning and engineering services to place a 
new 3,600 SF, single story community building. 

 
Carroll Avenue Streetscape. Takoma Park, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site planning, site/civil engineering, 
landscape architecture, and traffic engineering services for streetscape improvements to 3,000 LF of Carroll Avenue. 

 
Mount Oak Estates Design. Bowie, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided civil/site engineering, utility engineering, landscape 
architectural, and surveying services for this design project. The proposed improvements consisted of the development of 
infrastructure for a 26 single-family housing development in Prince George's County. The development included new roadway 
construction, stormwater management, landscaping, and utility design. 

 
Kane Property - Office Movers Storage Facility. Elkridge, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site planning, site/civil 
engineering, landscape architecture, surveying, traffic engineering, geotechnical engineering, and construction administration 
services for the construction of the 80,000 SF commercial warehouse and storage facility and associated parking area. 

 
Fort Lee Shoppette. Ft. Lee, VA. Civil Designer. KCI provided site/civil engineering services to the Army and Air Force 
Exchange Service (AAFES) as a subconsultant on this project to build a new shoppette facility at Fort Lee, Virginia. KCI’s 
scope of services included preparation of a topographic survey, subsurface exploration, geotechnical evaluation, landscape 
design, civil engineering, preparation of bid packages, participation in the bidding and negotiation process, review of request 
for information, review and approval of change orders, construction inspection services and construction administration. 

 
CVS Site Development and Environmental Engineering. Various Locations, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site 
development services for several CVS sites throughout Maryland. The scope of services included site/civil engineering, 
surveying, environmental engineering, geotechnical engineering, permitting, and coordination services. 
 
Brooklyn Park Middle School and Chesapeake Center for the Creative Arts. Baltimore, MD. Civil Designer. 
Anne Arundel County Public Schools intended to provide a middle school in the Brooklyn Park area. KCI's scope of services 
included a feasibility study, site and safety analysis, accessibility and code requirements, wetland delineation, surveys, 
stormwater management, and landscape architecture. Following the study, KCI provided design services for the renovation of 
a 199,000 SF existing school in a one-of-a-kind multi-use facility. 

 
Crofton Library. Crofton, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site planning, site/civil engineering, landscape architecture, 
surveying, geotechnical engineering, environmental planning and construction administration services for the construction of a 
new 25,000 SF library. The final site layout situated the new building along the front corner of the 17 acre site for maximum 
exposure and left the remaining acreage for future expansion and uses. 

 
Takoma Park Fire Station No. 2. Takoma Park, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided civil/site and geotechnical 
engineering, and surveying services for the demolition of an existing facility and the design and construction of a new, single- 
story, 16,000 SF fire station on 1+ acre. KCI provided design and coordination services for the schematic design 
development, construction documents, bid/negotiation, construction, and post-construction phases. KCI also provided a site 
plan for temporary quarters to house the current fire station operations during construction. 

 
Allen Chapel AME Church. Silver Spring, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided civil and geotechnical engineering, site 
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development, and surveying services for a new 4,500 SF building and associated 50 space parking lot for the Allen Chapel 
AME Church Phase I project. The project’s scope of services includes landscape architecture plans, stormwater management 
plans, development plans, construction documents, and construction phase services. 

 
Greater Mt. Nebo AME Church. Upper Marlboro, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided master planning, civil and 
geotechnical engineering, site development, traffic studies and surveying for the 115,000 SF church and campus. Ultimately, a 
3000-seat church, 120 child and day care center are projected in Phase I. Phase II included a 120-unit adult assisted living 
center and 300-pupil school on the 87-acre campus. 

 
 
Silver Spring High Rise/Falkland Apartments. Silver Spring, MD. Civil Designer. Provided  civil/site engineering, 
utility engineering, and forest conservation services for the redevelopment of a 7.55 acre parcel, located on the northeast 
corner of 16th Street and East West Highway in Silver Spring, Maryland. The proposed improvements are associated 
with a mixed use urban infill project consisting of 1,020 rental apartments and 61,314 SF of commercial space. An 
underground parking structure, accommodating 1,389 vehicles will serve the site. 

 
Baden EMS Tower. Brandywine, MD. Civil Designer. KCI’s scope of services included the preparation of site plan, 
environmental permitting, construction documents, and geotechnical engineering for an Unmanned Wireless Transmission 
Facility in southern Prince George's County. Provided sediment and erosion control and site engineering design. 

 
Fallsmead Elementary School. Rockville, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site feasibility analysis for site/civil 
engineering, landscape architecture, surveying, and traffic circulation for a proposed 8,400 SF addition to an existing 
elementary school. Assisted in the civil design to provide several layout options for the addition, associated stormwater 
management and additional parking spaces and bus loops. 

 
Fort Belvoir Chapel Design/Build. Ft. Belvoir, VA. Civil Designer. KCI provided civil/site engineering, geotechnical, 
environmental utility engineering, landscape architectural, and surveying services for this design-build project on a 12-acre 
site. 

 
Woodstock (Rickman Property) Equestrian Park Engineering and Surveying Services. Bealesville, MD. Civil 
Designer. KCI provided construction documents, specifications, and cost estimates for the civil/site engineering, 
environmental, and surveying services for the design of two facilities at the new equestrian park facility for Montgomery 
County Parks Foundations. The facilities included a 10-space gravel parking for horse trailers, vehicular parking, 2-lane access 
road, a bio-retention facility for the parking lot and interior roads, and associated minor improvements to entrance off MD 
28. 
 
Maryland Correctional Institute for Women - Site Infrastructure and Dining Improvements. Jessup, MD. Civil 
Designer. KCI provided overall project management and comprehensive engineering services, that included mechanical, 
electrical, structural, civil, and geotechnical engineering for the renovation and addition to the institution's existing 
kitchen/dining operations. The project involved a multi-phase design in compliance with the institution's overall master plan. 

 
Glenside Farms. Baltimore County, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided site development, civil engineering, and 
environmental services for the development of this 85+ acre, 191 single-family home subdivision. The scope of services 
included topographic and field surveys, utility design, highway design, and wetland and forest stand delineation. 

 
USPS - A/E Indefinite Quantity Contract. Maryland, Virginia, and Washington, DC. Civil Designer. KCI provided 
civil/site development, environmental, and surveying services for various Postal Service sites under this open-end with 
Smolen-Emr & Associates. Services included stormwater management design; site surveys; civil/site plans and details; 
environmental Phase I assessments; utilities coordination and relocation; site subdivision plans; plans, specifications, and 
processing; and attendance at public hearings. 

 
Ridgeway Elementary School. Severn, MD. Civil Designer. KCI provided civil/site design services for the demolition and 
renovation of 65,000 SF elementary school building with associated parking lot expansion and playfields. KCI's scope included 
plans, specifications, testing and inspection, as-builts, shop drawing review, attendance at pre-bid meetings, permitting and 
surveys. 

 
Holland Mills Development, LLC. Lewes, DE. Construction Inspector. Provided construction inspection for storm 
drain installation and roadway expansion. Work consisted of inspection of pipe trench excavation and backfilling, manhole and 
inlet installation, earthwork, sediment control devices, and road base course. 

 
Salt Pond Plaza, Ocean View, DE. Construction Inspector. Provided construction inspection for curb and multi-modal 
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path installation, roadway expansion, storm system reconfiguration and roadway striping. 
 
Sussex Conservation District. Georgetown, DE. Plan Reviewer. Plan review services for the Sussex Conservation 
District on an “On-Call” basis. Plan review services include review of Erosion and Sediment Control Plans, Stormwater 
Management Plans, and Stormwater Management Reports for both residential and commercial projects in Sussex County, 
Delaware. 

 
DNREC Stormwater Management Review. Statewide, DE. Plan Reviewer. Plan review services for Bridgeville 
Commercial Gateway and McIlvaine Early Childhood Center. For both, he reviewed Stormwater Management and Erosion & 
Sediment Control plans. 





Maureen E. Murphy, Chief Administrative Law Judge 
Andrew M. Belt, Administrative Law Judge 
Derek J. Baumgardner, Administrative Law Judge 
September 26, 2024 

Page2 

1. That Petitioner sign an affidavit binding itself, heirs, successors and assigns to the use
of any dwelling structure on the property as a single-family unit and affirmation that
such structure will not be used as a duplex or multifamily dwelling. Such affidavit is to
be filed by and at the expense of the Petitioner with Land Records of Baltimore County;

2. That the property be subjected to periodic inspections determined by the Department
of Planning, the first of which shall commence within 3 months of the date of any Order
of the Office of Administrative Hearings regarding this Petition;

3. Any application for a use and occupancy permit shall not be approved until Department
of Planning has inspected the site; and

4. Petitioner agrees to cooperate with all inspections.3

We have had indications of interest from area citizens on these issues. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

�]) 
Emily D. Jolie eur 
Interim People's Counsel for Baltimore County 

cc: Timothy Manuelides, Attorney for Petitioner 
Arnold Jablon, Esq. 
Edward Crizer 
Department of Planning 

3 The Department of Planning supports and agrees with these conditions. 















































































EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Ave 

Exhibit #: 

1. Correction Notice to Robert Podles 
 

2. Correction Notice to Edgmere 
 

3. Baltimore County building permit # R22-06755; 
 

4. Baltimore County building permit # R22-06756; 
 

5. Baltimore County Residential Razing property information for Permit # R22-05628; 

6 through 8.  Photos submitted into evidence by Protestants before Bd  of Appeals showing 
site conditions after demolition; 

9. through 14.  Photos submitted into evidence by Petitioner before Bd of Appeals showing 
construction after demo; 

    15.  County Board of Appeals Opinion and Order in Case # 22-269SPH 

 



Protestant's  Exhibit 1

Baltimore County 
• Department of Permits, 

Approvals And ln$pections 

OFFICE HOURS 7:30 am - 3:30 pm 

Building Inspection: 410-887-3953 

3 ,... ) 
•-, ~ode Inspections and Enforcement 

) County Office Building 
' 111 West Chesapeake Avenue 

Towson,MD 21204 

Plumbing Inspection: 410-887-3620 
Electrical Inspection: 410-887-3960 

BALTIMORE COUNTY UNIFORM CODE ENFORCEMENT CORRECTION NOTICE 

Citation Case No. C.. (3 A')._ 0 b I 4 6 Property No. / .5 I CJ '? I / b / 8 Zoning:. _____ _ 

Name(s): _ _._R_~"-~=· ..... l..,..,.1:.:...,;:~"--=---L-&~o"-=b'---_ _________________ __ _ 
• / 

Address: ?-. £ -¢, I ,,. J, b b 6 13 i(' CL 11 n u. r] A .., c:._ 

.5 f fH~v- oWS ·po Int 11 D ;] /?, I 
Violation Location: - --=>=---w>-=.e..Vh:....:__....,, _________________________ __ _ 

DID UNLAWFULLY VIOLATE THE FOLLOWING BALTTh10RE COUNTY LAWS: 

13 r. 13 L & YI 1- I ), I Ut1. .:f 4' ~-<- S t"" IA .._ + /.,L ~ <:.-- .... f? e_m av ~ 
te.. kl d- v.., cl I ( ~ha 1: ;_s : r, UA-eJJ -e c o ~ to I I/ t-t:y 

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO CORRECT THESE VIOLATION(S) ON OR BEFORE: 

ONORBEFORE: ______ _______ DATEISSUED: ___ _________ _ _ _ _ 

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE DEADLINE STATED IS A MISDEMEANOR. A CONVICTION FOR EACH VIOLATION 
SUBJECTS YOU TO POTENTIAL FINES OF $200, $500, OR $1,000 PER DAY, PER VIOLATION, DEPENDING ON VIOLATION, OR 
90 DAYS IN JAIL, OR BOTH. 

INSPECTOR: _ _ _ _ _ ___ ___ ___ PRINTNAME: _______________ _ 

STOP WORK NOTICE 
PURSUANT Tb lNSEPCTION OF '11IE FOREGOn.;rQ VIOLATIONS, YOU SHALL CEASE ALL WORK UNTIL THE VIOLATIONS 
ARE CORRECTED AND/OR PROPBRPERMITS OBTAINED. WORK CAN RESUME WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE DIVISION 
OF CODE INSPECTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT. THESE CONDITIONS MUST BE CORRECTED NO LATER THAN: 

ON OR BEFORE: l( - d;,D - ;1 '.2 DATE ISSUED: i./ - l - 2 ~ 
lNSPECTOR: tZ o~L~ PRINT NAME: B o cd< M-e.~ hal:!;,; J <. 
COPIES: PINK-AGEN~LLO~VIOLATIONSITE, GOLD-DEFENDANT, WHITE-INSP • OR 

PAIBI 10 REV.2/13 



Protestants' Exhibit 2

Baltimqre County 
• Department of Pemuts, 

Approvals And In,spections 

OFFICE HOURS 7:30 am - 3:30 pm 

Building Inspection: 410-887-3953 

eXHi/3 ,~ Lf- . _ _ 
.. ,, ~ode Inspections and Enforcement 

" j County Office Building 
• 111 West Chesapeake Avenue 

Towson, MD 21204 

Plumbing Inspection: 410-887-3620 
Electrical Inspection: 410-887-3960 

BALTIMORE COUNTY UNIFORM CODE ENFORCEMENT CORRECTION NOTICE 

Citation Case No. ( 6 • A J,, () 0 \ 'j b Property No. /SI 9 7 / / 6 / 8 Zoning: _____ _ 

w ; L,.,,e_ 

Address: /3--e / C,< ; ...-. ~101s:-,1':];;t_ 

Violation Location: __ .,::;,.,:l-'-=6'---4'-]..._._,/_~---.i==---..... 6 ........... 2:=s--":__,_s _ _,/3_... '-JIC:......i..0. ..... -=-.11--"'---L-h.._._~-.... n---_.A__.._.,..v_,;~:,,..-__ _.2"""-'/'-'~ .... • .... J.___9.__ __ _ 

DID UNLAWFULLY VIOLATE THE FOLLOWING BALTIMORE COUNTY LAWS: 

B LB L Pa.,., f' 12 I U n .t o.. -~ e. 5 h l.u;.. ± rA..sr:: e. - .f< ..a rn a tJ e, -e h c:Q_ 
Ww II ±A~+ ,' $ i h don_y e,,.r:-: o ~ .Pq_L l 1' i-15:J 

YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO CORRECT THESE VIOLATION(S) ON OR BEFORE: 

ON OR BEFORE: ____ _________ DATE ISSUED:---- -------------'-

FAILURE TO COMPLY WITII THE DEADLINE STATED IS A MISDEMEANOR. A CONVICTION FOR EACH VIOLATION 
SUBJECTS YOU TO POTENTIAL FINES OF $200, $500, OR $1,000 PER DAY, PER VIOLATION, DEPENDING ON VIOLATION, OR 
90 DAYS IN JAIL, OR BOTH. 

INSPECTOR: --~----------- PRINTNAME: _ ______________ _ 

STOP WORK NOTICE 
PURSUANT TO INSEPCTION OF THE FOREGOING VIOLATIONS, YOU SHALL CEASE ALL WORK UNTIL THE VIOLATIONS 
ARE CORRECTED AND/OR PROPER PERMITS OBTAINED. WORK CAN RESUME WI1H THE APPROVAL OF THE DMSION 
OF CODE INSPECTIONS AND ENFORCEMENT. THESE CONDITIONS MUST BE CORRECTED NO LATER THAN: 

ON OR BEFORE: f../ - :,), ( - ;2., ~ DATE ISSUED: l( .. 7 • ..::?, ~ 
INSPECTOR: t;;.....,;,._ J.. e,,L PRJNTNAME: Ro J..,,,,,. <: ~ /... c~rr:i' c., k 
COPIES: PINK-AGENCY, •z YELLOW - VIOLATION SITE, GOLD-DEFENDANT, WHITE-IN PECTOR ..., 

PAI BI 10 REV. 2/13 



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022

Protestants' Exhibit 3 permit

c.~L-----
C. P-tle G.dJJ1:1ld, AJ.Q\Dinrt:or E. J-0~~ Bryan, Bll!Ming g,,g1..,..-



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book.

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022

c.~L-----
C. P-tle G.dJJ1:1ld, AJ.Q\Dinrt:or E. J-0~~ Bryan, Bll!Ming g,,g1..,..-



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2621 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022

Protestants' Exhibit 4

c.~L-----
C. P-tle G.dJJ1:1ld, AJ.Q\Dinrt:or E. J-0~~ Bryan, Bll!Ming g,,g1..,..-



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book. REFER TO PLANS AND 

NOTES,UPDATES R22-06755--SAME

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022

c.~L-----
C. P-tle G.dJJ1:1ld, AJ.Q\Dinrt:or E. J-0~~ Bryan, Bll!Ming g,,g1..,..-



Protestants' Exhibit 5
Permit Number: R21-02585 Permit Type: Residential Alteration/Addition 

Sub Type: 

Date Issued: 
j 
I 

Expiration Date: 03/08/2023 

\ . - --- -- -~------ ________ ,, ____ ~ .. OJ • ,,.-----

! l Property Information Lot Size and Setbacks 
! . 

Property Address: 2621-23 BRANNAN AVE 

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT. MO, 21219 

Tax ID: 1519711618 

District: 15 

Existing Use: Residence 

'. Proposed Use: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO 

• Sprinklerto be Installed?: 

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Size: 

Set Backs • Front Yard: 30.00 

Set Backs • Rear Yard: 100.00 

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 20.00 

! Set Backs • Left Side Yard: 30.00 

' 

..,.._.....,,,, .. "' l 
Owner Information 

Owner: Rob Podles 

Owner Address: 2621 BRANNAN RD, Sparrows Point, MD, 21219 

Tenant: Applicant: Anthony Darpino 

C. ·l'tlL O.ifo JhJ, ALCP, Dlridor 

•Please log Into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 
insoP.ctions. Refer to the Permit Number when maklna lnnulres. 

Page 1 of 2 03/0912022 



.. ' sammore county, Maryland -v • 

D&partment of PGrmlt1, Approvals, and Inspections 
BUILDING PERMIT 

Permit Number: R21~02585 Permit Type: Residential Altf!(atron/Addrtion .. _ 

Sub Type: 

f Date Issued:, 
I 

~xpiration Date: 03/08/2023 

f ~---~---··---·· - ' _, ---- ' --- ---- · - - - - · - --- .. ---~4 - -- - -~~ ... -.- -----~ .. - __ ,...__.. ... .__ ..... ____ ... ___ __,_,.. ___ ~~~- ~-.......,...;,..,.,....,. 

, , BUI/ding Permit Contractor 

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: , , 

Is Owner Contractor'?~ 

Building Permit Information 
~-t':;:•·+' i ·--½....,._ 1~J.~};1;_~~~~3".t:t~••:!f'1UQ;;fse,~l.;_::,~~~: -ri..c..'"'rt!'.,,,::.i.~1!~.'.t~'--='-~r.::K:.U&.~ ..,..~..-..s;,,_~~~~ J,~ as.w,~~~.("~~~~~~~ 

Description of Work: Exterior alterations to remove flat roof and install A frame roof on existing duplex using one tax number 
: with two addresses (2621-23 Brannan Ave) . Construct 2.5' front cantilever and 4' rear cantilever addn's on 2nd floor both to be 

used as bedroom extensions. Non structural interior alts to reconfigure floor plan to include: demo and construct wood .stud· 
and dryvvall partitions and re-insulate·to create: 1st fl: each unit to have: 1 living room, 1 dining room, powder room, kitchen; 2n 
q fl .'?-~9.ti_unit to have: 3 gedrms, 2 bathrms, laundry rm. All work ger glans. Existing rear deck to remain. 

~Please Jog into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 
insnections. Refer to the Permit Number when makino lnauires_ 

Paf:Je 2 of2 0,i09/20:!2 
._ _____________ .;.,_ ___________________ ....., ___ ..... ______ ....... __ ..._. ____ .....,. __ ............. 



Protestants Exhibit 5A

.. -···~ 
....___________ :: ... P"O=E""""l _,.E.....,X..,...H....,l"""B..,.,,IT...-:-7----

Baltimore County, Maryland 
Department of Permits, Approvals, and lnspectiQns 

Permit Number: R22-05628 

Date Issued: 06/09/202_2 

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: , , 

Is Owner Contractor?: 

BUILDING PERMIT 

Permit Type: Residential Razing • 

Sub Type: 

Expiration Date: 09/07/2022 

Description of Work: CBCA. RAZE MAIN STRUCTURE, TO BE TORN DOWN, FOUNDATION TO REMAIN, 3154SF, BUILT 
IN 1924. DEBRIS TO BE HAULED TO APPROVED SANITARY LANDFILL IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE BALTIMORE 
COUN1Y SITE REGULATIONS: SEWER TO BE CAPPED, PERMIT EXPIRES 90 FROM DATE OF ISS!JE. RAT 
ERADICATION STATEMENT ATTACHED. ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT DOES NOT COMMIT BALTIMORE COUNTY TO 
ISSUE ANY FURTHER PERMITS 

*Please log Into your account to get up-to~ale Information regarding the permit process and r&lated 
lnsoacflons. R11ler In the Permit Number wt.en maltlna lnau\nr.s. 

ll, Jol,n :Orr:u,,Jlldidmg l'A1glt1m 

i ·: · .·: . .. . -. 
. ·.,;, . . ' ~ . . 

·:·. _•· .. ·' .-
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Protestants Exhibit 6

Ade a Car)tioP 

Monday • Apr 4, 2022 • 4:09 PM Adjust 



Protestants Exhibit 7

Add a Caption 

Tuesday • Mar 29, 2022 • 6:11 PM Adjust 



Protestants Exhibit 8
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Protestants Exhibit 10
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Protestants Exhibit 11



Protestants Exhibit 12



Protestants Exhibit 13



Protestants Exhibit 14



Protestants' Exhibit 15





























Edgemere Wildlife Trust – Brannan Avenue – 2022-269-SPH 

People’s Counsel ALJ Exhibit List 

 

1. 2004 ALJ Opinion and Site Plan 

2. CBA Dismissal of 2004 case 

3. SDAT Information  

4. ADC Map 

5. MyNeighborhood Zoning & Aerial Maps 

6. Google Street Map Photo 
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Real Property Data Search ( )

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None

Account Identifier: District - 15 Account Number - 1519711618

Owner Information

Owner Name: EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST
CRITES L A TRUSTEE

Use:
Principal Residence:

RESIDENTIAL
NO

Mailing Address: UNIT 154
1443 ROCK SPRING RD
BEL AIR MD 21014-

Deed Reference: /42157/ 00353

Location & Structure Information

Premises Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE
SPARROWS POINT 21219-1843

Legal Description:
2621-23 BRANNAN AVE
BRANNAN

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

0111 0016 0133 15130118.04 0000 11 2021 Plat Ref: 0014/ 0089

Town: None

Primary Structure BuiltAbove Grade Living AreaFinished Basement AreaProperty Land AreaCounty Use

7,714 SF 04

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements

/

Value Information

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of
01/01/2021

As of
07/01/2022

As of
07/01/2023

Land: 73,700 73,700

Improvements 0 0

Total: 73,700 73,700 134,900 73,700

Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN JR Date: 11/25/2019 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /42157/ 00353 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN,JR Date: 04/16/2009 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /27938/ 00198 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN S,JR Date: 01/11/1999 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /13437/ 00518 Deed2:

Exemption Information

Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2022 07/01/2023

County: 000 0.00

State: 000 0.00

Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information

Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date:

PC Exh 3
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New Search (https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty)Baltimore County

District: 15 Account Number: 1519711618

The information shown on this map has been compiled from deed descriptions and plats and is not a property survey. The map should not be used for legal
descriptions. Users noting errors are urged to notify the Maryland Department of Planning Mapping, 301 W. Preston Street, Baltimore MD 21201.

If a plat for a property is needed, contact the local Land Records office where the property is located. Plats are also available online through the Maryland State
Archives at www.plats.net (http://www.plats.net).

Property maps provided courtesy of the Maryland Department of Planning.

For more information on electronic mapping applications, visit the Maryland Department of Planning web site at
http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx (http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx).
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+
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

Baltimore County Government,  County of Anne Arundel, VITA, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA |  

Baltimore County - My Neighborhood
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Image capture: Jun 2022 © 2023 Google

Edgemere, Maryland

 Google Street View

Jun 2022 See more dates

2501 Haddaway Rd

PC Exh 6

https://www.google.com/streetview
https://www.google.com/streetview


NATURAL BURIAL GROUND — A property intended for use for the burial or permanent disposition of the remains of the dead, utilizing

natural burial methods and biodegradable materials that permit the body to return naturally to the earth.

[Bill No. 76-2021 ]

NEIGHBORHOOD CAR RENTAL AGENCY — The principal use of land for the rental of motor vehicles weighing 7,000 pounds (GVW) or

less, including the parking of no more than 25 such vehicles on the premises. The term does not include a business that rents or

leases motor vehicles as an accessory use, or rents or leases trailers, or trucks weighing over 7,000 pounds (GVW), or supplies

limousines for hire, or that is a taxicab service. (See also "garage, service.")

[Bill No. 122-2005]

NIGHTCLUB — A commercial establishment with or without the right to serve food, beverages, or alcoholic beverages to patrons for

on premise consumption, that derives its main revenue source between the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. as primarily an

entertainment venue, provides live or recorded entertainment, with or without a dance floor, and often having a floor show or dim

lighting. A commercial establishment is not a nightclub if live or recorded musical entertainment is played or performed pursuant to a

live musical entertainment use permit. For the purposes of enforcement and as may be determined by the authority having

jurisdiction, a nightclub may be defined differently by the county fire prevention code or building code, as amended and adopted by

the county.

[Bill Nos. 110-1993; 18-2021 ]

NONCONFORMING USE — A legal use that does not conform to a use regulation for the zone in which it is located or to a special

regulation applicable to such a use. A specifically named use described by the adjective "nonconforming" is a nonconforming use.

[Bill No. 18-1976]

NONINDUSTRIAL USE — Any use other than an industrial, quasi-industrial or industry-related use.

[Bill No. 178-1979]

NUDITY — A state of dress in which a human buttock, anus, genitalia or female breast is completely bared.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

NUDITY, PARTIAL — A state of dress in which clothing covers no more than the genitals, pubic region and areolae of the female breast,

as well as portions of the body covered by supporting straps or devices.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

NURSERY, HORTICULTURAL — An agricultural operation primarily engaged in the production and marketing of trees, shrubs and

plants. The plant materials may be produced on the premises and may be purchased elsewhere at any stage of maturity for further

production. Horticultural nurseries may engage in accessory uses such as storage of plant materials, sale of products necessary for

the health of the nursery stock, and provision of limited landscape services. A nursery which sells plant materials grown exclusively

on-site and which does not offer any of the accessory services permitted at horticultural nurseries shall be considered a farm.

[Bill No. 41-1992]

NURSERY SCHOOL — A school or a level within a school providing educational instruction for children between two and four years old.

[Bill No. 47-1985]

NURSING HOME (formerly "convalescent home") — A facility which provides board, shelter and nursing care to chronic or

convalescent patients. This term also includes facilities which provide domiciliary care within a nursing home.

[Bill No. 37-1988]

https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
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A.

B.

A.

B.

SECTION 104 - Nonconforming Uses

[BCZR 1955]

§ 104.1. - Continuation of nonconformance; exceptions.

[Bill Nos. 18-1976; 124-1991]

A nonconforming use (as defined in Section 101) may continue except as otherwise specifically provided in these regulations, provided that upon any change from such

nonconforming use to any other use whatsoever, or any abandonment or discontinuance of such nonconforming use for a period of one year or more, the right to continue

or resume such nonconforming use shall terminate.

§ 104.2. - Restoration of damaged or destroyed structures.

[Bill No. 124-1991]

A structure damaged to any extent or destroyed by fire or other casualty may be restored within two years after such destruction or damage but may not be enlarged. In the

case of residentially used structures which are nonconforming in density, the number of dwelling units or density units rebuilt may be equal to but may not exceed the

number of units which existed before the casualty.

§ 104.3. - Limit on extension of nonconforming buildings and uses; exception.

[Bill No. 124-1991]

No 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. This provision does not apply to structures or uses restored pursuant to Section 104.2, except as authorized by the Zoning Commissioner

pursuant to Section 307.

§ 104.4. - Exception for certain office buildings.

[Bill Nos. 167-1980; 124-1991]

Any contrary provision of these regulations notwithstanding, an office building that was authorized by grant of a special exception and that becomes damaged to any extent

or destroyed by casualty may be fully restored in accordance with the terms of the special exception.

§ 104.5. - Uses in Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.

[Bill Nos. 32-1988; 124-1991; 9-1996; 137-2004]

Any use which becomes or continues to be nonconforming which exists within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area on or after the effective date of this section is subject to the

provisions of Sections 104.1, 104.2 and 104.3 and to the variance provisions and procedures of § 32-4-231, § 33-2-205, or § 33-2-603 of the Baltimore County Code, whichever

is or are applicable.

§ 104.6. - Striptease businesses.

A striptease business lawfully operating prior to the effective date of this legislation  that is in violation of the requirements contained herein shall be deemed a

nonconforming use. A striptease business which is a nonconforming use:

Shall be permitted to continue for a period not to exceed one year, unless sooner terminated for any reason or voluntarily discontinued for a period of 30 days or more; and

Shall not be increased, enlarged, extended or altered except that the use may be changed to a conforming use.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

Footnotes:

--- (48) ---

1. Editor's Note—Apparently refers to Bill No. 137-1990.

§ 104.7. - Nonconforming signs.

[Bill No. 89-1997]

Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, nonconforming signs are subject to Section 450.8.C.

§ 104.8. - Termination of nonconforming use.

[Bill No. 105-2006]

After notice and hearing, the Zoning Commissioner may terminate a nonconforming use and require the use to revert to a use allowed under the existing zoning classification

if the hearing officer has previously determined, after a code enforcement hearing under Article 3, Title 6 of the Code:

That the owner, tenant or entity having control of the land or use is in violation of the County Code, as defined in Article 3, and that the violation is continuing; or

That the owner, tenant or entity having control of the land or use is in violation of the County Code for the same offense on multiple occasions.

[48]

https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
https://library.municode.com/
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§ 500.7. - Petitions for public hearing; notice.

[Bill No. 18-1976]

The said Zoning Commissioner shall have the power to conduct such other hearings and pass such

orders thereon as shall, in his discretion, be necessary for the proper enforcement of all zoning

regulations, subject to the right of appeal to the County Board of Appeals as hereinafter provided.

The power given hereunder shall include the right of any interested person to petition the Zoning

Commissioner for a public hearing after advertisement and notice to determine the existence of

any purported nonconforming use on any premises or to determine any rights whatsoever of such

person in any property in Baltimore County insofar as they are affected by these regulations.

With respect to any zoning petition other than a petition for a special exception, variance or

reclassification, the Zoning Commissioner shall schedule a public hearing for a date not less than

30 days after the petition is accepted for filing. If the petition relates to a specific property, notice

of the time and place of the hearing shall be conspicuously posted on the property for a period of

at least 15 days before the time of the hearing. Whether or not a specific property is involved,

notice shall be given for the same period of time in at least two newspapers of general circulation

in the county. The notice shall describe the property, if any, and the action requested in the

petition. Upon establishing a hearing date for the petition, the Zoning Commissioner shall

promptly forward a copy thereof to the Director of Planning (or his deputy) for his consideration

and for a written report containing his findings thereon with regard to planning factors.
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Real Property Data Search ( )

     

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY
 

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None
Account Identifier: District - 09 Account Number - 1700008152

Owner Information
Owner Name: R C HILDEBRANDT TRUSTEE Use:

Principal Residence:
RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM
NO

Mailing Address: UNIT 154
1443 ROCK SPRING RD
BEL AIR MD 21014-

Deed Reference: /47952/ 00401

Location & Structure Information
Premises Address: 45 DENDRON CT

PARKVILLE 21234-
UNIT: 33-45

Legal Description: BLDG 33 UNIT 33-45
45 DENDRON CT
DONCASTER VILLAGE COND

Map: Grid: Parcel: Neighborhood: Subdivision: Section: Block: Lot: Assessment Year: Plat No:
0071 0002 0633 9130159.04 0000 2023 Plat Ref: 0005/ 0096

Town: None

Primary Structure Built Above Grade Living Area Finished Basement Area Property Land Area County Use
1975 980 SF 36

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements
2 YES END UNIT FRAME/ 3 1 full

Value Information
Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of
01/01/2023

As of
07/01/2023

As of
07/01/2024

Land: 30,000 30,000
Improvements 76,600 96,700
Total: 106,600 126,700 113,300 120,000
Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information
Seller: HILDEBRANDT NICHOLAS Date: 04/12/2023 Price: $0
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /47952/ 00401 Deed2:

Seller: NEIMILLER ANGELA P Date: 05/19/2016 Price: $85,000
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /37530/ 00493 Deed2:

Seller: NEIMILLER THOMAS B Date: 11/29/2005 Price: $0
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /22969/ 00159 Deed2:

Exemption Information
Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2023 07/01/2024
County: 000 0.00
State: 000 0.00
Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00
Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information
Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date:
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Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book.

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2621 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book. REFER TO PLANS AND 

NOTES,UPDATES R22-06755--SAME

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022











Properties 2621 & 2623 Brannan Avenue, 21219

TIMELINE

John Podles died October 1, 2019 (Owner of properties).

On November 12, 2019 Christopher Podles filed an eviction notice with
Baltimore County against Stephanie Casey. Failure to pay rent: 2621
Brannan Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case
No.D-085-LT-19-058360 Christopher Podles vs. Stephanie Casey.

On February 5, 2020 R.A. Podles filed an eviction notice with Baltimore
County against Stephanie Casey. Failure to pay rent: 2621 Brannan
Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case No. D-085-LT-20-006412 R.A.
Podles vs. Stephanie Casey.

On December 11, 2019 Christopher Podles filed an eviction notice with
Baltimore County against Mary Moore. Failure to pay rent. 2623 Brannan
Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case No. D-085-LT-19 Christopher
Podles vs Mary Moore.

11-25-2019 Properties were sold to Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crites, LA
Trustee

There is only one property listed (2623) on Property Search MD / MD
Department of Assessments & Taxation sites

Approximately January 2020 – 2623 Brannan Avenue was vacant
Approximately June 2020 – 2621 Brannan Avenue was vacant

June 2020 – March 2022
● Properties were abandoned
● Grass was not cut
● Random kids, teenagers were hanging around & in the properties and

the sheds



January 2022 – March 1, 2022
● Water line broke in the house
● Robert Podles (son of deceased owner) was called multiple times

with no response
● Water line break flooded the house and property around it
● The City was called, and they could not find the water meter
● City had no record of the property
● The house was open, and a person was able to cut it off

March - April 2022
● Demolition began
● Rob Podles hired 3 men with saws and hammers to do this job
● It took about 3 weeks
● It was a terrible mess in the neighborhood
● They started burning treated lumber that filled nearby neighbors’

homes with smoke
● They were asked to please stop multiple times
● When asked to stop, Rob Podles’s brother yelled at the neighboring

homeowners with inappropriate, foul language such as “Go F_ _ _!
yourself”!

● The Fire Department was called, and they stopped the burning
● The property was deemed “condemned” by the authorities (Fire

Marshal)

Fall 2022
● Foundation started
● Blocks being laid over old, decayed footers
● Perplexing how it could ever pass a County inspection with these

inadequate building practices

February 2023
● Zoning hearing signs were posted
● Zoning signs were torn down a few days later
● House construction started

March 1, 2023
Court date for the zoning hearing



March 6, 2023
Court hearing declared: The non-conforming use is legally terminated and
stop build orders were posted on the property

March 7, 2023
Robert Podles tore down the stop build order signs and the building
continued. On the same day, Joseph Vrablic and Bryan McVey were
threatened with bodily harm by Robert Podles

March 8, 2023
Joseph Vrablic and Bryan McVey filed peace orders numbers:
D-08-CV-23-810871 & D-08-CV-23-810874

March 14, 2023 (approximate)
Baltimore County reposted the signs and spoke to the workers, the
construction stopped.

March 15, 2023 to present
Properties have been left a mess, lumber and debris all around the yard
and grass rarely cut





































































































































EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Road 

Exhibit #: 

1. Zoning order in case No. 04-567 SPHA                         Granting of NCU and denying requested variance 

 

2. Site plan submitted in case No. 04-567 fully describing general notes, relevant information specific to 

property, location and size of existing buildings as of date of hearing; 

 

3. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-6-22; 

 

4. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-7-22; 

 

5. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06755; 

 

6. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06756; 

 

7. Baltimore County Residential Razing Permit # R22-05628; 

 

8. Photos submitted by property owner showing existing pictures as of 5/25/22 for Permit # R22-06755; 

 

9. District Court of Maryland Petition for Warrant of Restitution submitted with Permit # R22-06755; 

 

10. Site plan submitted by property owner entitled “2623 Brannan Ave Renovation” for Permit # R22-06755; 

 

11. Timeline prepared by Protestants contemporaneously as events occurred at subject property; 

 

12. Petition dated February 2023; 

 

13. My Neighborhood GIS site location; 

 

14. Photos of subject property—(a) through (o). 

 

15. District Court case information report Podles vs. Stephanie Casey, et al failure to pay rent 

 

16. District Court case information report Podles vs. Mary Moore failure to pay rent 



Edgemere Wildlife Trust – Brannan Avenue – 2022-269-SPH 

People’s Counsel CBA Exhibit List 

 

1. 2004 ALJ Opinion and Site Plan 

2. CBA Dismissal of 2004 case 

3. SDAT Information  

4. ADC Map 

5. MyNeighborhood Zoning & Aerial Maps 

6. Google Street Map Photo 

7. BCZR Sections 101.1, 104.1 & 500.7 

 





































IN THE MATTER OF 
EDGEMERE WILDLIFE TRUST, L.A. CRITES, 
TRUSTEE AND LEGAL OWNER 
EDWARD CRIZER, PETITIONER 
FOR SPECIAL HEARING ON THE PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT 2621-2623 BRANNAN AVENUE 

15th ELECTION DISTRICT 
7th COUNCIL DISTRICT 

* 

* 

* 

* * * * * 

* 

* 

* * * 

BEFORE THE 

BOARD OF APPEALS 

OF 

BAL TIM ORE COUNTY 

Case No.: 22-269-SPH 

* * * * * 

OPINION 

This case comes to the Board of Appeals of Baltimore County ("Board") as the result of 

a Petition for Special Hearing filed by Edward Crizer ("Petitioner"). The Petition requested a 

Special Hearing to determine: (1) whether a previously approved nonconforming use at 2621-

2623 Brannan A venue ("subject property") has been abandoned, and (2) whether any new home 

constructed on the site is limited to a one family home. The current owner of the subject property 

is the Edgemere Wildlife Trust ("EWT") ("Respondent/ Appellant"). L.A. Crites is the trustee. 

The Petitioner is the owner of 2627 Brannan A venue. 

The matter was first heard before Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Paul M. Mayhew, 

who by an Order dated March 6, 2023, found that the nonconforming use had been legally 

terminated and any new home construction on the subject property was limited to a one-family 

home. The owner filed a timely appeal to the Board. 

The Board held an in person de nova hearing on August 29 and August 31, 2023. The 

Petitioner was represented by Arnold Jablon, Esquire. The Owner was represented by Timothy 

Manuelides, Esquire of Timothy Manuelides, LLC. Peter Max Zimmerman, Esquire, entered his 

appearance on behalf of the Office of People's Counsel. Following the hearing, the parties 

submitted memoranda. The Board held a remote public deliberation using Webex on October 



In the Matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Tru t, L.A. Crites Trustee - Legal Owner 
Edward Crizer - Petitioner 

Case No.: 22-269-SPHA 

26, 2023. As discussed below, the Board ruled unanimously that the nonconforming use had 

been terminated and that any new home construction was limited to a single-family home. 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

The subject property is approximately 7,628 square feet. It is zoned DR 5.5. The subject 

property was the focus of Case No. 2004-567-SPHA in which Deputy Zoning Commissioner 

("DZC") John V. Murphy found a valid non-conforming use for a two-family attached dwelling. 

DZC Murphy denied a variance for the construction of a third apartment on the site. At the time, 

the property was zoned DR 3.5. Given the small lot size, a two-family unit was not otherwise 

permitted. Later, the zoning was changed to DR 5.5, but the same restriction applied. 

The owner of the property at that time was John Podles, Jr. Mr. Podles passed away in 

2019, and ownership passed to EWT. A woman by the name of L.A. Crites is the trustee. Robert 

Podles, the deceased's son, took over management of the property. Mr. Podles testified that he 

is a property manager, real estate agent, and general contractor. He stated that he has been 

managing properties for about 10 years. 

The property remained more or less rented until 2020. 1 The situation as to the occupancy 

of the two units is somewhat murky. As to 2621 Brannan Road, Mr. Podles testified that the 

primary tenant had been Stephanie Casey. Mr. Podles presented a ledger entry that purported to 

show rent collected from Ms. Casey on or about June 10, 2021.2 (Respondent's Ex. 7-8.) In 

1 During the hearing, the Board inquired about the possibility of an abandonment between 2004 and 2020. Some 
evidence was presented for and against that proposition. The Board determined that the evidence was insufficient 
to establish an abandonment during that period. 

2 Appellant's Memorandum indicates that Ms. Casey renewed a lease sometime after June 15, 2020, and as of June 
2021, it is asserted that she was living there as a month-to-month tenant under "an expired lease." Appellant's 
Memorandum at p. 4. It was significant to the Board in assessing the weight of the evidence that no lease documents 
were presented. 

2 



In the Matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites Trustee - Legal Owner 
Edward Crizer - Petitioner 

Case No.: 22-269-SPHA 

addition, Mr. Podles presented evidence of an action he initiated against Ms. Casey in November 

2020 as a tenant holding over. This indicates at the very least that there was no operative lease 

at that point. According to the records presented, the District Court ordered possession of the 

property returned to the landlord on April 13, 2021. (Respondent Exhibit 9A.) Robert Podles 

testified that Ms. Casey moved from the premises on or about June 11, 2021. Once again, no 

lease was presented to show that that individual had a tenancy at 2621. 

As to 2623, the primary tenant had been Mary Moore, generally referred to as Cookie. 

According to Mr. Podles, Ms. Moore had resided in the property until July/August 2021. At that 

time, he obtained an order of restitution from the District Court, and as of then, the property 

became vacant. Mr. Podles testified that she remained in the premises until August 2021. He 

offered into evidence a Property Release Agreement from August 2021, which, according to him, 

evidenced that she had remained as an occupant until then, or she at least had the right to 

occupancy until then. The Property Release Agreement dated August 13, 2021, however, was 

executed by an individual named Nicholas Hildebrandt and purported to surrender legal right to 

2623. It was never adequately explained exactly who Mr. Hildebrandt was, what his relationship 

was to Cookie, and why he had legal right to the property. 3 No lease was presented. People's 

Counsel presented evidence that Mr. Hildebrandt was living at an address in Parkville during this 

time period. 

3 The Board determined that if there was a valid lease for either property that extended into the relevant time period, 
then that lease legitimized the tenant's right to possess the property for the lease term. So, for example, if Mr. 
Hildebrandt had -such a lease, but did not actually occupy the property, then that situation would suffice to 
demonstrate that the property was being used as a rental property for the purposes of the determining whether the 
nonconforming use was being utilized. See Trip Associates v. Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, 392 Md. 563, 
577-78 (2006) (holding that a nonconforming use continued for an adult theater even though property owner did not 
apply for a required license to operate such a business). However, no lease was ever presented, and no real or 
satisfactory explanation was provided as to who Nicholas Hildebrant is. 

3 
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Edward Crizer - Petitioner 

Case No.: 2k269-SPHA 

Petitioner Crizer and the two neighborhood witnesses, Joseph Vrablic, and Brian Mc Vey, 

all live several doors from the subject property. 4 They knew the tenants from direct interactions 

in the neighborhood. The tenants had young children, and there was typically much activity 

associated with the property. As to 2621, Petitioner and the two neighborhood witnesses each 

testified that the property had been vacated as of June 2020. As to 2623, they testified that Cookie 

had vacated the premises in January 2020. 

As to the question of occupancy, Than Nguyen, a draftsman called by Appellant, testified 

that he visited the property in late 2020 or early 2021 to do design drawings for the re-modeling. 

He walked through 2623 which was vacant. He did not walk through 2621 because it appeared 

to be occupied. 

The testimony of two other significant witnesses, William Adams and Jeffrey Perlow, is 

discussed below in the context of the legal issues related to their largely uncontested testimony. 

DISCUSSION 

A special hearing is effectively a declaratory judgment proceeding to determine issues of 

zoning law. Antwerpen v. Baltimore County, 163 Md. App. 194, 209 (2005). It is the proper 

vehicle to bring this matter first before the ALJ and then this Board for a decision. The Petition 

in this matter seeks an answer to one question: whether the valid nonconforming use of 2621-23 

Brannan A venue has been abandoned and/or extinguished. 

The definitive Maryland case on nonconforming uses is Prince George's County v. E. L. 

Gardner, Inc., 293 Md. 259 (1982). As Gardner indicates, nonconforming uses are highly 

disfavored because they undermine zoning consistency, land use controls, community-wide 

4 Edward Crizer lives at 2627. Joseph Vrablic lives at 2616. Brian Mc Vey lives at 2618. 

4 



In the Matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites Trustee - Legal Owner 
Edward Crizer - Petitioner 

Case No.: 22-269-SPHA 

planning, and neighborhood stability. Id. at 267, quoting Grant v. Mayor and City Council of 

Baltimore, 212 Md. 301,307 (1957). One of the core concepts behind nonconforming uses is 

the expectation that that use will ultimately fade away over time "through economic attrition and 

physical obsolescence. Id. at 268. The principles governing the abandonment or extinguishing 

of a nonconforming use are controlled by local regulation, but Gardner instructs that such 

regulations " ... must be strictly construed in order to effectuate the purposes of eliminating 

nonconforming uses." (citations omitted) Id. 

As it pertains to this case, the BCZR provides two ways in which a nonconforming use 

terminates. First, if the property is razed due to a casualty loss, it can (and must) be rebuilt within 

two years in order to preserve the nonconforming use. (BCZR § 104.2.) Otherwise, demolishing 

the building extinguishes the nonconforming use. Secondly, if the nonconforming use ceases for 

an uninterrupted one-year period of time, it is deemed abandoned. (BCZR §104.1.) There is no 

requirement that the property owner intends to extinguish or abandon the nonconforming use or 

even know that such a possibility exists. Catonsville Nursing Home, Inc. , et al. v. Loveman, 349 

Md. 560, 581-82 (1998). If the owner inadvertently razes the property under circumstances that 

do not permit its reconstruction in a way to maintain the nonconforming use or if the owner 

inadvertently allows the property to remain vacant for a one-year period, the nonconforming use 

is terminated. Id. 

Though the burden of establishing a non-conforming use is on the party seeking to 

establish that use, it is not clear upon whom the burden of proof rests in the context of the 

abandonment of the non-conforming use. Notwithstanding the strong judicial disfavor of non­

conforming uses reflected in the cases cited above, the Board determined that the burden of proof 

rightly rested on the parties seeking to terminate the nonconforming use. This conclusion is 

5 
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consistent with the general principle that a party seeking to establish an affirmative point has the 

obligation to prove that point. Daniels v. Superintendent, 34 Md. App. 173, 180 (1976); 

Operations Research, Inc. v. Davidson and Talbird, Inc., et al., 241 Md. 550,574 (1966). 

With this background in mind, the Board's rulings as to the Brannan properties are, in the 

alternative, as follows: 

1. A slow deterioration over time of a property is not a casualty loss within the meaning 

of BCZR §104.2, and therefore, the nonconforming use was extinguished when the 

property was razed; 

2. Even if a slow deterioration over time can be a casualty loss within § 104.2, the owner 

did not make an adequate presentation to the Baltimore County Office of Permits, 

Approvals and Inspections (PAI) of such a loss, and therefore, the nonconforming use 

was extinguished when the property was razed; and/or 

3. The property was vacant for a one-year period of time, and therefore the 

nonconforming use as the rental of a duplex had been abandoned by reason of§ 104. 

I. THE SUBJECT PROPERTY DID NOT EXPERIENCE A CASUALTY LOSS AS 
UNDERSTOOD WITHIN THE BCZR 

As indicated above, if the property owner suffers a "casualty" loss, then the BCZR confers 

upon the property owner two years to replace the building which was the casualty. If the building 

is replaced (but not expanded in any fashion) within that time frame, then the nonconforming use 

continues. (BCZR § 104.2.) In this matter the Board concluded that EWT did not incur a casualty 

loss. Accordingly, when the building was demolished, the nonconforming use was extinguished. 

The first question is the meaning of "casualty" within § 104.2. It is undefined in the 

regulations, so it is necessary to consult Webster's Third International Dictionary. There is no 

6 
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need to quote that rather lengthy definition here, but it is abundantly clear that that definition 

embraces chance occurrences, accidents, sudden events, and unexpected and unforeseen 

happenings. Black's Law Dictionary also defines casualty as an "accident", "an unintended and 

unforeseen injurious occurrence," and "any unwanted or harmful event occurring suddenly." In 

short, the dictionary definitions embrace an unanticipated event or occurrence that happens 

suddenly in time and does not include a slow deterioration over time. 

The Maryland case law takes a similar view. In Ewing v. Price, 60 Md. App. 313, 319-

22 (1984), the Court was called upon to decide whether the loss of a commercial lease was a 

"casualty" for the purposes of Baltimore County's towing company regulations. This Board had 

held that the loss of a lease was a casualty loss. The Maryland Appellate Court reversed, holding 

that the word "casualty" means "accident", and "an undesigned, sudden, and unexpected event", 

citing United States v. Rogers, 120 F.2d 244,246 (9th Cir.1941); Fay v. Helvering, 120 F.2d 253, 

253 (2nd Cir. 1941); and Tank v. Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 270 F.2d 477,482 (6th Cir. 

1959). The three cases cited by Ewing are all federal tax cases, and they all construe the word 

"casualty" as requiring suddenness. The Internal Revenue Service permits a deduction for 

casualty losses, and such losses have long been understood as a loss resulting from "storm, fire, 

car accident, or similar event" (emphasis supplied). (26 U.S.C. § 165(h) and IRS Publication 

54 7.) As an indication of just how longstanding this understanding of casualty has been, ninety 

years ago Matheson v. Commissioner, 54 F.2d 537, 539 (2nd Cir. 1931) held that damage 

resulting from long-term water erosion of a concrete pier was not a casualty loss for federal tax 

purposes. 

Jeffrey Perlow, the zoning supervisor in the Department of Permits, Approvals, and 

Inspections ("PAI"), testified that it was the practice of his office to permit the continuation of a 
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nonconforming use if the building had to be removed because of slow deterioration as long as 

the damage to the building was adequately attested to by an engineer. As to the first question, 

i.e., was there a casualty loss, his office construed the word "casualty" in § 104.2 to include the 

long-term decline in a building's condition such that removal of the building was required. The 

meaning of the word "casualty" in the BCZR is a legal conclusion; it is not a zoning term of art. 

PAI's expansive reading of "casualty" is not a function of any rule, regulation, or guideline in 

any of the County agencies. Moreover, it is not a practice that is informed by expertise in zoning, 

development, or planning. It is simply an ad hoc practice by this zoning authority which can be 

followed or not in any given situation. While it is often proper to accord deference to an 

administrative agency when it is construing its own statutory and regulatory authority, that is not 

the case with regard to the meaning of a legal term of art. See e.g., Burgin v. Office of Personnel 

Management, 120 F.3d 494, 497-98 (4th Cir. 1997) (indicating that deference is not required 

where the administrative interpretation is not based on "expertise in the particular field" and 

because the issue involved interpretation of contract language under common law, there was no 

need nor basis to defer to an agency determination). The definition of "casualty" is a legal 

question, not a zoning one. As such, Mr. Perlow's construction of "casualty" is not entitled to 

any deference. However, even if such deference were accorded to Mr. Perlow's view, we would 

nonetheless hold as we do that "casualty" does not embrace a slow deterioration over time. As 

indicated above, there is no support anywhere for the notion that casualty means a slow 

deterioration over time, and any special regard for P Al's practice and understanding is far 

outweighed by the clear meaning of "casualty" throughout Maryland law and beyond. Indeed, 

built into nonconforming use jurisprudence is the very expectation that the use will eventually 
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end, as it did here, because of "physical obsolescence". See Purch v. Draper Enterprises, 395 

Md. 694, 711 (2006) (quoting Gardner, supra, 2293 Md. at 267). 

Having determined the meaning of the word "casualty", we then turn to the testimony in 

this case which clearly does not establish that any sudden occurrence transpired here. Mr. Podles 

himself testified that there were "bad kickplates", but he did not attribute this problem to any 

sudden event. He also indicated that he was informed by one of his workers, Daxio Lopez, that 

there was damage to the foundation due to long-term water exposure. The Appellant called a 

structural engineer, William Adams. Mr. Adams testified that he visited the property on June 28, 

2022. The structure had been stripped to the foundation by then. In his view, it was necessary 

to remove the footings. He stated that the foundation at its center did not meet code, that part of 

the rear foundation did not meet code, and that the foundation did not have the width to support 

the building above. He did not identify any sudden or unexpected event like a flood that resulted 

in the compromise of the foundation and the need to tear down the building. Indeed, he gave no 

specific cause for the deterioration of the foundation or of rotting wood in any part of the 

foundation. The gist of his testimony was that the building had been built at a time when the 

foundation requirements were less stringent than today's standards, and once those inferior 

components were exposed, it was necessary to replace the building. In short, the building was 

razed because it was old, substandard, and had deteriorated over time. The building was torn 

down before a permit had been issued, without any testimony about an unexpected or sudden 

event that necessitated razing. The testimony was clear that the building was old, structurally 

deficient, and had outlived its structural integrity. The deficiencies may not have been discovered 

until the rehabbing began, but the point is the same: there had been no casualty loss that 

necessitated the removal of the building. 
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Finally, as indicated above, Mr. Perlow also testified that PAI imposes a procedural 

requirement that any casualty claim be supported and documented by a licensed and qualified 

engineer. Though not in the BCZR, this requirement is exceedingly sound because it means that 

the agency's determination is based on real expertise and not some lay or otherwise uninformed 

opinion. It protects against the assertion of fraudulent claims. The County has neither the staff 

nor the funds to have an engineer investigate every claim. But the County is understandably 

comfortable accepting the findings of a private licensed professional who can stand behind their 

assessment. This is a reasonable procedural requirement by the agency designed to make its own 

regulations function smoothly, rationally, and with integrity. This is the very essence of the type 

of operation that merits deference. Mr. Perlow testified that this procedural requirement was 

conveyed to Mr. Podles, but no certification of casualty was received by an engineer. This means 

that there was no proof of a casualty loss - no matter how defined- presented to PAI. Moreover, 

the Respondent never suggested to the Board that the documentation process was unfair, 

irrational, or prejudicial. Consequently, in this matter, assuming arguendo that there was a 

casualty loss - which is a huge assumption, the failure by EWT to adequately or properly 

document that loss to the County means that the loss was not available to trigger the exception 

in §104.2. Accordingly, the non-conforming use was forfeited by the failure to adequately 

document a casualty to PAI. 

II. BECAUSE THE EVIDENCE ESTABLISHED THAT THE PROPERTY WAS 
VA CANT FOR A ONE YEAR PERIOD OF TIME, THE NONCONFORMING 
USE WAS ABANDONED. 

As an alternative basis for its finding, the Board concluded as a factual matter that the 

property had been abandoned for over one year, meaning that one or both of the units had been 
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vacant for a period in excess of one year. As a result, the non-conforming use had been 

extinguished. (BCZR § 104.1.) 

The building at issue is a duplex. There was testimony regarding the two tenants, 

Stephanie Casey at 2621 Brannan A venue; and Mary "Cookie" Moore at 2623. Mr. Podles 

testified that both of the respective homes were occupied during the time period of 2020 through 

a significant portion of 2021. Messrs. Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey testified that Ms. Casey 

vacated the premises in June 2020, and Ms. Moore left in January 2020. 

In support of the Casey tenancy, Mr. Podles presented a District Court Order of 

Restitution dated July 2021. He also introduced two so-called ledger entries for Ms. Casey, but 

they were not dated. No leases were presented.5 

As to Ms. Moore in 2623, the evidence from EWT is equally sketchy. Mr. Podles testified 

to Mr. Hildebrandt's occupancy and/or control during the relevant time period. In terms of 

documentation, Mr. Podles presented a document entitled "Property Release Agreement" for 

2623. The Agreement appears to be signed by Nicholas Hildebrandt, but the document only 

supports Mr. Hildebrandt turning in the keys for 2623. It is not clear whether Mr. Hildebrandt 

was an actual occupant after Ms. Moore or whether he was supposedly acting on behalf of Ms. 

Moore when the key was allegedly returned. Once again, no leases were presented, and there 

was no explanation of the relationship, if any, between Ms. Moore and Mr. Hildebrandt. And, 

as indicated above, People's Counsel presented evidence that Mr. Hildebrandt was and had been 

5 Edgemere Wildlife argued that if a tenancy existed, but the tenant was not occupying the premises, that such a 
situation counted as non-abandonment because the tenant had the right to occupy the premises during the lease 
period. The Board accepts that argument without reservation. Cf Trip Associates, Inc. v. Mayor and City Council 
of Baltimore, 392 Md. 563, 577-78(2018) (holding that the nonconforming use as an adult nightclub continued even 
though the owner had not obtained a necessary license to so operate). The problem here is that no lease was presented 
so there is inadequate evidence of Ms. Casey's alleged leasehold interest. 
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living in Parkville at the time he is credited with returning the key. There also may have been 

some relationship between Mr. Podles and Mr. Hildebrandt, but that question was left quite 

muddled. Finally, Mr. Nguyen indicated that when he walked through 2623, in late December 

2020 or early January 2021, the unit was vacant. 

On the question of when the tenants left the respective premises and whether the 

properties were vacant thereafter, Messrs. Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey were credible and 

convincing. One of these men stumbled a bit in his testimony regarding the demolition of a 

portion of the structure, and his testimony was contradicted by a video taken of that demolition. 

But as to the occupancy of the units and the times when the tenants vacated the units, they were 

quite credible. First, the points to be established were mutually corroborated by all three men 

(unlike the demolition of the wall). It is not believable that all three conspired together to lie 

about this point. They all testified in a straightforward manner, their demeanor on the witness 

stand was polite and credible, and they withstood cross examination on these central points 

without any serious challenge. 6 Second, these three men and their families lived in close 

proximity to the subject property and were concerned about its condition and maintenance 

throughout the years. Thus, they were in a position to know and monitor what was occurring 

with regard to the properties. Third, Ms. Casey and Ms. Moore were visible in the community 

primarily because of their children who played in their yards and took the school bus. As a result, 

Messrs. Crizer, Vrablic, and Mc Vey were in a position to notice when those individuals and their 

children left the area. Fourth, they had a passing relationship with Ms. Casey and a rather cordial 

6 Their credibility was enhanced by their reluctance to seize upon the opportunity to assert that there had been a one­
year vacancy during the period of2004 to 2020, which had been a possibility raised by the Board. None of the three 
was willing to provide any concrete evidence to support that position. That they were unwilling "to stretch" their 
testimony on that point makes their testimony on the actual timing of the vacating of the premises somewhat more 
credible. 
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relationship with Ms. Moore. Again, because of their interactions with the tenant families, they 

had every opportunity and basis to know when those tenants left. They had no idea who Nicholas 

Hildebrandt was. 

The permit to begin the rehabbing was issued in March 2022. The testimony of Messrs. 

Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey presented a convincing basis for the Board's conclusion that the 

tenants had vacated the premises at a time sufficiently in advance of the rehabbing effort so as to 

establish that the nonconforming use had been abandoned because the units were vacant for a 

one-year period or greater. It may well be that EWT was unaware of the significance of a one­

year vacancy. As indicated above, however, it is not necessary for EWT to have understood the 

legal significance of the vacancy, and it could well be that EWT had no desire to abandon the 

nonconforming use. Catonsville Nursing Home, Inc., et al. v. Loveman, supra, 349 Md. at 581-

82. Nonetheless, the vacancy of the two units for a year or more does extinguish the 

nonconforming use, and this Board concludes that the factual presentation by the neighbors and 

by People's Counsel established that one year vacancy by a preponderance of the evidence. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated herein, the Board concludes: (1) that the demolition of 2621-23 

Brannan A venue was not done as a result of a casualty loss, and therefore that demolition 

extinguished the pre-existing nonconforming use that allowed the duplex; (2) alternatively, in the 

event that a casualty loss can include a slow deterioration of the property over time within the 

meaning of BCZR §104.2, EWT's failure to properly document the "casualty" to PAI after 

express notice that such documentation was required also results in the extinguishing of the 

nonconforming use because no casualty was demonstrated; and (3) again alternatively, the 

Petitioner and People's Counsel proved that the property was vacant for one year or more prior 
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to the issuance of the permit to rehabilitate the property, and thus the vacancy constituted an 

abandonment of the nonconforming use pursuant to BCZR §104.1. 

ORDER 

THEREFORE, IT IS THIS 21st day of February, 2024, by the Board of Appeals of 

Baltimore County, 

ORDERED that in accordance with the views expressed herein, the Petition for Special 

Hearing is GRANTED and the nonconforming use which permitted the use of the property at 

2621-23 Brannan Avenue as a duplex is hereby extinguished and/or abandoned, and any structure 

that is rebuilt on the site is limited to one single-family unit. 

Any petition for judicial review from this decision must be made in accordance with Rule 7-

201 through Rule 7-210 of the Maryland Rules. 

BOARD OF APPEALS 
OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
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Preface 
   “Every day is a winding road” ---  Sheryl Crow (1996) 
 
 This case recalls Walter Scott’s iconic words, 
  “Oh what a tangled web we weave …” Marmion (1808) 

In the end, there are simple and straightforward solutions to this case. But to get there, we 

must untangle some webbing. 

 We cited the Lagna case in opening statement as a starting point. We attach it for 

convenience. It covers essential principles of nonconforming use law, including the goal 

of elimination, and correlative strict construction of the law and facts. The present case 

relates back the 2004 approval of the nonconforming use for two apartments.  

 A discontinuance of one year or more since 2004 would terminate the 

nonconforming use. Also, if destruction of the dwelling resulted from long-term 

deterioration, rather than “fire or other casualty,” an “Act of God,” that also would be 

terminal. Even if there were a casualty, any “enlargement” of the dwelling would result in 

termination. Here, each of these events has resulted in termination.  

 Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) Secs. 104.1 and 104.2 are the key 

legislative provisions.0F

1 BCZR Sec. 101.1 defines nonconforming use. For “fire or other 

casualty,” BCZR Sec. 101.1 refers us to Webster’s Third New International Dictionary. 

 
1 BCZR Sec. 305 mirrors Sec. 104.2. 
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        Scope of the Special Hearing Process; Declaratory Judgment   

 BCZR Sec. 500.7 enables a special hearing. It is effectively a declaratory 

judgment process to determine issues of zoning law. Antwerpen v. Baltimore County 163 

Md. 194, 209 (2005). It spotlights especially: “…the right of any person …to determine 

the existence of any purported nonconforming use on any premises.” 1F

2 As in the Maryland 

Declaratory Judgment Act, it is a forum for full review of the rights of all interested 

parties. CJ Art. Sec. 3-401 to 3-415, especially Sec. 3-406.  

 Therefore, all relevant issues and questions are on the table. Interested parties may 

not cherry-pick advantageous issues and/or exclude disadvantageous issues. 

 Parties: There is no mystery as to the identity of Petitioners Edward Crizer, 

Joseph Vrablic, and Brian McVey. They are interested citizens and property owners near 

2621 and 2623 Brannan Avenue. 

 But Edgemere Wildlife Trust (EWT), the current 2621/2623 property owner, is a 

mysterious presence. In 2009, John Podles, Jr. deeded the property to his son Christopher 

Podles and two grandchildren, but reserving powers. In 2019, before his death, he made 

Christopher attorney-in-fact and deeded the property to EWT. In 2021, there was a 

confirmatory deed. 

 The deeds identify L.A. Crites as EWT Trustee, with an address of 2206 

Emmorton Road, Bel Air, Maryland 21015. But the only witness to represent EWT was 

Robert Podles (R. Podles). Although not involved with the deeds, he became EWT 

property manager circa 2019-20. 

 R. Podles claimed virtually full powers to speak and act for EWT. Yet he could 

not describe anything about EWT’s origin or its 2019 acquisition of the property from his 

own father, John Podles, Jr.  

 
2 Administrative agencies have full authority to determine statutory construction, application, 
and constitutional issues. See, e.g Marzullo v. Kahl 366 Md. 158 (2002); Prince George’s 
County v. Ray’s Used Cars 398 Md. 632 (2007); HNS Development v. People’s Counsel 425 
Md. 436 (2012); Baddock v. Baltimore County 239 Md. App. 467 (2018), cert, denied sub nom 
Sahbi Hookah v. Baltimore County 463 Md. 545 (2019). 
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 R. Podles did not produce a written management agreement. He said he had met 

L.A. Crites and that she is a woman. But he could not remember her first name. 

 L.A. Crites never appeared in person. The evidence was murky as to her trust 

management, and any concern or involvement in this litigation. There was no evidence as 

to the beneficiary of the trust or anyone else with an interest. R. Podles did say that, to his 

knowledge, this is the only property owned by EWT.  

       Nonconforming Use Law: Back to Basics; Elimination; Strict Construction 

BCZR Sec. 101.1 defines “Nonconforming Use as “A legal use which does not conform 

to a use regulation for the zone in which it is located …”2F

3 Per BCZR Sec. 104.1, such use 

may continue until changed to another use, or abandoned or discontinued for a period of 

on year or more. In the event of “fire or other casualty,” the use may be restored within 

two years, but not enlarged. BCZR Sec. 104.2. See also Sec. 305. 

 Decades ago, the Court of Appeals recapitulated the legal position of 

nonconforming uses, the purpose for their elimination, and the applicable rule of strict 

construction. Prince George’s County v. E.L. Gardner 293 Md. 259, 267 (1982). The 

Lagna decision followed and applied the Gardner principles. 

           Historical Context and Patterns 

 The 2004 nonconforming use case (04-567-SPH) shapes the initial baseline. 

Deputy Zoning Commissioner (DZC) John V. Murphy approved John Podles, Jr.’s 

petition for two rental units in the D.R. 3.5 Zone. He denied the third apartment. It was 

mainly John Podles, Jr.’s overreach for that third apartment which led to that case.3F

4 

 There was no further litigation in the 2004-19 period. This period, however, would 

turn out to have significance for the present controversy, as explained below. 

 
3 In 2004, the two-dwelling use on the .175-acre, 7714 square feet property did not conform to 
the then D.R. 3.5 Zone and applicable lot area minima in the Small Lot Table, BCZR Sec. 
1B02.3.C.1 (20,000sf) or the Conversion table, (12,500) BCZR Sec. 402.1. The nonconformity 
remained upon reclassification to the D.R. 5.5 Zone (minimum 12,000sf in the Small Lot table 
and 10,000sf in the Conversion table). 
 
4 John Podles, Jr. filed an appeal to the CBA, but withdrew it before the hearing. 
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 After John Podles, Jr. died in 2019 and EWT took ownership, R. Podles assumed 

management. Eventually, the property became an unacceptable nuisance to the neighbors. 

There arose problems with some tenants and problems after the demolition.  

 In March, 2022, R. Podles obtained a renovation permit relating to the second 

floor and roof. But upon discovery of rotting wood, R. Podles decided to tear the entire 

dwelling down (initially without the required razing permit). There was then wood left 

about and burned in drums. There were stop work orders and even fire department 

enforcement. There was a razing permit issued after-the-fact in June.  

 On June 28, 2022, William Adams, a qualified structural engineer, visited the site. 

He wrote a letter on July 12, 2022 to R. Podles. The letter described his assessment of the 

foundations. He provided plans for reinforcing the foundations in order to accommodate 

new structures. His letter made no mention of any history or presence of water damage or 

issues.4F

5 Than Nguyen, a draftsman, prepared plans for the new dwelling. 

 In or about October, 2022, R. Podles provided skimpy and problematic documents 

to Zoning Supervisor Jeffrey Perlow to get his zoning support for a new building permit. 

These were the 2021 Order of Restitution for 2621 and Property Release Agreement 

signed by Nicholas Hildebrandt for 2623. The permit was nevertheless issued. We 

discuss this further below. 

 Construction began shortly after issuance of the building permit. 

 By this time, the neighboring residents had had enough. They filed this zoning 

petition in November, 2022. Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Paul Mayhew convened a 

hearing and issued his decision in March, 2023. EWT and R. Podles did not participate at 

the hearing. ALJ Mayhew decided the nonconforming use had terminated. Construction 

continued briefly until the posting of another stop work order. 

 This history is thus checkered and replete with one problem after another.  

    

 
5 It is very interesting that Adams’ letter is addressed to R. Podles at 2206 Old Emmorton Road, 
Bel Air, Maryland 21015. This is the address of EWT and L.A. Crites, not R. Podles. This raises 
more questions about the relationship between L.A. Crites and R. Podles.  
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Dramatis Personae and Notable Absences 

 We refer to the witnesses as dramatis personae because the case has dramatic 

moments. R. Podles played the lead role for EWT. Structural engineer William Adams 

and Draftsman Than Nguyen had cameo roles. They each visited the property just once. 

 The EWT presentation is most remarkable for the absence of witnesses. Trustee 

L.A. Crites remained a remote figure. There was not a single tenant who testified. Not a 

single area resident testified to support EWT’s position. Nicholas Hildebrandt likewise 

did not appear, leaving his role as at best ambiguous.5F

6 

 In contrast, Petitioners Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey presented the only eyewitness 

testimony about occupancy history. Chief Building Inspector Matt Gawel and Zoning 

Supervisor Jeffrey Perlow contributed to the permit history. Perlow explained the 

nonconforming zoning status. He discussed his office’s approach to “casualty” issues. 

Documents 

 It is helpful, often crucial, to have relevant documents. For nonconforming 

apartment issues, there may be leases, correspondence, advertisements, gas and electric 

bills, maintenance and repair records, bank statements, tax records, and the like. None of 

these were provided.6F

7  

 R. Podles submitted a July, 2020 license inspection record, but the inspection goes 

only to physical and environmental conditions, not occupancy.7F

8 There were the aforesaid 

Order of Restitution and Property Release Agreement, and a “ledger” for 2621. As we 

shall explain, these generated more confusion than clarity. 

          Chronology 

 2004: John Podles, Jr, gets baseline zoning approval for nonconforming 2-
 apartment use at 2621/2623 Brannan Road. 
 2009:  John Podles, Jr. deeds property to Christopher Podles, et al., but reserves 
 powers. 

 
6 There is an unfavorable inference “…where it would be most natural under the circumstances 
for a party to speak, call witnesses, or present evidence.” Brooks v. Daley 242 Md. 185, 194-95 
(1966). This extends also to the failure to produce documents which would be natural for a party 
to have and to produce. Turner’s Executor v. Turner 98 Md, 22 (1903). 
 
8 We discuss d below that licensing does not resolve zoning in nonconforming use cases. 
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 Circa 2009: Discontinuance for a year or more. 
 2019: John Podles deeds property to Edgemere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites, 
 Trustee. 
 2019: John Podles dies.  
 Circa 2019-2020: Robert Podles assumes property management. 
 January, 2020: Mary Moore (“Cooke”), et al. vacate 2623. 
 June, 2020: Stephanie Casey, et al. vacate 2621. 
 July, 2020: Rental license inspection. 
 Late 2020/Early 2021: Than Nguyen visits unit on left, apparently vacant; told 
 other unit occupied. 
 July-August, 2021: Order of Restitution for 2621. 
 August, 2021: Property Release Agreement for 2623. 
 September, 2021: Confirmatory Deed to Edgemere Wildlife Trust. 
 March, 2022: Robert Podles/Anthony Carpino obtain Alteration/Addition Permit 
 April, 2022: Stop Work Orders relating to demolition. 
 May, 2022: Application to Amend Permit. 
 June, 2022: Razing Permit issued. 
 June 28, 2022: William Adams visits site and then recommends foundation 
 improvements for the building of new dwelling. 
 June, 2022: Robert Podles begins meeting/communicating with Zoning 
 Supervisor Jeffrey Perlow 
 October, 2022: Jeffrey Perlow supports issuance of building permit for new 
 dwelling based on Robert Podles submissions of Order of Restitution and Property 
 Release Agreement. Permit then issued. 
 October-November, 2022: Foundation improvement and dwelling work start. 
 November, 2022: Edward Crizer, et al. file zoning petition. 
 February, 2023: Dwelling construction starts. 
 March, 2023: ALJ Mayhew issues decision that nonconforming use has 
 terminated. 
 March, 2023: Dwelling construction continues for a short time, but stop work 
 order issued and construction stops. 
 
     Discontinuance Basics    

 An excellent source is Canada’s Tavern v. Town of Glen of Echo 260 Md. 206 

(1970). The Court observed that local governments have addressed the cessation of 

nonconforming uses in a variety of ways. Sometimes, the relevant legislation requires 

intent to abandon. But other times, as here, it is enough that there is an objective 

discontinuance. The Montgomery Code legislation in Canada’s Tavern effectuated 

termination of the nonconforming use upon cessation for a period of six months. It was 

irrelevant that the owner had intended to restore the discontinued use. The Connecticut 
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appellate courts followed Canada’s Tavern in Essex Leasing v. Zoning Board of Appeals 

518 A.2d 970 (Conn. App. 1986), affirmed 539 A.2d 101 (Conn. 1988). 

 Here, BCZR Sec. 104.2 centers on “abandonment or discontinuance.” It is settled 

that the word “or” typically is viewed as disjunctive, unless the context indicates 

otherwise. SVF Riva Annapolis v. Gilroy 459 Md. 632, 642-44 (2018). There is no such 

other context here. The articulation of “discontinuance” sets an objective test. The 

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary definition, page 646, refers to the related 

definition of “discontinue.” This in turn includes, 

  “1 a to break off : give  up : TERMINATE … : cease to use … b obs  : to 
 cease to attend, frequent or occupy  c : to break the continuity of ….” 
   
To conclude, the test is objective. There is no requirement of intent.   

    Discontinuance Burden of Proof  

 Canada Tavern did not address burden of proof. There was no genuine dispute as 

to the duration of the cessation of the use. 

 There are two ways to look at burden of proof.  On the one hand, given the initial 

establishment of the nonconforming use, it may be said that the burden is on the party 

who asserts discontinuance. On the other hand, given the strict construction of 

nonconforming use law, it may be said that where a serious question of discontinuance 

arises, the burden reverts to the party who wishes to maintain the nonconforming use.  It 

is apt to recall Judge Moylan’s observations in Cooper v. Singleton 217 Md. App. 626, 

627-28 (2014). He cited Professor McCormick’s characterization of “presumptions” and 

“burden of proof” as the slipperiest in the family of legal terms. 

 In the present case, fortunately, the record is sufficient to determine 

discontinuance regardless of the placement of the burden of proof. There is convincing 

evidence that the requisite discontinuance has occurred. 

Discontinuance 2004-2019 
  
 When CBA panel member Frederick Lauer and panel chair Joseph Evans asked R. 

Podles about the time period 2004-19, he had no answer. He was not involved with his 

father’s property till after his father died. 
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 Picking up this thread, we made sure to ask Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey about 

their observations for this period time. They all testified that were periods of time when 

one or more of the units was vacant, probably for a year or more. While there were 

understandably no specific written notes or records, the time period around 2009 stood 

out in the memory.  

 There was no rebuttal to their testimony. 

 Moreover, there is no documentary evidence of occupancy during any of those 

years. 

 No matter who has the burden of proof, the evidence is convincing that there was 

discontinuance for a year or more between 2004 and 2019. This alone terminated the 

nonconforming use. 

Discontinuance 2020-2022 

 At the present appeal hearing, R. Podles introduced a District Court Order of 

Restitution against Stephanie Casey, et al. circa July, 2021 to suggest there was 

occupancy till that summer. But neither she nor anyone else testified she was there past 

June, 2020. He also introduced two odd “ledger” matrices for Stephanie and 2621. They 

were undated, unsigned and of doubtful provenance and relevance. 

  In turn, R. Podles presented the August, 2021 Property Release Agreement for 

2623 purportedly signed by Nicholas Hildebrandt. But the only box checked was the one 

to show Hildebrandt returned the keys. Anyway, it turned out Hildebrandt lived in 

Parkville the entire time and had no relationship with any Brannan Avenue tenants. 

Hildebrandt did not appear as a witness to explain this anomaly. It also came out that 

Hildebrandt is a friendly acquaintance of R. Podles. There was no “ledger” for 2623. 

 Again, the only eyewitness testimony comes from Crizer, Vrablic, and McVey. 

They testified consistently that Mary Moore (“Cookie”) left 2623 with her kids in 

January, 2020 and that Stephanie Casey, along with her boyfriend and son, left 2621 in 

June, 2020. By the time of the renovation permit issuance in March, 2022, they would 

have been gone for approximately two years. 
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 Suffice it to say the Order of Restitution for 2621 and Property Release Agreement 

for 2023 are unconvincing as to occupancy through the middle of 2021. 

Discontinuance 2021-2023 

 Even if there were recent occupancy through the middle of 2021, there has been 

more than a year of discontinuance since then. The desire to renovate does not toll the 

discontinuance period. 

 Their only counter or deflection from this point is their apparent claim that the 

property was effectively “destroyed by fire or other casualty,” and they were restoring it. 

We deal with that below. 

Use/Occupancy vs. Leasehold/License 

 The evidence of lease status was skimpy. But even if we assume there were leases 

in place after the departure of Cooke and Stephanie in 2020, that would not amount to a 

continuance of the use. The same goes for licensing status. 

 The Court of Special Appeals addressed the licensing issue in Mayor and City 

Council of Baltimore v. Dembo 123 Md. App. 527, 543-43 (1998). The city contended 

that the failure of Dembo to secure the relevant license for an adult entertainment 

business effectively amounted to an abandonment of the nonconforming use. The Court 

discussed in detail the different functions of zoning and licensing. Accordingly, the 

failure to get a license in timely fashion did not prove the zoning status of the use.  

 Conversely, even if EWT still had an apartment license in recent years, it would 

not prove occupancy. These are separate issues.  

 The Baltimore County rental registration or license legislation covers two 

apartments. Bill 87-07; County Code Article 35, Sec. 35-6-103: “Six or less dwelling 

units.”  The approved licenses are posted on the county Rental Housing Registration 

website. As reflected in the July/August, 2020 R. Podles, agent license, the licensing 

criteria relate to health, safety, and utilities, not to occupancy. Anyway, there is no 

evidence as to the previous licensing status. 

 The same logic goes for leasing status. The zoning issue relates to use, not the 

existence of a lease. 
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   Use/Occupancy vs. Physical Facilities/Utilities 

 Correlatively, the continued existence of physical facilities and utilities suitable to 

apartment use does not translate to proof of use. This distinction is emphasized in the 

following CBA) opinions, attached:  Tek Seng Leong, 99-338-SPHS (2001) and Jeanette 

and William Clark, 01-025-SPH (2002). 

 In Leong, for a 3-apartment request on the .38-acre property zoned D.R. 5.5, the 

CBA wrote, Page 5: 
  “The operative word here is ‘use.’ It is not enough to prove that ‘structures’ 
 existed on the site for the requisite time period. There was credible evidence that there 
 have been two tenants since 1953 as noted in Mr. Schafer’s letter (Petitioner’s Exhibit 
 No.  9), which stated that there were two apartments in the house but did not mention a 
 tenant  in the cottage. This was supported by the testimony of Mrs. Eickerson, who has 
 lived there since 1957. The Baltimore Metropolitan documents (Petitioner’s Exhibits 7 
 and 8) reflected activity between 1966 and 1972. Petitioner’s Exhibit 8 reflects that a 
 permit was issued and a new sewer was constructed in October, 1966, and as a result 
 there was a new sewer charge for three apartments at $22.00 each. Noting relates to any 
 activity prior to 1955. The Board concludes that the Petitioner has not met the burden to 
 prove that three units existed prior to 1955.” Emphasis supplied. 
 
 In Clark, a two-family request on .2 acre zoned R.O./D.R.5.5, the CBA wrote, Pages 3-4, 
 
  “Based upon the testimony presented in support of the Petition for Special 
 Hearing, the Board unanimously finds that the burden of proof rests upon the property 
 owner  pursuant to the requirements set forth in Sec. 104 and the applicable case law 
 have not been  met. Although there is certainly some evidence and testimony that the 
 premises may have been set up to include multiple apartments, the burden has not 
 been met to establish that the use of the property for multiple dwellings has 
 continued uninterruptedly and without discontinuance or abandonment since 
 1955, Therefore, the Petitioners’ request is denied.” Emphasis supplied 
 

Destruction/Razing --- No “Fire or other casualty” 

 There was a decision made to renovate the premises, mainly the second floor and 

roof, by March, 2022.  That is when the first permit was issued. In the course of that 

work, the contractors came across rotting wood. There was the subsequent inspection by 

William Adams. These led to the decisions to raze the building, improve the foundations, 

and build a new dwelling.  

 R. Podles says water was found. But there was no documentation, and there were 

no photos. The location and amount of water are unknown. To what extent and how, if at 
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all, water contributed to deterioration of the building and foundation are all purely 

speculative. 

 Anyway, there was then the further decision to build a new upgraded dwelling. 

Then Nguyen prepared the plans, including the addition of a second-floor cantilever area, 

a first-floor porch, a higher sloped roof, and more modern, attractive materials. 

 This brings us to the question of whether “fire or other casualty” proximately 

caused or required the destruction of the premises.  

 Statutory construction begins with a linguistic analysis. Again, we look to 

Webster’s Third New International Dictionary. We provide the definitions of casualty, 

accident, and occurrence. We include the last two because they are included prominently 

in the definition of casualty. 
Ca-su-al-ty – 1. archaic: CHANCE, FORTUNE, losses that befall them by mere ~ 

- Walter Raliegh> 2 a.: an unfortunate occurrence: MISCHANCE <yielding to the 
casualties of trade _ H.S. Canby> b: serious or fatal accident: Disaster <casualties at sea 
during the storm> <losses from fire, storm, or other ~ _ J.S.Seidman> 3 [trans. of ML 
casualtias] a: a causal charge or payment b Scots law: a payment demandable by a 
superior from his tenant upon the happening of various uncertain events as distinguished 
for example from a payment at a certain time (as rent) 4: a person lost to a command 
through death, wounds, injury, sickness, internment, capture, or through being missing in 
action <casualties were heavy> 5 a: injury or death from accident b: one injured or killed 
(as by an accident)<the dog was a traffic~> 6: a person or thing that has failed, been 
injured, lost, or destroyed as a result of uncontrollable circumstance or of some action: 
VICTIM <the ex-senator was a ~ of the last election><the factory was a ~ of the 
recession> 

2.Cas-su-al-ty\var of CASALTY  
 

“Ac-ci-dent\: 1a: an event or condition occurring by chance or arising from 
unknown or remote causes (by the ~ that it was observed and noted down – Havelock 
Ellis) (happenings outside the range of probability which we would form historical ~s 
~M.I. Horskovits) b: lack of intention or necessity: CHANCE – often opposed to design 
<by ~ rather than with an intention to utilize – Arnold Bennett> c: an unforeseen 
unplanned event or condition <by a charming ~ he had disposed of them to a chance 
buyer – Arnold Bennett> 2a: a usu. Sudden event or change occurring within intent or 
volition through carelessness, unawareness, ignorance, or a combination of causes and 
producing an unfortunate result <a traffic ~ in which several persons were injured> b: an 
unexpected medical development esp. of an unfavorable or injurious nature occurring in 
apparently good health or during the course of a disease or a treatment <the paralytic ~ 
occurred between the 8th and 21st day after the initial injection – Jour. Amer. Med. 
Assoc.><a cerebral ~> c: an unexpected happening causing loss or injury which is not 
due to any fault or misconduct on the part of the person injured but from the 
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consequences of which he may be entitled to some legal relief.  3: an adventitious 
characteristic that is either inseparable from the individual but not the species: broadly: 
any fortuitous or non-essential property, fact or circumstance <~ of appearance> <~ of 
reputation><~of situation> 4: an irregularity of a surface (as of the moon) syn see 
CHANCE, QUALITY” 

 
 “Oc-cur-rence \; something that takes place: exp: something that happens 

unexpectedly and without design: HAPPENING <a happy ~><a disastrous ~><an 
unusual ~> 2a: the action or process of happening or taking place <the ~ of a genuine 
dispute __ R.M.Dawson) b: the action or process of being met with or coming into view: 
APPEARANCE <the ~ of mammal remains falls sharply throughout the summer-
Ecology><a fish of regular ~ along the southern coast of California>: the fact of being 
met with or of taking place 3: the presence of a natural form or material at a particular 
place: also: the mineral, rock, or deposit thus occurring <evidence of oil ~ > <the ~ of 
shallow coal beds in this region> 4: the occurring of Christian festivals syn INCIDENT, 
EPISODE, EVENT, CIRCUMSTANCE: OCCURENCE is a general term for taking 
place or happening and lacks much connotational range: it may suggest a happening 
without plan, intent, or volition <occurrences which we not only do not, but cannot 
perceive – Bernard Russell> INCIDENT may suggest either a trivial happening unworthy 
of attention or a more consequential or unusual happening having some effect <his 
unexpected appearances and disappearances were incidents in the house – Will 
Cater><the facility for myth…seizes with avidity upon any incidents, surprising or 
mysterious – W.S. Maugham> EPISODE stresses the motion that the occurrence in 
question has an apartness or unity by itself, with no implication about the significance or 
lack of it of the occurrence (the dumb creation lives a life made up of discrete and 
mutually irrelevant episodes – Aldous Huxley> EVENT is more likely than others in this 
set to suggest a happening or occurrence of moment or significance or a happening 
logically ensuing from or giving rise to another happening <assassination was an event or 
daily occurrence –T.B.Macauley>< it is, in fact, almost a routine incident in a 
distinguished career. In the case of Mark Twain, it became a historic event – Van Wyck 
Brooks> <events acting upon us in unexpected, abrupt, and violent ways – John Dewey> 
CIRCUMSTANCE in the general sense here involved indicates specific or detailed 
incident <stood reflecting on the circumstances of the preceding hours – Thomas 
Hardy>” 

 
We also looked at Black’s Law Dictionary (10th Ed. 2014): 

Casualty (15c) 1. A serious or fatal accident. 2. A person or thing injured, lost or 
destroyed. 

 
Accident 
“accident, n. (14c) 1. An unintended and unforeseen injurious occurrence; 

something that does not occur in the usual course of events or that could not be 
reasonably anticipated; any unwanted or harmful event occurring suddenly, as a collision, 
spill, fall, or the like, irrespective of cause or blame <the accident was staged as part of an 
insurance scam>. 2. Equity practice. An unforeseen and injurious occurrence not 
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attributable to the victim's mistake, negligence, neglect, or misconduct; an unanticipated 
and untoward event that causes harm.” 

 
       Occurrence  

“occurrence, (1978) Something that happens or takes place; specif., an accident, 
event, or continuing condition that results in personal injury or property damage that is 
neither expected nor intended from the standpoint of an insured party. • This specific 
sense is the standard definition of the term under most liability policies.” 

 
 The gist of these definitions is that a casualty, accident, or occurrence conveys the 

meaning of a discrete event, as opposed to a gradual process. The combination of the 

preceding word “fire” corroborates and reinforces this meaning.  

 The Court of Special Appeals interpreted “casualty” in this manner in Ewing v. 

Price 60 Md. App. 313, 319-22 (1984). This involved Baltimore County legislation which 

controlled the relocation of towing businesses. The court cited a variety of cases which 

focused on the accidental, unexpected, and sudden nature of casualties. Judge Garrity 

wrote, 60 Md. App. at 320-21, 
 “Most of the cases interpreting the term, “casualty,” involve determinations as to 
whether a taxpayer can take a deduction arising from a casualty. In United States v. 
Rogers, 120 F.2d 244 (9th Cir.1941), the Court said that “casualty” may properly be used 
in the sense of “accident,” and that an accident is “an event that takes place without one's 
foresight or expectation; an undesigned, sudden, and unexpected event.” Id. at 
246. Similarly, the Court in Fay v. Helvering, 120 F.2d 253 (2d Cir.1941), stated that the 
word “casualty” denotes “an accident, a mishap, some sudden invasion by a hostile 
agency.” Id. at 253. In Tank v. Comm. of Int. Rev., 270 F.2d 477 (6th Cir.1959), the Court 
permitted the taxpayers involved to take a deduction for a casualty loss for damage to the 
taxpayer's house due to a sudden slippage of land toward a river adjoining the taxpayer's 
property. In its opinion, the Court noted that the term, “casualty,” has been defined as “an 
accident resulting from an unknown cause and occurring unexpectedly, suddenly, without 
being foreseen and without design.” Id. at 482.” 
 

The Court then held the loss of a lease is not a casualty loss which would exempt the 

license from showing need for its proposed relocation.  

 Simply put. there is no evidence whatsoever of any “fire or other casualty.” Even 

if there were proof that water contributed significantly to rot any wood, so as to warrant 

demolition, this would not constitute a casualty. This would just be normal wear and tear. 

Anyway, there is no such evidence.  

https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1941123518&originatingDoc=I97ce7371348311d98b61a35269fc5f88&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=2254029d329447599d3e126ca98c26ee&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1941123518&originatingDoc=I97ce7371348311d98b61a35269fc5f88&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=2254029d329447599d3e126ca98c26ee&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1941120324&originatingDoc=I97ce7371348311d98b61a35269fc5f88&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=2254029d329447599d3e126ca98c26ee&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://1.next.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1959104318&originatingDoc=I97ce7371348311d98b61a35269fc5f88&refType=RP&originationContext=document&transitionType=DocumentItem&ppcid=2254029d329447599d3e126ca98c26ee&contextData=(sc.Default)
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 The nonconforming use law context is in accord. The purpose is to eliminate 

nonconforming uses in good time. Their eventual deterioration does not signal a time for 

renewal, but rather the emergence of a legal use.   

 Correlatively, the general rule also is that a voluntary demolition of a structure 

terminates the nonconforming use. 4 Rathkopf’s The Law of Zoning and Planning Sec. 

7:5 (4th Ed.) and 2 American Law of Zoning Sec. 12:20 (5th Ed.). It would not matter if 

the discontinuance of the previous nonconforming use occurred one week, one month, or 

any other time before the demolition.   

 The destruction of the premises is thus another ground to terminate the 

nonconforming use. Here, there was apparently the gradual deterioration of a very old 

house. This led to the decision to raze the premises. This did not result from a casualty. 

Restoration vs. Enlargement 

 While not massive, the planned renovation did involve a degree of enlargement. 

These were the cantilevered second floor addition, first floor porch, and higher sloped 

roof. These exceed the scope of “restoration.” They also provide more evidence that the 

entire process was voluntary and not due to casualty. 

Mistakenly Issued Permits Do Not Afford Vested Rights 

 It appears that Jeffrey Perlow initially passed on the October, 2022 building permit 

based on incomplete and/or errant information. Anyway, it should be kept in mind there 

is no reliance, immunity, or “equitable estoppel” which furnishes property owners rights 

by virtue of a permit which conflicts with zoning law. Lipsitz v. Parr 164 Md. 222, 227-

28 (1933); Berwyn Heights v. Rogers 228 Md. 271, 279 (1962); Kent County v. Abel 246 

Md. 395, 399-403 (1967); City of Hagerstown v. Longmeadow Shopping Center 264 Md. 

481, 492-98 (1972); Marzullo v. Kahl 366 Md. 158, 194-99 (2001). The case law 

explains in depth the strong public policy reasons for this rule. 

      Conclusion 

For all the above reasons, the Petition for Special Hearing should be granted. The 

County Board of Appeals should effectively affirm ALJ Mayhew’s Order. 
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The Board should issue a declaration and determination of rights, as follows: 

1. The non-conforming use authorized in Case No. 2004-567-
SPHA has lapsed and is legally terminated. 

 
2. Only one single family dwelling shall be permitted on the 

subject site and that dwelling must conform to all current zoning and 
development regulations.” 

 
 
       Peter Max Zimmerman/rmw 
       PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
       People’s Counsel for Baltimore County 
 
       Carole S. Demilio /rmw        
       CAROLE S. DEMILIO 
       Deputy People’s Counsel 
       Jefferson Building, Suite 204 
       105 West Chesapeake Avenue 
       Towson, MD  21204 
       (410)  887-2188 

 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 6th day of  October, 2023, a copy of the foregoing 

People’s Counsel for Baltimore County’s Post-Hearing Memorandum was emailed to Timothy 

Manuelides, Esquire, Esquire, Timothy Manuelides, LLC, 600 Washington Avenue, Suite 202, 

Towson, Maryland 21204, tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com, Attorney for Property Owner and 

Arnold Jablon, Esquire, 3717 Lanamer Road, Randallstown, Maryland 21133, 

ajablon@comcast.net , Attorney for Petitioner(s). 

 
       Peter Max Zimmerman/rmw 
       PETER MAX ZIMMERMAN 
       People’s Counsel for Baltimore County 
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Court of Special Appeals of Maryland.
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WOODWARD, ARTHUR, and ROBERT A. ZARNOCH
(Retired, Specially Assigned), JJ.

Opinion

ARTHUR, J.

*1  In an effort to legitimize out-of-water boat storage on
his residentially-zoned property, landowner William Lagna
petitioned to establish the right to use his property for
a nonconforming use as a “private boat club.” Both the
Baltimore County Office of Administrative Hearings and the
Baltimore County Board of Appeals denied his request after
hearings. The Circuit Court for Baltimore County affirmed
the Board's decision. Concluding that there is no basis for
reversal, we affirm the judgment.

Factual and Procedural Background

A. The Lagna Property
This case concerns a waterfront property, slightly less than
one acre in size, along Seneca Creek in the Bowley's Quarters
area of eastern Baltimore County. Lot lines originally platted
in the 1920s run north and south, dividing the property
into four narrow lots. The original owners of the four lots
disregarded those divisions and built four structures, each
straddling the interior lot lines.

Two bungalow-style dwellings stand near the southern
property line along Chestnut Road. A larger house is located

closer to the northern property line along Seneca Creek.
Another, smaller structure is located to the east of the main

house.1 Over time, the property's owners added a gazebo, a
shed, a boat ramp, and two large piers extending from the
western edge of the property into Seneca Creek.

In the early twentieth century, the property was used both
for residential purposes and for recreational purposes. As was
common for waterfront properties in the area during that time
period, the property served as the site of a small private club.
The Lauraville Boat and Swim Club first operated on the
property in 1937, followed by the Blue Diamond Boat Club
in or around 1952, and then the Seneca Creek Mariners Club
in or around 1963. The popularity of water-oriented clubs in
Bowley's Quarters declined significantly in the 1950s, after
the opening of the first span of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge
allowed direct driving access to the Eastern Shore.

Lagna and his wife purchased the property and its various
improvements in January 1994. In the deed, the Lagnas
affirmed: “the land conveyed in said Deed is residentially-
improved owner-occupied real property and that residence
will be occupied by us.” Lagna, however, did not follow
through on his plans to use the property as his residence. He

continued to reside at an inland property.2

B. Code Enforcement Action Against Lagna
The zoning classification for Lagna's property is R.C.5,
“Resource Conservation—Rural Residential.” Under the
Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (“BCZR”), the owner
of R.C.5 property is permitted as a matter of right to use
the property for a single-family detached dwelling. BCZR §
1A04.2(A). In the past, zoning regulations permitted owners
to obtain a special exception to use R.C.5 property for
boatyards or marinas, but those uses are no longer permitted
in an R.C.5 zone even by special exception. See BCZR §

1A04.2(B).3

*2  The BCZR limits the number of boats and other
recreational vehicles that may be stored on residential lots.

See BCZR § 415A.4 In 2011, a Baltimore County Code
Enforcement Officer issued Lagna a citation for storing
recreational boats on his property in excess of the maximum
number of such boats permitted in an R.C.5 zone. An
administrative law judge (“ALJ”) of the Baltimore County
Office of Administrative Hearings held a hearing regarding
Lagna's “out-of-water boat storage on residential property”
and his alleged “failure to cease operation of a Marina in [an

Lagna v. People's Counsel ex rel. Baltimore County, Not Reported in A.3d (2016)
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R.C.5] zone—not allowed by Right or Special Exception[.]”
In his defense, Lagna argued that the property historically
served as the site of a “boat club” since before the initial
adoption of zoning regulations in 1945. Lagna presented
testimony and exhibits in an effort to show that various social
and boat-related activities had continued on the property
without interruption since 1937 under different club names.

On February 8, 2012, the ALJ issued written findings of fact
and conclusions of law. The ALJ found: “Absent a ruling
by an appropriate authority that the subject property is, in
fact a permitted non-conforming use as a marina or other
boat[-]related entity, the Inspector has established that the
number of boats clearly stored on the site exceeded that
permitted under its existing RC5 zoning.” The ALJ imposed a
penalty of $1,000 and ordered Lagna to bring his property in
compliance with the zoning regulations. The ALJ suspended
the penalty, however, and directed Lagna to file a petition for
special hearing within 90 days “to determine and resolve the
zoning use and status of the so-called ‘Seneca Creek Mariners
Club’ property.”

C. Lagna's Petition for Special Hearing
On March 3, 2012, Lagna petitioned for a special hearing
to determine “the legal nonconforming status of an existing
private boat club with piers & 3 existing single family
detached dwelling[s] .” In an attachment to his filing, Lagna
asserted “that the entire property was, and continues to be,
mixed use residential with boat club and that the piers and
boat ramp may be used by the four (4) residences ... and a
private boat club with ... additional storage of boats on trailers
up to the maximum allowed per lot for each of the four (4)
residential lots.”

As additional relief, Lagna asked for an order adjusting the
interior lot lines. He attached a site plan with three alternative
sketch plans, each of which would subdivide the property so
that each of the four structures would be located on its own
separate lot.

After review of Lagna's proposal, the Baltimore County
Department of Planning recommended that his requests be
denied. Based on aerial photographs from 2002, 2005, and
2008, the Department of Planning found that boat storage on
Lagna's property had “intensified significantly from 2002 to
the present.” According to the Department's report, inspection
of the property revealed that the accumulation of boats
and trailers on the property gave it “the appearance of
a commercial boatyard” which was “not compatible with

the rural waterfront character of the surrounding residential
community.”

*3  After a hearing, an ALJ issued an opinion and order
denying Lagna's petition. The ALJ concluded that, even
though Lagna had offered some evidence that “at one time
a men's club or boat club of some sort was conducted on
the premises,” he had not demonstrated that “that since 1993
he ha[d] consistently operated a ‘boat club’ on the premises,
without a cessation or abandonment of activities for one year
or longer[.]”

The ALJ also rejected Lagna's request for a lot-line
adjustment on the grounds that a re-subdivision of the
property was not the proper subject of a zoning hearing. The
ALJ further wrote, “it would seem ... that if anything, the four
lots owned by Mr. Lagna have merged under the doctrine of
zoning merger, so as to create (for zoning purposes at least)

one lot where there had been four.”5 Because the original
developers of the property had disregarded the interior lot
lines and testimony that Lagna had expressed his intention
at the time he acquired the property to build a new home on
the premises, the ALJ concluded that “the owners' intent was
to treat the property as a single lot.” Accordingly, the ALJ
determined that Lagna was required to comply with the boat
storage restrictions for a single waterfront lot as set forth in
BCZR § 415A.

D. Hearing Before the Baltimore County Board of
Appeals

Lagna appealed from the ALJ's decision to the Baltimore
County Board of Appeals. The Board heard the matter de
novo on February 5, 2013, and April 17, 2013.

At the hearing, Lagna withdrew his request for a lot-
line adjustment and continued to seek a determination
regarding the status of a nonconforming use on the property.
He then attempted to establish, through a combination
of circumstantial evidence and direct testimony, that the
property had been used continuously since 1937 both for
residential purposes and as a “boat club” and that he had
continued to operate a club on the property after he acquired
it in 1994.

Lagna, who was born in 1955, testified that he heard stories
about the history of clubs on the property while growing up
nearby. As exhibits, he submitted photographs of a plaque
with the words “Lauraville 1937 Swim + Boat Club” and
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a concrete relief with the words “SCMC 1963” on one of
the buildings. An unsigned letter from one of the former
owners stated that the property was “clearly a boat club ...
in 1993 and had a long history prior to that.” Lagna offered
the “Seneca Creek Maritime Club 1990 Roster,” which he
had acquired from the former owner. The document listed
names and addresses for 26 persons, of which it identified
five “Executive Committee Members” and one “Treasurer.”
Three persons listed on the roster wrote letters stating that
they had been active members of the “Seneca Men's Club” or
the “Seneca Creek Maritime Club” until Lagna had acquired
the property in 1994. One of the members added: “All records
on this club were destroyed when the club disbanded in 1993.”

*4  Lagna testified that, before he acquired the property,
members of the “Seneca Creek Mariners Club” had used the
property for swimming and parties. He recalled that some of
the members stored boats on the property and launched their
boats from the pier. According to Lagna, when he purchased
the property in 1994, about seven members accepted his
offer to continue their membership. He then “continued to
let people that [he] knew, friends, family, other folks, co-
workers, use the property” and “people continued the use at
a relatively low level.”

Although Lagna testified that he did not typically maintain a
club membership list, he prepared such a list for the hearing.
The roster included: Lagna himself, three of Lagna's family
members, Lagna's tenant, six other purported members, and
four “Kayak Members.” Lagna's brother testified that he had
attended cookouts on the property but he did not consider
himself a club member and did not know which of Lagna's
friends were club members. Lagna's tenant testified that
he had paid Lagna $800 monthly since 1995 to reside
on the property and that his rent payments included club
membership. Two of Lagna's friends testified that they had
paid dues for boat storage or access to the waterfront, but
had never participated in formal club meetings or events.
Another person named on the membership list stated in a letter
that Lagna had provided free boat storage and an “informal
membership” in exchange for assistance with projects on
the property. Lagna also submitted form letters signed by
three members of the community, who were not identified as
members, but who stated that, to their knowledge, a “Boat
Club” had existed at the property for the last 35 to 50 years.

According to Lagna, Hurricane Isabel in 2003 destroyed
much of the documentary proof of the club's existence. He
offered an assortment of other documents to support his

assertions of the continuous operation of a club, including:
copies of a few checks made out to him in the amount of $200
for “Dockage” or “Boat Club Use”; a series of checks made
out to him in the amount of $800 from his tenant for “Boat
and Slip Rental”; and electricity bills listing 4000 Chestnut
Road as “General Service” rather than residential. Lagna also
produced redacted copies of his Schedule C federal income
tax forms, reporting a profit or loss for a business named
the “Seneca Creek Mariners Club” or “Seneca Creek Marine
Center” or other variations of those names. He listed the type
of business as “Boat Club” from 1994 until 2004, and then he
characterized it as “Marina” from 2005 through 2010.

Lagna's final witness was an expert on land use and maritime
development. The expert characterized the uses described by
Lagna and his other witnesses as “consistent” with the type of
“small, private, social, swim, water-oriented clubs” that had
emerged in Bowley's Quarters before 1945. The expert opined
that Lagna's use did not meet the definition of a “marina,”

“boatyard,” or “yacht club”6 under the BCZR. Although the
term “boat club” is not defined by the BCZR and although
the witness offered no definition, he opined that there were no
legal restrictions on the number or type of boats that could be
stored at such a “boat club.”

*5  People's Counsel for Baltimore County participated in
the hearing to oppose Lagna's petition. People's Counsel
contended that the Board should reach the same conclusions
reached by the ALJ: that Lagna's use of the property was
materially different from its prior uses and that the four lots
on the property had merged into one lot for zoning purposes.

People's Counsel called five of Lagna's neighbors to describe
their observations of the property before and after Lagna's
acquisition of the property in 1994. Each of these neighbors
largely corroborated the testimony of the others. The
neighbors consistently described Lagna's use of the property
as different in character from the use of the property by his
predecessors. They testified that during the 1970s, 1980s, and
early 1990s the club was not known in the neighborhood as
a “boat club” but as a men's club or social club. Members
of that former club held frequent cookouts, parties, and other
social events on the property during summer months, but any
boating activity at the club was limited. Former club members
stored only a few boats on the northern portion of the property
but not near the residences on the southern portion of the
property, which were typically occupied by tenants.
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Each of the neighbors called by People's Counsel testified
that, to the best of their knowledge, the club had closed
before Lagna acquired the property in 1994. Although the
neighbors sometimes observed Lagna's family or friends
using the property for recreation, none of them knew or
believed that Lagna had continued to operate a private club.
The neighbors observed a sharp decline in any social activity
on the premises after Lagna's purchase of the property,
followed by a gradual increase in out-of-water boat storage.
The neighbors explained that Lagna had accumulated dozens
of boats over the past decade, densely covering the entire
property, including areas near the unoccupied bungalow

houses near Chestnut Road.7 Many boats appeared to be
unused, unlicensed, or in various states of disrepair. The
buildings that had formerly supported club activities also
appeared dilapidated. Overall, the neighbors described the
appearance of the property as that of a “boat junkyard” or an
“elephant graveyard” for boats.

People's Counsel's final witness, a member of a marina trade
association, testified about the establishment of maritime
districts in the early 1990s. A 1991 survey to identify all
“bootleg marinas” in Bowley's Quarters area, by finding
properties with five or more boats, had not identified the
Chestnut Road property as a boat club or marina.

E. The Board's Denial of Lagna's Petition
On September 13, 2013, the Board issued an opinion and
order denying the relief requested in Lagna's petition.

The Board determined “that Mr. Lagna's storage and
collection of his boats on his Property does not qualify as
a non-conforming existing boat club.” The Board explained
that Lagna had provided “only scant information as to
the nature or extent” of the clubs that had existed on the
property prior to his ownership. The Board reasoned that,
even assuming the existence of such a club starting in 1937,
letters from former club members showed “that the club was
abandoned in 1993 and therefore the use was extinguished
even before Mr. Lagna's purchase in 1994.”

*6  The Board credited testimony from Lagna's neighbors
that the types of club activities that they had observed in
earlier decades ceased upon Lagna's purchase. The Board
emphasized that Lagna failed to show supporting facts that
might indicate the continued existence of a club, such
as: common knowledge among neighbors of the club's
existence, observed outdoor activity during summer months,

maintenance of support facilities, an organizational structure,
insurance, a separate bank account, advertisements, a website,
or a sign to notify people of the club's existence. The Board
also construed Lagna's failure to continue to list a “boat club”
on income tax forms after 2005 as “an admission by Mr.
Lagna that any ‘boat club’ use by him terminated in 2005.”

The Board further reasoned that, even if Lagna had intended
to continue operating a club, the increase in boat storage
over his property demonstrated that “his current use is an
intensification and change from the original boat, swim, and/
or men's club.”

In addition, the Board agreed with the ALJ's finding that
Lagna's four lots had merged into a single lot for zoning
purposes. The Board explained that the original owners had
built structures across the lot lines. The Board pointed to
Lagna's storage of boats across the interior lot lines as an
indication of his intent to continue to use the lots as one
single property. The Board added that Lagna had not produced
evidence of “any separation of the four lots or residences for
other uses” since his purchase of the property. The Board thus
declared that Lagna was required to “comply with BCZR §
415 with regard to the number of boats and piers permitted
for one single Property.”

Lagna petitioned for review of the Board's decision in the
Circuit Court for Baltimore County. After a hearing, the
circuit court issued an opinion and order on February 10,
2015. The court upheld the Board's determinations that Lagna
had failed to meet his burden of proving the existence of a
legal nonconforming use and that the lots had merged for
zoning purposes. Lagna filed a notice of appeal on March 3,
2015.

Questions Presented

Lagna raises a number of challenges to the Board's two main
determinations, regarding the nonconforming use status of

the property and the merger of the lots for zoning purposes.8

To properly address the merits of his arguments in light of
the governing principles of judicial review of administrative
decisions, we have reformulated the questions as follows:

1. Did substantial evidence support the Board's decision
to deny Lagna's petition to approve the legal
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nonconforming status of Lagna's property for use as a
“private boat club”?

2. Did the Board err in determining that Lagna's four
lots had merged into a single property for zoning
purposes?

The answer to both questions is: No. The Board's
determinations on the issues of nonconforming use and lot
merger were supported by substantial evidence in the record
and were not premised on an error of law.

Discussion

I.

*7  As the primary relief requested in his petition, Lagna
asked the local zoning authorities to declare that he had a right
to continue to use his property for nonconforming use as a
“private boat club.” “A request for special hearing,” such as
Lagna's petition, “is, in legal effect, a request for a declaratory
judgment.” Antwerpen v. Baltimore Cnty., 163 Md.App. 194,
209 (2005).

The BCZR defines a “nonconforming use” as “[a] legal use
that does not conform to a use regulation for the zone in which
it is located or to a special regulation applicable to such a use.”
BCZR § 101.1. The Court of Appeals recently reiterated the
principles of Maryland law regarding nonconforming uses:

A property owner establishes a non-conforming use if the
property owner can demonstrate to the relevant authority
(often a local board of appeals) that the property was being
used in a then-lawful manner before, and at the time of,
the adoption of a new zoning ordinance which purports to
prohibit the use on the property. Such a property owner has
a vested constitutional right to continue the prohibited use,
subject to local ordinances that may prohibit “extension” of
the use and seek to reduce the use to conformance with the
newer zoning through an “amortization” or “abandonment”
scheme. Nevertheless, nonconforming uses are not favored
by Maryland law, and local ordinances regulating validly
non-conforming uses will be construed to effectuate their
purpose.

Cnty. Council of Prince George's Cnty. v. Zimmer Dev. Co.,
444 Md. 490, 514 n. 16 (2015) (citations omitted).

The ultimate purpose of the BCZR and other zoning
regulations is “ ‘to reduce nonconformance as speedily

as possible with due regard to the legitimate interests
of all concerned.’ “ Trip Assocs., Inc. v. Mayor &
City Council of Baltimore, 392 Md. 563, 574 (2006)
(quoting Grant v. Mayor & City Council of Baltimore, 212
Md. 301, 307 (1957)). The Baltimore County ordinance
generally adopts the “abandonment” approach for eliminating
nonconforming uses: “A nonconforming use (as defined
in Section 101) may continue ... provided that upon any
change from such nonconforming use to any other use
whatsoever, or any abandonment or discontinuance of such
nonconforming use for a period of one year or more, the
right to continue or resume such nonconforming use shall
terminate.” BCZR § 104.1. As with other similar provisions
governing nonconforming use, this provision “must be strictly
construed in order to effectuate the purpose of eliminating
nonconforming uses.” Cnty. Council of Prince George's Cnty.
v. E.L. Gardner, Inc., 293 Md. 259, 268 (1982) (citations
omitted).

Consistent with the notion that nonconforming uses are
disfavored, Maryland law allocates the burden of proving
a property's status as a nonconforming use upon the party
seeking to establish that use. See Trip Assocs., 392 Md. at
573; Calhoun v. Cnty. Bd. of Appeals of Baltimore Cnty., 262
Md. 265, 267 (1971); Vogl v. City of Baltimore, 228 Md. 283,
288 (1962); Lapidus v. Mayor & City Council of Baltimore,
222 Md. 260, 262 (1960). This Court has summarized that
principle in the following terms:

*8  The party asserting the existence of a nonconforming
use has the burden of proving it. Whether that party has
met its burden is a matter entrusted to the Board. And,
since that decision, as is the decision whether to certify
a nonconforming use, can be made only after hearing
and determining facts, the Board acts in a quasi-judicial
capacity in making it. In that capacity, the Board acts as
factfinder, assessing the credibility of the witnesses and
determining what inferences to draw from the evidence.

Cnty. Comm'rs of Carroll Cnty. v. Uhler, 78 Md.App. 140, 145
(citations omitted), cert. denied, 316 Md. 428 (1989).

Much of Lagna's appellate brief argues that the Board's
decision should be reversed because the protestants failed to
“prove” that prior uses of the property had terminated. To
the contrary, it was incumbent upon Lagna, as the petitioner,
to persuade the Board, first, that a lawful use existed when
the lots were zoned for residential use in 1945 and, second,
that whatever uses had been made of the lots at that time
continued thereafter without changing to any other use. Lagna
provided no definition of “boat club” use. He did not contend
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that “boat club” use, however defined, was ever authorized
on his property at any time after the enactment of the BCZR
in 1945. Accordingly, he attempted to establish that the use
of the property had remained unchanged over seven decades.
Needless to say, his task was exceptionally difficult. The
passage of time left him with only vague hearsay descriptions
and circumstantial evidence regarding use of the property for
most of those years.

As daunting as his task was before the local zoning
authorities, Lagna faced perhaps even greater obstacles in
his action for judicial review. Consistent with the standard
of review for other administrative decisions, court review
of a decision of the Baltimore County Board of Appeals
is “generally is a ‘narrow and highly deferential inquiry.’
“ Seminary Galleria, LLC v. Dulaney Valley Improvement
Ass'n, Inc., 192 Md.App. 719, 733 (2010) (quoting Maryland
Nat'l Capital Park & Planning Comm'n v. Greater Baden–
Aquasco Citizens Ass'n, 412 Md. 73, 83 (2009)). Such a final
decision from a local zoning agency is “prima facie correct
and presumed valid” and should be reviewed by the court “in
the light most favorable” to the agency. Marzullo v. Kahl, 366
Md. 158, 172 (2001) (citations and quotation marks omitted).

“Judicial review of administrative agency action based
on factual findings, and the application of law to those
factual findings, is ‘limited to determining if there is
substantial evidence in the record as a whole to support the
agency's findings and conclusions, and to determine if the
administrative decision is based on an erroneous conclusion
of law.’ “ Zimmer Dev. Co., 444 Md. at 573 (quoting United
Parcel Serv., Inc. v. People's Counsel for Baltimore Cnty., 336
Md. 569, 577 (1994)). The reviewing court may not substitute
its judgment for that of the agency if “there is sufficient
evidence such that ‘a reasoning mind reasonably could have
reached the factual conclusion the agency reached.’ “ Zimmer
Dev. Co., 444 Md. at 573 (quoting Consumer Prot. Div. v.
Morgan, 387 Md. 125, 160 (2005)); see People's Counsel
for Baltimore Cnty. v. Surina, 400 Md. 662, 681 (2007)
(“we inquire whether the zoning body's determination was
supported by such evidence as a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a conclusion”) (citations and
quotation marks omitted). Stated differently, where a zoning
board's findings are supported by more than a scintilla of
evidence, the decision is at least fairly debatable, which “
‘pushes the Board's decision into the unassailable realm of a
judgment call[.]’ “ Eastern Outdoor Adver. v. Mayor & City
Council of Baltimore, 128 Md.App. 494, 515 (1999) (citations
and quotation marks omitted).

*9  In his brief, Lagna largely ignores the governing

standard of review.9 His argument does invoke the concept
of “substantial evidence,” but only to misapply that concept
to the facts. Lagna asserts in succession that “there was
more than sufficient evidence to support that a boat club
was operating at the property when the zoning regulations
were enacted in 1945,” that “there was substantial evidence
supporting that Mr. Lagna operated a boat club after 1994,”
and thus that there was “substantial evidence to support the
conclusion that Mr. Lagna has not changed, discontinued[,]
or abandoned the legal nonconforming use[.]” In sum,
Lagna contends that he presented evidence upon which the
Board could have granted his petition. That contention,
even if correct, would not warrant reversing the Board's
denial of the petition. Lagna's arguments fail to address the
relevant question for the purpose of judicial review: whether
substantial evidence in the record supported the Board's
determinations on the issue of nonconforming use.

As the Board recognized, one of the main tests for
determining the existence of a nonconforming use is whether
the property is “known in the neighborhood as being
employed for that given purpose .” Trip Assocs., 392 Md.
at 573 (citing Chayt v. Bd. of Zoning Appeals of Baltimore
City, 177 Md. 426, 434 (1939)). Evidence on this point was
by no means conclusive. Lagna presented testimony and
letters from members of the community who stated that they
either had been club members or were aware of the club's
existence during much of the relevant time period. People's
Counsel later offered testimony from other neighbors that
called Lagna's assertions into question.

One neighbor testified that he no longer observed “people
doing the same type of social activities” as before and that he
“did not know the club was still [t]here” after Lagna acquired
the property. Another witness testified that she had observed
frequent “club use” before Lagna's acquisition, but that “over
the past nineteen years,” she had “never witnessed any type
of club activity” on the property. The next witness testified
that, during the prior six years in which he had lived in the
neighborhood, he had not “observed any kind of activity as
relating to a boat club, men's club, [or] any kind of club, other
than a collection of boats[.]” Another neighbor commented,
“the activity you saw back then in the 1970s, and 1980s, and
early 1990s, you do not see similar activity nowadays.... It's
more like a boat junkyard[.]” In the words of yet another
member of the community, “it really kind of defied any, any
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logic as far as it being an active, boat club. It's really an active,
storage ... area for boats.”

In its written opinion, the Board summarized: “Credible
testimony from neighbors who have lived in the
neighborhood for decades was provided—that no club of any
kind existed at the Property since Mr. Lagna's purchase.”
Lagna now argues that the Board “clearly gave undue,
indeed unfounded, weight to the testimony of the protestants
regarding their personal observations of activity on Mr.
Lagna's property.” This Court's role, however, is not to
render its own judgment regarding the weight of conflicting
testimony, as long as there is “room for reasonable debate” on
the issue. See Boehm v. Anne Arundel County., 54 Md.App.
497, 514, cert. denied, 297 Md. 108 (1983).

*10  In Boehm, this Court upheld the decision of a local board
of appeals to refuse to recognize the legal nonconforming
use of a property as a landfill. Several witnesses testified that
there had been dumping and landfilling activity on the subject
property before the use became prohibited and consistently
thereafter, but other witnesses testified that there had been
no dumping or excavation until over a decade after the
use became prohibited. Id. at 498–99 & n. 1. This Court
concluded that, “in light of the quantity and quality of the
protestants' testimony and evidence,” it was reasonable for
the board to conclude that that landowner had not met his
burden of proving that the nonconforming use existed during
the relevant time period. Id. at 515. As in Boehm, the Board's
weighing of the conflicting evidence here passes the test of
reasonableness. The testimony of Lagna's neighbors, even
though it was in conflict with evidence produced by Lagna,
was sufficient to support the conclusion that Lagna did not
continue the prior use of the property after he acquired it in
1994.

Even without this testimony from protestants, however,
the Board would not have been required to conclude that
Lagna had satisfied his burden. Lagna asserts that much
of the testimony and documents he presented regarding the
existence of a club on the property was “uncontradicted.” Yet
even when a party presents largely uncontested evidence of
a nonconforming use, the local zoning agency must evaluate
the credibility of testimony and the weight of evidence before
making its decision. See Cnty. Comm'rs of Carroll Cnty. v.
Uhler, 78 Md.App. 140, 146 (1989).

In Uhler, a board of zoning appeals refused to certify the
nonconforming use of a property as a junk yard or storage

yard, even though the landowners presented testimony from
witnesses who had consistently observed junk and heavy
equipment on the property during the time period in question.
Id. at 142–44. The board reasoned that the evidence showed
only that the property was “a location where pieces of
equipment were infrequently parked.” Id . at 144 (internal
quotation marks omitted). A circuit court reversed the board's
decision, under the mistaken belief “that if there was any
evidence in the record supporting the relief requested, which
is not controverted, as opposed to contradicted, then the
Board must grant the relief sought.” Id. at 146. Reversing
that judgment, this Court concluded that the circuit court had
improperly substituted its judgment for that of the board.
Id. The Court explained: “[T]he mere fact of presentation of
testimony does not entitle that testimony to be credited and the
Board's determination not to credit it, in and of itself, provides
substantial evidence for the Board's conclusion.” Id. at 147.
Adding that there was at least one significant “discrepancy” in
the Uhlers' evidence regarding uses of the property, the Court
reasoned that “it [wa]s patent ... that the Board's decision
[wa]s fairly debatable.” Id.

*11  Likewise, the testimony and documents presented
by Lagna regarding his operation of a “boat club” by no
means compelled the Board to grant the petition. The Board
explained several reasons for its refusal to credit Lagna's
assertions. As the Board explained, Lagna provided only
“scant information as to the nature and extent” of the clubs
that existed on the property before 1994, and in particular
as to whether those clubs had “existed continuously without
interruption[.]” The Board relied on a letter from a former
member stating that the former club had been “disbanded”
in 1993 as evidence that “the use was extinguished even
before Mr. Lagna's purchase.” The Board contrasted the
few supporting documents that Lagna offered (photographs,
checks, utility bills, tax forms, and a self-prepared member
list) with the notable absence of other evidence that would
tend to verify the club's existence (such as organizational
documents, insurance, a bank account, advertisements, a
website, or an on-site sign). The Board expressed skepticism
towards Lagna's list of purported club members when it
noted that the list consisted entirely of Lagna himself, his
relatives, his tenant, and his friends. The Board also inferred
from federal income tax forms identifying Lagna's business
as a “Marina” rather than a “Boat Club” after 2005 that
“any ‘boat club’ use by him terminated in 2005.” Finally,
the Board explained that it had considered the evidence “in
light of the fact” that Lagna first asserted the existence of a
nonconforming use in response to a code enforcement action
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decades after his purchase. In sum, the Board's reasoned and
reasonable decision to discount much of Lagna's evidence, “in
and of itself,” is a sufficient basis for affirming the Board's

decision. See Uhler, 78 Md.App. at 147.10

The primary basis for the Board's ruling—its determination
that Lagna failed to establish that he had operated a boat
club on his property continuously since 1994—was amply
supported by the record. As a secondary conclusion, the
Board stated that “even if the facts proved Mr. Lagna's intent
to operate a boat club, ... his current use is an intensification
and change from the original boat, swim and/or men's club.”
This alternative finding, although discussed only briefly by
the Board, independently supports the Board's decision.

In general, the owner of a vested right to continue a
nonconforming use also has the right to “intensify” that
nonconforming use by, for example, using the property more
frequently or with a higher volume of business. See Feldstein
v. LaVale Zoning Bd., 246 Md. 204, 211 (1967). The “mere
intensification of a nonconforming use is permissible so long
as the nature of use is not substantially changed[.]” Phillips v.
Zoning Comm'r of Howard Cnty., 225 Md. 102, 102 (1961);
see, e.g ., id. at 108–09 (upholding decision to prohibit
property owner from expanding nonconforming use as a used
car lot and furniture warehouse where record showed that
premises over time “by some sort of ‘creeping’ process,
developed into a full-fledged junk yard and shop, where,
among other things, large numbers of worn out and wrecked
motor vehicles were junked and burned”). The determination
of whether an owner's use is an impermissible enlargement or
a mere intensification is a question of fact for the local zoning
authorities. See id. at 109–10.

*12  Under the Baltimore County ordinance, a property
owner's right to continue a nonconforming use terminates
“upon any change from such nonconforming use to any other
use whatsoever[.]” BCZR § 104.1. In McKemy v. Baltimore
Cnty., 39 Md.App. 257 (1978), this Court reversed part of
a zoning decision and remanded the case to the Baltimore
County Board of Appeals for consideration of whether certain
uses of a property exceeded the permissible scope of an
existing nonconforming use and, if so, whether “by virtue of
[BCZR § 104.1], the entire non-conforming use ha[d] been
lost.” Id. at 270. The owner in that case had established a valid
nonconforming use of residentially-zoned lots as a general
parking facility for nearby businesses (id. at 265–67), but the
proprietor later extended his use to include truck storage for
a freight hauling business, while expanding his operations in

intensity, volume, and area. Id. at 269. This Court directed
the Board on remand to determine whether those expansions
represented an “actual change” from the preexisting uses of
the lots, by considering the following factors: “(1) to what
extent does the current use of these lots reflect the nature
and purpose of the original non-conforming use; (2) is the
current use merely a different manner of utilizing the original
non-conforming use or does it constitute a use different in
character, nature, and kind; (3) does the current use have a
substantially different effect upon the neighborhood; (4) is the
current use a ‘drastic enlargement or extension’ of the original
non-conforming use.” Id. at 269–70.

In the present case, even crediting testimony that Lagna
continued to operate a “club” of some sort and even
accepting that the clubs of both Lagna and his predecessors
to some extent involved boat-related activities, the record
still supported the Board's conclusion that Lagna's right
to continue any such nonconforming use had terminated
upon a “change from such nonconforming use to any other
use whatsoever[.]” BCZR § 104.1. The right to continue
a nonconforming use depends on the continuity of the
substantive characteristics of the use, not the mere continuity
of a label such as “club,” “boat club” or even “Seneca Creek
Mariners Club.” See McKemy, 39 Md.App. at 269 (explaining
that, in determining whether owner's use had exceeded scope
of preexisting use, “the Board was not required to assume,
and should not have assumed, that the lowest common
denominator was ‘parking,’ or even ‘parking’ in conjunction
with a business across the street”).

Testimony from Lagna's neighbors, which the Board
expressly credited, supported the conclusion that Lagna's use
of the property differed in character, nature, and effect from
the use of the property by his predecessors. Prior owners
had operated primarily a social club and incidentally stored
a few boats near the buildings on the northern portion of the
property; over time, Lagna transformed the site into what
appeared to be predominantly an out-of-water boat storage
facility, both as a business and for a personal collection,
extending to the southern portions of the property along
Chestnut Road. In light of the factors outlined in McKemy, 39
Md.App. at 269–70, the Board's determination that Lagna had
transformed the prior use of the property into “any other use

whatsoever” (BCZR § 104.1) was at least fairly debatable.11

II.
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*13  After denying Lagna's request to approve the use of
the property as a private boat club, the Board of Appeals
also declared that the four lots subject to his petition had
“merged into one single [p]roperty for zoning purposes,” and
thus that Lagna must “comply with BCZR § 415 with regard
to the number of boats and piers permitted for one single
[p]roperty.” Wishing to treat his property as four separate
properties for the purposes of boat storage, Lagna now asks
this Court to negate that declaration. He contends: that the
Board lacked authority to decide issues of lot merger or
boat storage; that the evidence was legally insufficient for
the Board to conclude that the lots had merged; and that
the zoning merger of the lots amounts to an unconstitutional
confiscation of his property. For various reasons, all of these
arguments fail.

Lagna first argues that the Board should not have even
considered whether his lots should be treated as a single
property for the purpose of determining the number of
boats permitted on his property, because he says that those
issues were not properly before the Board. He relies on
BCZR § 500.7, which grants “any interested person” the
right to petition for a special hearing “to determine the
existence of any purported nonconforming use on any
premises or to determine any rights whatsoever of such
person in any property in Baltimore County insofar as they
are affected by these regulations.” Lagna argues that his
petition “obviously[ ] sought only the former type of relief”
regarding nonconforming use, and therefore that the scope of
the hearing did not include his other rights with respect to the
property.

The record does not support Lagna's assertions that the Board
unilaterally “took it upon itself to address and affirmatively
rule upon” the matters of lot merger and boat storage under
BCZR § 415A. Lagna first filed his petition at the direction
of an ALJ who had suspended a penalty against Lagna for his
violations of BCZR § 415A. In an attachment to his petition,
Lagna asserted that his property could “be used by the four
(4) residences ... and a private boat club with, as provided
by Section 415c [sic], additional storage of boats on trailers
up to the maximum allowed per lot for each of the four
(4) residential lots.” In his supporting memorandum, Lagna
explained that his petition sought “essentially four categories
of relief”: confirmation of his rights regarding nonconforming
use; confirmation of his rights regarding nonconforming
structures; a lot-line adjustment re-subdividing his property
into four separate lots; and finally “confirmation regarding
the maximum number of boats allowed at the property.”

His memorandum went on to argue that, “[b]ased on the lot
lines of the four lots at the subject property,” BCZR § 415A
permitted Lagna to store “a substantial number of boats” on
land and on the piers at his property. The ALJ, recognizing
that Lagna had requested “a determination of the number of
boats [Lagna] may keep on the premises,” concluded that the
property should be treated as a single property for zoning
purposes, based on the doctrine of lot merger.

*14  Dissatisfied with the ALJ's decision regarding boat
storage, Lagna then attempted to narrow the scope of his
petition by withdrawing his request for a lot-line adjustment.
At the de novo hearing, People's Counsel argued that the
Board should affirm the ALJ's finding that the lots had
merged into one lot for the purposes of the boat storage
limits in BCZR § 415A. At one point, Lagna objected to a
question posed by People's Counsel to Lagna's expert witness
regarding merger of the lots (on the ground that the question
fell outside of the scope of the proceeding). The Board did
not rule on the objection, but the Chairman informed Lagna
that “[t]he reason we're here is because we have a lot of boats
on this property.” In his post-hearing memorandum, Lagna
did not ask the Board to exclude the lot-merger issue from its
decision. Instead, Lagna affirmatively argued that the ALJ's
determination that the lots had merged was incorrect on the
merits, asserting that “the doctrine of zoning merger” was
“not applicable” because Lagna had “never intended to merge
these four lots[.]”

In sum, Lagna himself introduced the issue of “the maximum
number of boats allowed at the property,” and that issue
involved a determination of whether the property should
be treated as four separate lots. Lagna's post-hearing brief
reflects that he knew and had reason to know that the Board
would make a determination on lot merger. Instead of using
that opportunity to bring an argument about the proper scope
of the hearing to the Board's attention, Lagna waived any
such objection when he asked the Board to reverse the ALJ's
lot-merger determination on the merits. The issue that Lagna
seeks to raise here cannot be resurrected in the subsequent
action for judicial review. See Anne Arundel Cnty. v. Nes, 163
Md.App. 515, 535 (2005) (holding that landowner waived
any claim that board of appeals had erred in failing to grant
waiver of certain requirements by expressly abandoning that
position before the board); Capital Commercial Props., Inc.
v. Montgomery Cnty. Planning Bd., 158 Md.App. 88, 102
(2004) (holding that party failed to preserve issue of whether
planning board's decision would violate provision of zoning
ordinance by failing to raise that argument to the board); id. at
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104–05 (where party's argument “involve[d] the construction
of the ordinances administered by the Board,” holding that
the issue “should have been presented for decision by the
Board in the first instance” rather than being raised for
the first time in an action for judicial review); Brzowski v.
Maryland Home Improvement Comm'n, 114 Md.App. 615,
637–38 (1997) (holding that party waived argument that
agency's action exceeded its authority where party brought a
number of objections to agency's attention without presenting

that argument to the agency).12

Before the Board, however, Lagna did argue that the doctrine
of lot merger should not apply to his property when he
asserted that he did not intend to merge the four lots.
The Board rejected that assertion, finding that, in addition
to actions of the prior owners in building structures that
straddled the interior lot lines, “Lagna's storage of boats
across the 4 lots is indicative of his intent to integrate and
use the lots as one single property.” In addition, the Board
emphasized that Lagna had not presented evidence of “any
separation of the four lots for residences or other uses.” On
appeal, Lagna concedes that evidence that “structures are
sited across lot lines” and evidence of “storage of a boat across
a property line” could indicate an owner's intent to merge the
lots, but he asserts that this evidence was “insufficient ..., as a
matter of law, to supply the intent necessary to merge the lots.”
He identifies no legal authority supporting this assertion.

*15  Historically, the doctrine of zoning merger emerged
in many jurisdictions to advance the legislative goal of
restricting undersized parcels. See Friends of the Ridge v.

Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co., 352 Md. 645, 653 (1999).13

The Court of Appeals first recognized the doctrine of zoning
merger in Friends of the Ridge, a Baltimore County zoning
case, which held “that a landowner who clearly desires to
combine or merge several parcels or lots of land into one
larger parcel may do so” by “integrat[ing] or utiliz [ing]
the contiguous lots in the service of a single structure or
project [.]” Id. at 658. Generally, a finding that adjacent lots
under common ownership have merged for zoning purposes
“require[s] that the intent of the owner to merge the parcels be
expressed, though little evidence of that intent is required.” Id.
at 653. The Court has emphasized that the owner's “[i]ntent
is to be derived from the facts,” (Remes v. Montgomery Cnty.,
387 Md. 52, 66 (2005)), and “[e]ach case must be examined
on its own.” Id. at 68. For example, in Remes, the Court
of Appeals held that a vacant lot merged into the adjacent,
developed lot by operation of law, even without any formal
request for a replatting, where the common owner installed a

swimming pool on the vacant lot as an accessory to the house
on the other lot and built a semi-circular driveway over both
lots. Id. at 82.

This Court will not set aside a local zoning board's
determination regarding lot merger, as long as the decision
is at least fairly debatable and not the product of a clear
error. See Mueller v. People's Counsel for Baltimore Cnty.,
177 Md.App. 43, 94 (2007). In the instant case, the record
included substantial evidence that Lagna intended to use his
four contiguous lots in the service of a single project. Like
the former owners who had made improvements across the
internal lot lines, Lagna himself disregarded the internal lot
lines in his use of the property. His stated intent, in the
deed through which he acquired the property, was to use the
four lots for a single-family residence. In his memorandum
to the Board, Lagna raised the confusing argument that
he never intended to merge the lots because “he and his
predecessors have always used the four lots in combination
for the fulfillment of [a] single use. ” (Emphasis added.) This
statement alone serves as an admission of his intent to merge
the lots. See Remes, 387 Md. at 82 (emphasizing that common
owner's “use” of two adjacent lots “in concert is consistent
with zoning merger”) (second emphasis added). Indeed, the
premise underlying Lagna's petition was never that he had
operated four different boat clubs on the four different lots,
but that he was using all four lots in service of a single club,
without regard to any subdivision. The Board nonetheless
found that Lagna's combined use of the four lots for storage
and collection of boats was not the same use as the prior
combined use of the lots by the former owners as a “boat,
swim, and/or men's club.”

*16  As a final issue, Lagna contends separately that
the Board's merger of the four lots for zoning purposes
constituted an unconstitutional “confiscation” of his property.
Despite the opportunity to raise any such constitutional
concerns when he argued to the Board that lot merger was
inapplicable, Lagna failed to raise these arguments to the
Board. His request to raise new constitutional issues on appeal
is “contrary to the well-established” rule that “constitutional
challenges involving a question of fact must be raised before
the agency to prevent waiver.” Halici v. City of Gaithersburg,
180 Md.App. 238, 255 (2008).

In any event, Lagna's unpreserved argument invokes
constitutional issues in name only. He contends that “in
the absence of sufficient proof” the Board was “not
constitutionally authorized to deprive Mr. Lagna of his right
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to operate the boat club or his right to four lots.” In essence,
Lagna seeks to recycle his challenge to the Board's factual
determination as a “constitutional” issue. We reject this
“attempt to conjure a constitutional violation out of a routine”
factual determination committed to the agency's discretion.
McAllister v. McAllister, 218 Md.App. 386, 406 (2014). As
stated above, the record was adequate to support the Board's
conclusion that the four lots had merged into one for zoning
purposes.

Conclusion

We affirm the circuit court's judgment affirming the decision
of the Board of Appeals.

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR
BALTIMORE COUNTY AFFIRMED. COSTS TO BE
PAID BY APPELLANT.

All Citations

Not Reported in A.3d, 2016 WL 327029

Footnotes
* This is an unreported opinion, and it may not be cited in any paper, brief, motion, or other document filed in this Court or

any other Maryland Court as either precedent within the rule of stare decisis or as persuasive authority. Md. Rule 1–104.

1 The two bungalows are known as 3920 and 3922 Chestnut Road, the larger house is known as 4000 Chestnut Road,
and the final structure is known as 4002 Chestnut Road.

2 In reaching the decision under review here, the Board of Appeals took notice of the fact that Lagna's residence at 221
Bowley's Quarters Road had been the subject of a prior appeal before this Court. In 1989, Lagna obtained a variance
to keep five recreational boats on his Bowley's Quarters Road property in lieu of the maximum of one such vehicle
permitted by zoning regulations. In 2006, a hearing officer fined Lagna for storing as many as 30 vehicles on that property,
finding that Lagna had transformed the premises into “a marine storage yard or salvage yard[,] ... something far different
tha[n] the five (5) small boats considered in the [V]ariance.” Lagna failed to take an administrative appeal from a zoning
commissioner's 2007 decision, which found that Lagna had abandoned the variance. This Court then upheld a 2011
decision of the Baltimore County Board of Appeals, which found that the 2007 decision was final with respect to the
issue of Lagna's abandonment of the variance. William Lagna v. Baltimore Cnty., No. 2367, Sept. Term 2011 (filed Apr.
2, 2013) (unreported).

3 BCZR § 101.1 defines a “boatyard” as “[a] commercial or nonprofit boat basin with facilities for one or more of the
following: sale, construction, repair, storage, launching, berthing, securing, fueling and general servicing of marine craft of
all types .” A “marina” is defined as “[a] modern boat basin, restricted to recreational marine craft of all types, with facilities
for one or more of the following: berthing, launching and securing such craft, and permitting incidental minimum provision
for refueling and emergency servicing, as well as the incidental sale of boats and also land (out-of-water) storage as
provided in [BCZR § ] 417.7.” BCZR § 101.1.

4 BCZR § 415A.1 limits the number of recreational vehicles that may be stored on land or mounted on a trailer to one
recreational vehicle per residential lot. Recreational boats, other than boats less than 16 feet in length that are not mounted
on a trailer, are subject to the limitation of one recreational vehicle per residential lot. A residential waterfront lot may
have no more than one pier, and an owner may store between four to six boats at a pier, depending on the length of the
waterside lot line. BCZR § 415A.2. Out-of-water boat storage is permitted on residential waterfront lots from November
1 through March 31, for up to two or three boats, depending on the length of the waterside lot line. BCZR § 415A.3(A).

5 See generally Remes v. Montgomery Cnty., 387 Md. 52, 63–68 (2005). “Merger, in the context of land use, is the joining
of contiguous parcels under common ownership, so that they are viewed as a single parcel for purposes of zoning
regulations.” Mueller v. People's Counsel for Baltimore Cnty., 177 Md.App. 43, 94 (2007).
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6 Zoning regulations applicable within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area define a “yacht club” as: “A use of waterfront land
by a social club which provides recreational facilities, including boat docking, for members and their guests.” BCZR §
101A.1. Yacht clubs are permitted in some zones, but not in an R.C.5 zone. See BCZR § 1A04.2.

7 One witness offered an aerial photograph from 1995 showing only two boats stored near the houses at the northern
border of the property. More recent photos taken from the air and from the ground revealed approximately 30 boats across
the property. On cross-examination, Lagna admitted that he personally owned 23 of 29 boats stored on the property.

8 The questions in Lagna's brief are:

A. Did the Board of Appeals err in concluding that there was “no evidence” supporting that the boat club at the property
is a legal nonconforming use?

B. Was there substantial evidence to support the conclusion that the boat club was operating in 1945 when the zoning
regulations were adopted and, thus, constituted a legal nonconforming use?

C. Was there substantial evidence to support the conclusion that Mr. Lagna has not changed, discontinued or
abandoned the legal nonconforming use under 104.1 of the zoning regulations?

D. Was there substantial evidence to support that the boat club was not in existence in 1988 such that it was
grandfathered under section 103.5 of the zoning regulations?

E. Did the Board of Appeals err in addressing the issue of lot merger when that issue was not presented in Mr. Lagna's
Petition for Special Hearing?

F. Even if the Board of Appeals had authority to address the issue of lot merger, did the Board err in concluding that
the four lots had merged?

G. Was the Board's decision that the four lots are merged an unconstitutional confiscation of Mr. Lagna's property?

9 Maryland Rule 8–504(a)(5) requires that every appellate brief must include a “concise statement of the applicable
standard of review for each issue, which may appear in the discussion of the issue or under a separate heading placed
before the argument[.]” A single footnote in Lagna's brief includes a quotation describing the substantial evidence test.

10 In his brief, Lagna protests that the Board “ignored” testimony from his witnesses, because the Board failed to discuss
some of that evidence in its opinion. Lagna also insists that the Board erred when it stated: “[I]n this Board's view of the
evidence, Mr. Lagna did not provide evidence that a boat or swim club has existed on the Property since 1937.” We agree
with Lagna that it would be an overstatement to say that he produced “no evidence” in support of his assertions. Viewing
the decision in a light favorable to the agency, however, it is apparent that the Board considered the evidence presented
by Lagna and that the Board's decision relied only on the evidence that the Board found to be credible and persuasive.

11 Before the Board, Lagna relied only on BCZR §§ 101.1 and 104.1, general provisions regarding nonconforming use.
Before this Court, Lagna attempts to raise the argument that use of the property as a boat club is “grandfathered” by a
separate provision applicable to properties within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, which states that “[t]he county shall
permit the continuation, but not necessarily the intensification or expansion, of any use in existence on June 13, 1988.”
BCZR § 103.5(C). The Board did not address the applicability of this provision because Lagna failed to raise the issue
to the Board. In any event, his new argument fails on appeal because we uphold the Board's determinations that Lagna
did not continue the preexisting uses of the property after his acquisition in 1994, or alternatively that he had intensified
and changed the use during his ownership.

12 If we were to reach this issue, we would see no error in issuing a declaration regarding Lagna's rights to boat storage on
the property under the zoning regulations, as that issue was part of the relief that he requested in his initial petition.
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13 In the present case, it is undisputed that the four lots owned by Lagna, each approximately one-quarter acre in size,
are all undersized. See BCZR § 1A04.3(B)(1) (prohibiting creation of lots with an area less than one-and-a-half acres
in an R.C.5 zone).

End of Document © 2023 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S.
Government Works.
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IN MATTER OF:    * BEFORE THE COUNTY 
 Edgmere Wildlife Trust  
 LA Crites, Trustee   * BOARD OF APPEALS 
 Legal Owner          
      *      
 Edward Crizer, Petitioner    OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
 2621-2623 Brannan Ave   *      
       Case No. 22-269 SPH   
      *  
 7th Councilmanic District         
 15th Election District   *      
  *     *     *     *     *     *     *     *    *     *     *     *     *     *     * 
 

PETITIONERS' POST-HEARING MEMORANDUM 
 

Petitioner Edward Crizer, by Arnold Jablon, his attorney, hereby submits this Post- 

Hearing Memorandum for consideration by the County Board of Appeals. 

INTRODUCTION 

In the de novo hearing before the Board of Appeals, as described below, Petitioner 

presented strong and substantial evidence for the Board of Appeals to conclude that a 

previously approved non-conforming for a multi-family dwelling consisting of two 

apartments side by side use has been abandoned, and, further, a multi-family dwelling is 

not permitted on the subject property, which is zoned DR 5.5, as prescribed by §§104.1, 

104.2, 305.1 and 402.1 of the Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR). 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

Pogo (if you’re old enough to remember) once said that he met the enemy, and the 

enemy was “us”. As with most stories, there is a beginning, a middle and an end. As this 

story unfolds in real time, the road to the end is winding and interspersed with speed bumps, 

often ignored by the Appellant. This road is full of turns, twists, complications and 

contradictions, and, to make the ride at the very least comprehensible, a chronology of 

events is attached, and marked as Exhibit A, supported by the testimony and evidence 

presented at the hearing. 
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The subject property is located at the northwest corner of Brannan Avenue as it 

intersects with Haddaway Road, as shown on Petitioner’s Exhibit 3. It consists of 0.175 

Acres +/- 7,714SF. PC exhibit 3. The neighborhood is residential and the subject property 

is surrounded by single family dwellings. The property is zoned DR 5.5, Petitioner’s 

Exhibit 13. The property was improved with a duplex apartment house consisting of two 

units, 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave., as described in Case No. 04-567 SPHA,. See 

Petitioner’s, Appellant’s and People Counsel’s Exhibit 1 (hereinafter all citations to the 

order issued in Case No. 04-567 SPHA will be to Petitioner’s Exhibit 1 for ease of 

reference),. 

THE BEGINNING 

Evidence showed that the site had been approved as a non-conforming duplex, two 

adjoining dwelling units, in Case No. 04-567SPHA, in which the Deputy Zoning 

Commissioner, after a public hearing concluded by his order, dated October 6th, 2004, that 

the then “Petitioner’s request for special hearing relief to approve the confirmation of a 

nonconforming use for a multi-family dwelling consisting of two apartments side by 

side…” was granted. The Deputy Zoning Commissioner further approved the expansion 

of the two existing apartments by the addition of a third bedroom, but denied the request 

for a third apartment and denied a certain side yard variance. Petitioner’s Exhibit 1. The 

footprint dimension of the duplex was calculated by the DZC to be 1,567.5 SF. Petitioner’s 

Exhibit 1, page 7. 

The subject property was purchased in 1992 by John Stephen Podles, Jr. 

Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, p. 4. On or about April 1st, 2009, Podles, Jr, by a life estate deed 

with powers, granted the property to Christopher Podles, Cameron Podles and Molly Ann 

Podles, his son and grandchildren. PC Exhibit 8. On or about September 19th, 2019, 



3  

Podles, Jr, by Christopher Podles, his attorney-in-fact and by virtue of a power of attorney, 

deeded the subject property to Edgmere Wildlife Trust, with LA Crites acting as Trustee. 

C Exhibit 9.  On or about September 30th, 2021, Christopher Podles, as the Personal 

Representative of the Estate of Podles, Jr, recorded a Deed of Confirmation, transferring 

ownership to Edgmere Wildlife Trust. Appellant’s Exhibit 12. 

This was the beginning, upon which the Appellant constructs its story. 
 

I 

THE DEMOLITION 

On or about March of 2022, demolition began of 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave. 
 

Edward Crizer, Joseph Vrablic and Bryan McVey, all immediate neighbors to the 

subject property, testified they witnessed the demolition. Robert Podles, who testified he 

is the property manager for the Appellant, Edgmere Wildlife Trust, and, in this capacity 

was charged with the responsibility of managing the subject property, did not dispute this 

testimony. Photographs taken by Mr. Vrablic and Mr. McVey, Petitioner’s Exhibits 14 

(a) through (g), confirm the demolition, clearly showing its completion by April 6th, when 

Baltimore County issued the first of two correction notices and Stop Work Orders. The 

first was to Mr. Podles and the second to the Appellant. Petitioner’s Exhibits 3 and 4, 

both issued because the demolition had occurred without a permit. As shown by 

Petitioner’s Exhibit 14 (g), only the front wall of the building had been left standing. The 

photo shows a door and screen door on which notices were attached. Matt Gawel, the 

Chief Building Inspector for Baltimore County, who testified he is familiar with the subject 

property and its history, confirmed the nature of the notices posted on the door. 

As the building was demolished, treated lumber was piled up on the ground on the 

property, see Petitioner’s Exhibit 14 (c). Both Mr. Vrablic and Mr. McVey testified the 
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workers then placed the treated lumber into drums and set them on fire. On or about April 

5th, 2022, the County Fire Department, responding to a complaint filed by Mr. McVey, put 

out the fires and set up a yellow fire line tape around the property. Mr. McVey testified he 

was told by the Fire Department personnel the burning of the lumber was a clear violation 

of County law. See the photos, Petitioner’s Exhibits 14 (d) and 14 (e). Mr. Podles 

testified he knew nothing about this. 

A demolition permit was later issued, on June 9th, 2022, permit number R22-05628. 
 
Petitioner’s Exhibit 7, two months after the demolition. 

 
II 

 
Permit R21-02585 

 

Mr. Podles testified he is not only the property manager for the Appellant of the 

subject property but he also manages approximately 50 other properties, is a licensed 

general contractor and is a real estate agent. Often, in his experience, unforeseen problems 

develop when renovating properties, and he testified it just isn’t possible to stop in the 

middle of a job when these unforeseen problems occur and then to seek County approvals 

to proceed. He complained it took too much time. He testified there had been a building 

permit issued, permit number R21-02585, for the second floor of the building, 

Appellant’s Exhibit 2, page 1, Petitioner’s Exhibit 18, page 2, although there was no 

date noted of issuance on the permit. Mr. Gawel testified based on information in the 

building file that this permit was issued in March of 2021. 

The second page of this permit, and attached to Appellant’s Exhibit 2 for ease of 

identification, as Petitioner’s Exhibit 17, set forth the scope of work approved by the 

County, which was for the removal of the roof and for interior renovation of the second 
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floor. Mr. Podles did agree he understood the conditions of the permit and its scope of 

work. After renovations began, and the roof removed, he found that the walls and floors 

did not meet current building code requirements causing the removal of the 2nd floor, 

notwithstanding that to do so was in violation of the this permit. He knew, he had to know 

by his stated experience, that the work exceeded the scope of work permitted by permit 

R21-02585. He justified the demolition by arguing the work just couldn’t be stopped in 

the middle. Mr. Gawel testified the work did exceed the scope of work permitted under 

the permit. Mr. Podles testified it was not uncommon for problems to be encountered not 

covered by a permit’s scope of work, but he again his justification was it just took too much 

time to get a new permit. He knew continuing work without getting a new permit or county 

approval constituted a violation. Mr. Gawel testified, in such situations, work should stop, 

the county inspector called and the inspector’s input sought, before continuing. It would 

not be ok for work to continue without County involvement. However, the inspector was 

not called, and work proceeded in contravention of the approved permit and without a new 

permit. And without the razing permit. The second floor not only came down but then the 

first. All that remained was the foundation. Except for that door at 2623! 

Joshua fit the battle of Jericho 
Jericho, Jericho 
Joshua fit the battle of Jericho 
And the walls come tumbling down… 
… 

Down, down, down, down, down 
Tumblin' down 

Elvis Presley, Joshua Fit the Battle 
 

Like at Jericho, the walls came tumbling down, second floor then the 1st. Mr. 

Podles testified it was the rotting wood, discovered in the joists and floor plates that caused
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the demolition. He decided everything had to go. He testified, again, he couldn’t wait for a 

new permit. The process took too long. Work could not stop in the middle of a job to 

await County approval. The reason for the demolition was water damage, he testified, 

caused by the property being in the flood plain or caused by the property having a high 

water table. Different reasons, for the second and for the first, but both underscore the 

reality—get the job done, worry about the consequences later. Oh, boy, those 

consequences matter. 

His argument is all a matter of diminishing returns: the building had to be 

demolished without the requisite permits because the demolition could not be delayed. It 

was all too much of an inconvenience. It’s all the County’s fault. Whatever the excuse, 

demolition did continue. 

Mr. Podles first opined the water damage and rotting wood uncovered as the 

building was demolished (emphasis added) were the result of the property being in a flood 

plain. In rebuttal, Mr. Gawel testified the property is not in a floodplain. Appellant’s own 

Exhibit 2, Permit Number R-21-02585, notes the property is not in a floodplain. 

Mr. Podles then opined it was the water table. Mr. Gawel testified, while admitting 

he is no water table expert, there was no evidence of any problem caused by the water table 

of the area. No evidence or testimony was offered in support of either contention. William 

J. Adams, Appellant’s structural engineer, testified, when he visited the site, and only the 

foundation remained, he found no water on site. Mr. Adams testified he was first contacted 

on June 28th, 2022, and was asked to review the condition of the existing foundation wall 

and footings. Board of Appeals Exhibit 1. He visited the site once, on June 28th, 2022
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The purpose of his site visit was to try and determine if the “…top of the foundation walls 

could be raised a couple of courses and if new structures could be built on the existing 

foundations.” Board Exhibit 1. 

He was not asked anything about the demolition or to give an opinion about the 

causes for the demolition. He was not asked to give an opinion about possible casualty or 

partial casualty loss. It is self-evident he could not because, when he visited the property, 

the building had already been demolished. Mr. Vrablic and Mr. Crizer testified they have 

had no water damage or water table issues with their homes. 

The existing structure was built in 1924, Appellant’s Exhibit 4, and, at the time of 

demolition, the building was 98 years old. Due to the Appellant’s own actions and 

inactions, there is no way to verify what, if any, issues might have existed. No witnesses 

to the alleged damage other than Mr. Podles was produced; no photos taken, no examples 

saved. No testimony, no evidence, was produced by the Appellant to support the 

contention that there was a casualty loss or partial casualty loss as those terms are used in 

§§104.2 and 305.1, BCZR. A building 98 years old would be expected to have some 

deterioration by the very nature of its age, but there is no proof of damage caused by 

casualty such as the natural disasters cited as examples in §305.1 While wine may improve 

with age; buildings do not. Advancing age does not casualty make! 

Mr. Podles’ testimony, his apparent business philosophy, was to get it done, worry 

about the consequences later. By his own testimony, as an experienced Property Manager, 

licensed contractor, and realtor, he knew and/or should have known the law but he and the 

Appellant chose to ignore it. 
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THE MIDDLE  

I 

Permit Number R22-06382 

On or about May 17, 2022, the Appellant filed an amended application for building 

permit. Appellant’s Exhibit 3. Its purpose was to amend the original approved permit, 

R21-02585 and to seek relief for the work already done. This permit sought approval for 

a proposed residential addition/alteration total of 3,154 SF, providing a breakout of the 

alteration/addition per floor of 2750 SF plus 404 SF for an added porch. Appellant’s 

Exhibit 3, page 2. It is important to note that accompanying the new application were 

photos, Petitioner’s Exhibit 8, dated May 25th, 2022, entitled “existing pictures”, of the 

structure before demolition. These photos were later identified by Mr. Phanh Nguyen, 

Appellant’s draftsman, as photos he took on his sole visit to the site in “late 2020 or early 

2021”. These photos speak for themselves. The County noted, on page 8, of the amended 

application, permit number R22—06382, that the amended application would be cancelled 

and a new application required for the reasons stated therein. Significantly, it was also 

noted that a special hearing would be required to confirm the non-conforming use granted 

in Case #2004-567SPHA had not been abandoned or discontinued for a one year period. 

II 
 

Permit Numbers R22-06755 and R22-06756 

Mr. Podles testified he met with Jeffrey Perlow, chief of the Zoning Review section 

of the Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections, two or three times in June and 

July of 2022. As a result, he gave to Mr. Perlow a Petition for Warrant of Restitution 

(hereinafter referred to as “Warrant”), Appellant’s Exhibit 9, and a Property Release 
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Agreement (hereinafter referred to as “Release”). Appellant’s Exhibit 15. He testified he 

also gave to Mr. Perlow a copy of a report from his structural engineer, all at Mr. Perlow’ 

request, to substantiate the continued non-conforming use. 

Mr. Perlow testified he reviewed the Warrant and the Release and he did conclude 

the non-conforming use of the property as a multi-family dwelling for two apartments side 

by side had not been discontinued for more than one year, §104.1, BCZR. He then signed 

off on Permits R22-06755 and 06756, which were then issued on October 15th, 2022. 

However, he testified, the issue of the demolition never came up in his meetings or 

discussions with Mr. Podles, and Mr. Perlow was unaware the structure had been razed. 

The Zoning Office does not get to see razing permits. If he had been made aware of the 

demolition, Mr. Perlow testified he would have required confirmation in writing by a 

structural engineer that the demolition was necessary due to a complete or partial casualty 

loss as defined by §§104.2 and 305.1, BCZR, and, further, such loss as a result of the 

casualty would have to be more than 50% of the structure. Mr. Perlow testified he does 

not remember seeing any report from a structural engineer. He didn’t ask for such a report 

because he did not know, Mr. Podles did not tell him, of the demolition. 

John Bryan, Baltimore County Building Engineer, then testified. Mr. Bryan after 

a diligent search of the County’s permit files for 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave, found no 

submittal from a structural engineer. 

If their testimony was not enough, Mr. Adams, the Appellant’s structural engineer, 

testified he did not submit any letter to the County. He did prepare a letter to Mr. Podles, 

a copy of which was introduced and accepted into evidence as Board of Appeals Exhibit 
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1. As described above, the purpose of the letter was very limited, to the capacity of the 

foundation wall, and had nothing to do with the causes for the demolition. Mr. Adams’ 

one site visit occurred two months after the demolition. 

III 
 

Relevant Zoning Regulations 

§104.1, BCZR, should a non-conforming use be abandoned or discontinued for a 

period of one year or more, the right to continue or resume such use is terminated; and/or 

by §104.2, BCZR, should a structure be damaged to any extent or destroyed by fire or other 

casualty it “may be restored within two years after such destruction or damage…” but 

subject to §305.1, BCZR, where this can occur only in case of “complete or partial casualty 

loss by fire, windstorm, flood or otherwise…” 

Mr. Perlow testified, as stated above, if he had known of the demolition, if it had 

been brought to his attention, he would have required a letter from a structural engineer 

finding that demolition was caused by a casualty loss of at least 50% of the structure. He 

gave examples, in his opinion, of what would constitute a “casualty”. He cited §§104.2 

and 305.1. “…fire, windstorm, flood or otherwise…” §305.1. Mr. Podles offered no 

evidence of any such loss, other than his vague references to “water damage” and “wood 

rot”. Certainly, there was no evidence, obvious and visible, in the photos, taken by Mr. 

Nguyen, the Appellant’s draftsman, Petitioner’s Exhibit 8, from which any such casualty 

loss can be discerned. By his own admission, whatever issues were discovered after the 

demolition began, the dwelling was demolished without any of the required building or
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razing permits. Whatever issues there might have been could not be verified due to 

Appellant’s rush to get it done without delay. 

There was no evidence, no testimony, presented by the Appellant that the structure 

suffered from “fire, windstorm, flood, or otherwise” or any equivalent sudden natural 

event. No expert or any other witness was presented by the Appellant in support of its 

contentions. 

IV 

TENANCY 

2621 

Appellant introduced through Mr. Podles rental payment ledgers for 2621 Brannan 

Ave, Appellant’s Exhibits 7 and 8. No ledger was introduced for 2623. Mr. Podles 

testified the ledgers were created by a third party contractor retained by him as Property 

Manager, to prepare and maintain such records. Both exhibits purportedly show the rental 

history for Stephanie Casey, a tenant in 2621 Brannan Ave., from April 30, 2020 through 

May 1st, 2021 (Exhibit 7) and from April 30th, 2020 through July 25th, 2021 (Exhibit 8). 

They both indicate the last rent payment received from Casey was alleged to have been 

made December 1st, 2020. Mr. Podles testified Casey did not move out until June of 2021. 

A text message printed out from Mr. Podles’ cell phone, dated June 11th, 2021, allegedly 

to and from Casey, and introduced by him, states she had removed all of her personal 

property from the apartment prior to the date of the text message. Appellant’s Exhibit 10. 

Appellant then produced into evidence Appellant’s Exhibit 9, a Petition for Warrant of 

Restitution, referenced above, in support of Mr. Podles’ contention that 2621 was not 

abandoned for more than one year. 
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As indicated above, Exhibit 9 will be referred to as “Warrant”. The Warrant filed 

in and issued by the District Court of Maryland for Baltimore County and indicates it was 

filed on May 26th, 2021, and ordered the possession of 2621 on or about April 13th, 2021. 

The Warrant was signed by a Judge but no date is indicated when. On or about July 2nd, 

2021, a box marked “evicted” was noted on the Warrant. Viewing the Warrant at face 

value, the dates on the Warrant must be read in conjunction with the rent ledgers and the 

text message, Appellant’s Exhibits 7 and 8, and 10. The ledgers allege the last rent 

payment received from Stephanie Casey was in June 10th, 2021 in the amount of $21l.27. 

The text message seems to confirm Casey had previously removed all of her personal 

property as of the date of the text, June 11th, 2021. 

The exhibits themselves, and the inferences the Appellant wishes to have drawn 

from them, do not prove the continuation of the non-conforming use. The ledger is not 

proof of occupation. The ledgers are to be considered hearsay and were not supported by 

testimony of the person who prepared them. There was the testimony of Joseph Vrablic, 

Bryan McVey and Edward Crizer, with firsthand and direct knowledge, who testified there 

were no tenants in 2621 after June of 2020. They noticed how quiet the neighborhood was, 

no activity of any kind, no children running around, and no vehicles. Stephanie Casey had 

one child, a teenager. After June of 2020, she and her child were gone. The house was 

noticeably empty and Stephanie’s white van was gone. Each testified there were no 

tenants after Stephanie left. 

Then, there is the Warrant! The Warrant speaks for itself. In the instant matter, it 

has no bearing. The constable/sheriff could not actually evict anyone because there was 
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no one there to be evicted on July 2nd, 2021. The testimony of Petitioner’s witnesses and 

by the exhibits introduced by the Appellant confirm the obvious. The Warrant was used to 

obfuscate and misdirect Mr. Perlow’s attention in order to solicit his approval of the new 

building permits. 

The Warrant was Appellant’s penultimate attempt to support the argument that 

there was no abandonment of the non-conforming use. The Warrant is a valid landlord- 

tenant tool by which a landlord seeks redress from a recalcitrant tenant. It is not concerned 

with zoning. 

Then, there is Appellant’s Exhibit 11, a document entitled “Baltimore County 

Rental License Inspection Sheet”. This is dated July 15th, 2020, and was completed 

allegedly after an inspection by a private inspector, not a county inspector, of 2621. See 

“inspector information”. The inspection is to confirm the existence, or lack thereof, of 

certain life safety requirements in the specific unit being inspected. Nothing in the 

document provides any information that there was a tenant or that anyone was living in the 

unit. This is not the purpose of the document, which is to confirm the existence of certain 

features, such as smoke detectors and hot and cold running water. It does not confirm 

whether anyone is living in the unit. Note, however, the inspector’s response to the query 

whether there are sleeping areas in the basement, and, if so, whether there exists a 

secondary means of escape. The inspector’s answer is Yes, and dated 7/15/2020. Yes, he 

certifies, there were sleeping areas, and, yes, there was a secondary means of escape. 

However, there was no basement, therefore no secondary means of escape. Mr. Podles’ 

own testimony, and that of his draftsman, Mr. Nguyen, stated the proposed new 

construction was on the same footprint as the old structure and there would be no increase in  



14  

square footage, except for 404SF for a porch. Appellant’s Exhibit 3, the amended 

application for a building permit, page 4, asks whether there will be a basement. The 

answer is “None”. Mr. Podles testified that the only change to the original structure was 

the proposed porch, the overhang. Mr. Adams, the Appellant’s expert, testified about 

taking borings around the existing foundation. There was no basement. Was an inspection 

actually done? The Appellant did not offer the inspector as a witness. 

There was no evidence introduced by the Appellant that a rental registration license 

was in fact issued by the County. More obfuscation and misdirection. 

 
2623 

Mr. Podles introduced into evidence a Property Release Agreement, the “Release”. 

Appellant’s Exhibit 15. The Release is dated August 13th, 2021, and states the “Resident 

herewith voluntarily surrenders the Property known as 2623 Brannan Avenue…” and is 

executed by a Nicholas Hildebrandt and Mr. Podles. Mr. Podles testified this is a form 

document he uses. It has a number of boxes, connoting certain conditions to be marked, if 

applicable. There is but one box marked, which states that the “Resident herewith returns 

all keys in possession to Management.” There are no other markings. Mr. Podles’ testified 

Mr. Hildebrandt was a resident in 2623 at the time of the execution of this Release. He 

argues this document confirmed 2623 was being used as a rental unit as of August, 2021, 

therefore, the non-conforming use as to 2623 was not abandoned. Who is Hildebrandt? 

Where did he come from? 
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Crizer, Vrablic and McVey testified they did not know Hildebrandt, never met him. 

They testified they never saw anyone or any activity at either of the apartments after Cookie 

vacated 2623 in January of 2020 and Stephanie vacated 2621 in June of 2020. They 

testified Cookie had 5 young and active children. Mr. Vrablic testified Mr. Podles in late 

December or early January of 2020 told him that he got rid of Cookie and she was gone. 

The Appellant offered no testimony to rebut Mr. Vrablic’ recitation of the conversation. 

There was no activity, at all, after January at 2623; the children who always were outside, 

were no longer there. The quiet of the neighborhood was notable. No one ever moved in 

after she left. So, who is Nicholas Hildebrandt? 

At the conclusion of Appellant’s case, Petitioner recalled Mr. Podles, who was 

asked to review two exhibits, Petitioner’s Exhibits 19 and 20. Each was introduced into 

evidence. Exhibit 19 referred to a case information report printout from the Maryland 

Judiciary Case search link, in the matter of Marie Capp-Bory, et al vs. Robert Podles, 

Nicholas Hildebrandt, et al. This case was filed June 13, 2022. He was directed to the 

address listed for Mr. Hildebrandt, which he read as 45 Dendron Court, Parkville, Maryland 

21234. He was then asked to review Exhibit 20, a case information report printout from 

the same source, in the matter of the Comptroller of Maryland-Annapolis vs. Nicholas 

Hildebrandt, et al, which was filed October 22, 2019. He was asked to note Mr. 

Hildebrandt’s address, which he read to be 45 Dendron Ct, Parkville, Maryland 21234. 

The inference is obvious and concrete. 

He was asked whether he knew Mr. Hildebrandt lived at the Parkville address. He 

admitted that he “probably did”. He was asked to explain his relationship with Mr. 
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Hildebrandt. He admitted he knew Mr. Hildebrandt and had hired him for some 

construction work. When pressed, Mr. Podles admitted Mr. Hildebrandt did not actually 

live at 2623 but was a “co-signer”. Based on the testimony and evidence presented, and, 

after consideration of all inferences most favorable to the Appellant, there can only be one 

conclusion: Mr. Hildebrandt never was a tenant in 2623 Brannan Ave. 

The Appellant’s introduction of the Release into evidence was its ultimate attempt 

to convince the Board at least one of the units was never discontinued for more than one 

year, but, whatever inferences the Appellant wanted to be drawn from it, were contradicted 

by Mr. Podles’ own testimony. Based on the totality of the evidence and testimony, any 

inferences to be drawn from the Warrant and the Release do not support the Appellant’s 

arguments. 

THE PENULTIMATE END 
 

Assuming arguendo, for the moment, that all favorable inferences are to be drawn 

from Appellant’s evidence and testimony, the Appellant’s argument the non-conforming 

use was not abandoned for more than a year would still fail. 

The non-conforming use as granted and described in the Order of the Deputy 

Zoning Commissioner, Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, defined the use as a multi-family dwelling 

consisting of two apartments side by side. The Deputy Zoning Commissioner concluded 

“I find that there has been no abandonment of the apartment use since the time the DR 

regulations were imposed in 1970” through 2004. Petitioner’s Exhibit 1, p. 5. 

No matter how you weigh the Appellant’s testimony and evidence, the use was 

certainly abandoned, by the Appellant’s own actions coupled with its inactions. There was 
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no way a resumption of the use could have occurred within the one year stricture. 

Assuming for the sake of argument, the two units were not vacated until July, or August, 

or September of 2021, whatever dates the Appellant wants to use, the building was 

demolished by April of 2022. Once demolished, the apartment use, the non-conforming 

use, ended. As a result, there could be no resumption of the use within the twelve month 

period, mindful of the fact the building permits were not issued until October 15th, of 2022! 

§104.1 states “…provided that upon any change from such nonconforming use to any other 

use whatsoever, or [boldness added] any abandonment or discontinuance of such 

conforming use for a period of one year or more….” How much more obvious can it be 

that the Appellant changed the use, abandoned it, and discontinued it, manifested by 

demolition and the refusal to get permits. The Appellant simply decided to demolish the 

building to make it more valuable. §104.1 offers no stay of enforcement of its provisions 

for the reasons offered by the Appellant. Before bringing our story to its ultimate 

conclusion, the issue of casualty, as that term is used in §104.2 and §305.1, BCZR, must 

be addressed. 

CASUALTY 
 

§104.2 and §305.1 rather than defining the term “casualty”, use examples to clarify 

its meaning. “A structure destroyed by fire or other casualty…” §104.2. “In case of 

complete or partial casualty loss by fire, windstorm, flood or otherwise…” §101.1, BCZR, 

offers no definition. Casualty as that term is used in the context of the zoning regulations 

connotes a sudden act of nature. While there is a dearth of cases defining the term, and 

most of those involve insurance claims, in Ewing v Price, 60 Md App 313 (1984), a case 
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involving the relocation of a towing business, the Court of Special Appeals was confronted 

with having to define what is a “substantial casualty loss”. Ewing involved a request of a 

Baltimore County tower to transfer its business from one location to another, The County 

approved the transfer after determining the reason for the request was caused by a 

“substantial casualty loss”, of theft and vandalism. However, as a result, the transfer 

caused another tower to lose a significant portion of its business, and an appeal ensued. 

The County Board of Appeals determined the tower who requested the move had suffered 

“significant casualty loss” caused by theft and vandalism at his then current location. The 

Circuit Court affirmed and an appeal was taken to the Court of Special Appeals. The Court 

of Special Appeals reversed. 

…we hold that a “substantial casualty loss” is a considerable decrease in 
importance or value attributable to a sudden, unforeseeable intervention by 
an outside agency… 

Ewing, at 321. 
 

“Casualty” as used in §104.2 and in §305.1, BCZR should be read in the context 

as the term is used in Ewing. There was neither a “sudden nor unforeseeable intervention” 

that caused the destruction of 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave. The building was 98 years old 

at the time of the demolition. Alleged water damage, a claim of a flood plain, or high level 

of the water table, or of rotting wood are not sudden and unforeseeable events. The casualty 

must be obvious. Mr. Podles testified he wanted to improve the value of the structure to 

seek a “better” class of tenants. There was no claim of casualty loss when the first permit 

was issued and the second floor was removed in its entirety. After the second floor was 

gone, the Appellant decided to demolish the entire structure. There was no fire, windstorm, 

flood or any other act of nature that met the strictures of §104.2 and §305.1, BCZR. There 
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was no fire, windstorm, flood or any other sudden unforeseeable intervention. The roof 

hadn’t been blown off by a windstorm or tornado, nor did a fire burn the house down. 

There was no reason to raze the building, second floor or first floor, other than for financial 

gain. 

The term “casualty” as used in §104.2 and §305.1 and the examples cited require 

the casualty to be of a sudden nature and unforeseeable event. 

THE END 
 

The non-conforming use as granted in Case No 04-567 SPHA was terminated by 

the convergence of two operative events: The abandonment of the non-conforming use 

and by the demolition.  Whether it was of one or both of the dwelling units, the weight of 

the evidence and testimony presented by the Petitioner and by the Appellant confirmed 

the previously approved non-conforming use is no longer operative. The Petitioner’s 

witness testimony provide the best evidence, especially when weighed against the 

Appellant’s testimony, the units were vacated in January and June of 2020. No matter, 

though, when tenancy ended, the demolition itself terminated the use.  §104.1. As 

discussed above, the demolition of the building was not caused by a complete or partial 

casualty, as that term is used in §104.2 and §305.1. The demolition was the voluntary act 

of the Appellant. The non-conforming use of the subject property for a multiple family 

use is terminated as a matter of law. 

Further, and, as testified by Mr. Perlow, the use of the property for a multi-family 

two apartment use is not permitted on the subject property as a matter of right. I n  a  

r e s i d e n t i a l  z o n e ,  Mr. Perlow testified , the County Zoning Regulations would not 

otherwise permit a multi-family use on a single lot unless the dwelling met certain lot size
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requirements. See §1B02.3.C.1, Development Standards for Small Lots or Tracts; 

and §402.1, Conversion of one-family dwellings-minimum dimensions. In the DR 5.5 

zone, 10,000SF is required for a two family dwelling, with minimum interior setbacks 

from an interior lot line of 15’ and, if a corner lot, a minimum setback of 35’, with the sum 

of interior setbacks of 35’ and the sum of corner lot setbacks of 40’. As noted above, the 

lot size of the subject property is 7,714SF. PC Exhibit 3. Further, the Deputy Zoning 

Commissioner denied the requested variance relief from §1B02.3.C.1 to allow a side yard 

setback of 3’ in lieu of the minimum required 10’. Petitioner’s Exhibit 1. With the non- 

conforming use abandoned and discontinued, the non-conforming use is lost. The subject 

property is limited by law to a single family dwelling with a side yard setback of 10’, which 

the existing footprint cannot satisfy. 

I 
Analysis 

 

Non-conforming uses are disfavored in Maryland. 

County Council of Prince George’s County v. Zimmer Dev. Co., 444 Md 490, 514 n. 

16 (2015). 

Nonconforming uses pose a formidable threat to the success of zoning. 

They limit the effectiveness of land use controls, contribute to urban blight, 

imperil the success of the community plan, and injure property values. 

County Council of Prince George’s County v. E. L. Gardiner, Inc., 293 Md. 

259, 267 (1982) 

“A nonconforming use (as defined in Section 101) may continue . . . 
provided that upon any change from such nonconforming use to any other 
use whatsoever,  or  any  abandonment  or  discontinuance  of  such
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§104.1 

nonconforming use for a period of one year or more, the right to continue 
or resume such nonconforming use shall terminate.” 

 

“A structure damaged to any extent or destroyed by fire or other casualty 
may be restored within two years after such destruction or damage but many 
be enlarged...” 

§104.2. 
 

“In case of complete or partial casualty loss by fire, windstorm, flood or 
otherwise of an existing dwelling that not comply with height or area 
requirements of the zone in which it is located, such dwelling may be 
restored, provided area or height deficiencies of the dwelling before the 
casualty are not increased in any respect, and such restoration is subject to 
the limitations imposed by §104.2 of the Baltimore County Zoning 
Regulations.” 

§305.1. 
 

In Maryland, the courts have held that these laws and regulations governing non- 

conforming uses must be strictly construed. The purpose is to over time eliminate them. 

Cnty. Council of Prince George’s Cnty. v. E. L. Gardner, Inc., 293 Md. 259, 268 

(1982). The burden of proving a non-conforming use is the responsibility of the party 

seeking to establish the use. See Trip Assocs., 392 Md. at 573; Calhoun v. Cnty. Bd. of 

Appeals of Baltimore Cnty., 262 Md. 265, 267 (1971); Vogl v. City of Baltimore, 228 

Md. 283, 288 (1962); Lapidus v. Mayor & City Council of Baltimore, 222 Md. 260, 

262 (1960). Simply, the party asserting the existence of a nonconforming use has the 

burden of proving it. 

In this instant matter, it is the Appellant’s burden to prove the continued existence 

of the non-conforming use of two dwelling units on the subject property. 

The party asserting the existence of a nonconforming use has the burden of 
proving it. 
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Cnty. Comm’rs of Carroll Cnty. v. Uhler, 78 Md. App. 140, 145, cert. denied, 316 Md. 
428 (1989) 
 

Vrablic, McVey and Crizer testified 2621 and 2623 were vacant after January and 

June of 2020, respectively, which includes the conversation between Vrablic and Podles in 

or about December of 2019 or January of 2020 that Cookie was no longer a tenant. 

Maryland courts have long held that nonconforming uses can be abandoned 

through a finding of (1) “an intention to abandon or relinquish”; and (2) 

“some overt act, or some failure to act, which carries the implication that 

the owner neither claims nor retains any interest in the subject-matter of the 

abandonment.” Landay v. Board of Zoning Appeals, 173 Md. 460, 469-70 

(1938) (citing 1 C.J.S. Abandonment, 8). Alternatively, where there is a 

statute that establishes how a nonconforming use may be abandoned, the 

element of intent of the possessor of the nonconforming use is eliminated 

as an element of consideration, and the statute prevails. Canada’s Tavern, 

Inc. v. Town of Glen Echo, 260 Md. 206, 210-11 (1970). 

Sizemore v. Town of Chesapeake Beach, 225 Md App 631 (2015) 
 

The overt acts and the continued failures to act of the Appellant speak to the 

abandonment and the discontinuance of the non-conforming use granted in Case No. 04- 

567SPHA. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 

THE FINAL CHAPTER 
 

For the above stated reasons, the Petitioner respectfully requests that the Board of 

Appeals of Baltimore County find that: 
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1. The non-conforming use of the subject property, 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave., 

owned by the Appellant as a multi-family dwelling consisting of two apartments side by 

side as granted in Case No. 04-567 SPHA has been abandoned and/or discontinued for a 

period of one year or more, and the right to continue or resume such non-conforming use 

is terminated; 

2. The structure at 2621 and 2623 Brannan Ave was not damaged to any extent or 

destroyed by fire, windstorm, flood or otherwise when demolished and cannot be restored, 

therefore the non-conforming use as granted in Case No. 04-567 SPHA is terminated. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Arnold Jablon 
3717 Lanamer Road 
Randallstown, Maryland 21133 
(443) 250 6455 
Attorney for the Petitioner 

 
Certification of Service 

 
IT IS HEREBY CERTIFIED that copies of the foregoing Petitioner’s Hearing 

Memorandum was served by email on this 6th day of October 2023 to Timothy 
Manuelides, Esq., 600 Washington Ave, Suite 202, Towson, Maryland 21204 at 
tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com and to Peter Max Zimmerman, Esq., People’s Counsel for 
Baltimore County, 105 West Chesapeake Ave, Jefferson Bldg, Suite 204, Towson, 
Maryland 21204 at peoplescounsel@baltimorecountymd.gov. 

 
 

 
     
Arnold Jablon 

 
 
 

mailto:tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com
mailto:peoplescounsel@baltimorecountymd.gov


24  

Exhibit A 
 

Chronology 
 

1. 10/6/2004—Deputy Zoning Commissioner order approving 
non-conforming use for 2 units 

a. Appellant Exhibit 1 
b. Petitioner’s Exhibit 1 

 
2. 4/1/2009 John Podles deed to Christopher Podles, et al, 

as life estate 
a. PC Exhibit 8 

 
3. 9/19/019—John Podles, Jr., Christopher Podles, deed to 

Edgmere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites, trustee 
a. PC Exhibit 9 

 
4. 2019--John Podles, Jr. dies 

 
5. 2019--Robert Podles becomes property manager of subject 

property 
 

6. Approximately 1/2020, tenant vacated 2623 unit 
 

7. Approximately 6/2020, tenant vacated 2621 unit 
a. Testimony as both by Petitioner’s witnesses 

 
8. 3/2020—permit R21-02585 issued for raising roof 

a. Appellant Exhibit 2 
 

9. 7/15/20—rental registration inspection 
a. Appellant’s Exhibit 10 

 
10. Late 2020 or early 2021, Mr. Nygun, Appellant’s 

draftsman, testified he walked inside 2623, which was 
vacant, but did enter 2621 

 
11. 5/26/ and 7/2/21—Petition for Warrant of Restitution 

re: 2621 
a. Appellant’s Exhibit 9 
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12. 6/11/21—text message to and from Stephanie Casey 
b. Appellant’s Exhibit 9 a 

 
13.8/13/21—Property Release Agreement for 2621 

a. Appellant’s Exhibit 15 
 

14.9/30/21—confirmatory deed to Edgmere Wildlife Trust 
a. Appellant’s Exhibit 12 

 
15.3/22—permit number R21-02585 issued 

a. Appellant’s Exhibit 2 
 

16.3/2022—demolition of building begins 
a. Testimony of Petitioner’s witnesses and photos 

 
17.4/6/22—stop work order/correction notice issued by 

County to Rob Podles 
a. Petitioner’s Exhibit 3 

 
18.4/7/22—stop work order/correction notice issued by 

County to Edgmere Wildlife Trust 
a. Petitioner’s Exhibit 4 

 
19.5/17/22—application filed by Appellant to amend 

building permit—Permit R22-06302 
a. Appellant Exhibit 3 

 
20.6/9/2022—razing permit issued 

a. Appellant’s Exhibit 4 
 

21.6/2022—Podles meets 2 or 3 times with Jeffrey Perlow, 
chief, Zoning Review, Baltimore County 
a. Podles gives to Perlow Warrant of Restitution, with 

filing date of 5/26/21 and return date of 7/2/2021 
i. Appellant’s Exhibit 9 

b. Gives to Perlow Property Release Agreement dated 
8/19.2021 
i. Appellant’s Exhibit 15 

 
 

22.6/28/22—William Adams, Appellant’s structural 
engineer, makes only site visit  
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23.7/12/22—Adams issued letter to Robert Podles, Jr. 
 

24.7/19/22—County responds to Appellant’s application to 
amend permit 

 
a. Appellant’s Exhibit 3 

 
25.6 and 7/22—Appellant meets with Perlow re: permit 

a. Perlow’s testimony 
 

26.10/15/22—building permit issued R22-06755 
a. Appellant Exhibit 5 
b. Petitioner’s Exhibit 5 
c. Perlow’s testimony zoning approved based on 

Warrant of Restitution and Property Management 
Agreement 

 
27.10/15/22—building permit issued R22-06756 

a. Appellant Exhibit 6 
b. Petitioner’s Exhibit 6 

10 and 11/22—foundation work approved and c 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Krysundra Cannington
Sent: Friday, September 1, 2023 9:21 AM
To: ajablon@comcast.net; Timothy Manuelides; Peter Max Zimmerman
Cc: Rebecca Wheatley; Tammy Zahner
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust 22-269-SPH

Good morning Counsel,  
 
At the conclusion of the hearing yesterday, the Board advised us that a video is to be submitted by thumb drive. Please 
be advised that County policy prohibits us from putting thumb drives into our computers. If a thumb drive is submitted, 
it will not be viewed.  
 
We have a web transfer program that allows users to upload files that are too large to transfer via email. Please contact 
our office for information on how to send us documents through the web transfer program.  
 
Please note, we are also prohibited from using Dropbox and Google Drive. Our web transfer program is the only 
approved way to transfer large documents to the Board.  
 
We thank you again for your patience with us and the AV equipment. 
 
I hope you each have a wonderful holiday weekend. 
 
Sunny 
 
 
Krysundra Cannington 
Legal Administrative Secretary 
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (410) 887-3180 
Fax: (410) 887-3182 
 
Confidentiality Statement 
 
This electronic mail transmission contains confidential information belonging to the sender which is legally privileged 
and confidential. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any action based on 
the contents of this electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic mail 
transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender.  
 
 
 
 



 
September 25, 2023 

 

NOTICE OF DELIBERATION 
 

IN THE MATTER OF:   Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 

    Edward Crizer – Petitioner  

 22- 269-SPH   2621-2623 Brannan Avenue 

    15th Election District; 7th Council District  
 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing pursuant to BCZR §§500.6 and 500.7 seeking a declaration 

that: 

1) The previously approved nonconforming use has been abandoned; and 

2) That a multi-family dwelling is not permitted on the subject property zoned DR 5.5 

 

3/6/23 Opinion and Order of the Administrative Law Judge wherein the Petition for Special 

Hearing was GRANTED, and DECLARED that 1) the non-conforming use authorized in 

Case No. 2004-567-SPHA has lapsed and is legally terminated; and 2) only one single 

family dwelling shall be permitted on the subject site and that dwelling must conform to 

all current zoning and development regulations. 

 

This matter having been heard on August 29, 2023 and concluded on August 31, 

2023, a public deliberation has been 
 

ASSIGNED FOR: OCTOBER 26, 2023, AT 9:00 A.M. 
 

The above scheduled public deliberation will be held remotely using WebEx for audio 

and video participation.  Call-in information and a link to the public deliberation 

will be posted on our web calendar the night before at 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov/departments/appeals.html. 
 
NOTE:  PUBLIC DELIBERATIONS ARE OPEN WORK SESSIONS WHICH ALLOW THE PUBLIC TO 

WITNESS THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS.  A WRITTEN OPINION AND ORDER WILL BE 

ISSUED BY THE BOARD WITHIN A REASONABLE TIMEFRAME AFTER DELIBERATION AND A 

COPY SENT TO ALL PARTIES.  

 

NOTE:  Closing briefs are due on OCTOBER 6, 2023 no later than 3:00 p.m. 

(Electronic copy emailed to:  
appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov) 



Notice of Deliberation  

In the matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 

Edward Crizer - Petitioner 

Case number: 22-269-SPH 

September 25, 2023 

Page 2 

 
 

If you do not have access to a computer or smart device, please contact our office for the call-in 

information the day before the scheduled deliberation.  
 

       Krysundra Cannington 

       Legal Administrative Secretary 

 
 

 

c. Counsel for Petitioner    : Arnold Jablon, Esquire 

 Petitioner     : Edward Crizer 

 

 Counsel for Legal Owner/Appellant   : Timothy Manuelides, Esquire 

 Legal Owner/Appellant    : Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee 

 

 People’s Counsel for Baltimore County  : Peter M. Zimmerman, Esquire 

 

 

Joseph Vrablic, III 

Bryan McVey 

 

Paul M. Mayhew, Managing Administrative Law Judge 

Stephen Lafferty, Director/Department of Planning 

Adam Whitlock, Chief of Code Enformcement/PAI 

C. Pete Gutwald, Director/PAI 

James R. Benjamin, Jr., County Attorney/Office of Law 
 























Real Property Data Search ( )

     

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY
 

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None
Account Identifier: District - 09 Account Number - 1700008152

Owner Information
Owner Name: R C HILDEBRANDT TRUSTEE Use:

Principal Residence:
RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM
NO

Mailing Address: UNIT 154
1443 ROCK SPRING RD
BEL AIR MD 21014-

Deed Reference: /47952/ 00401

Location & Structure Information
Premises Address: 45 DENDRON CT

PARKVILLE 21234-
UNIT: 33-45

Legal Description: BLDG 33 UNIT 33-45
45 DENDRON CT
DONCASTER VILLAGE COND

Map: Grid: Parcel: Neighborhood: Subdivision: Section: Block: Lot: Assessment Year: Plat No:
0071 0002 0633 9130159.04 0000 2023 Plat Ref: 0005/ 0096

Town: None

Primary Structure Built Above Grade Living Area Finished Basement Area Property Land Area County Use
1975 980 SF 36

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements
2 YES END UNIT FRAME/ 3 1 full

Value Information
Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of
01/01/2023

As of
07/01/2023

As of
07/01/2024

Land: 30,000 30,000
Improvements 76,600 96,700
Total: 106,600 126,700 113,300 120,000
Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information
Seller: HILDEBRANDT NICHOLAS Date: 04/12/2023 Price: $0
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /47952/ 00401 Deed2:

Seller: NEIMILLER ANGELA P Date: 05/19/2016 Price: $85,000
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /37530/ 00493 Deed2:

Seller: NEIMILLER THOMAS B Date: 11/29/2005 Price: $0
Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /22969/ 00159 Deed2:

Exemption Information
Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2023 07/01/2024
County: 000 0.00
State: 000 0.00
Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00
Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information
Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information
Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date:
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Tammy Zahner

From: Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com>
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2023 12:00 PM
To: Appeals Board
Cc: Arnold Jablon, Esquire -; Peoples Counsel
Subject: RE: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - 

Case No. 2022-269-SPH
Attachments: App Exh 13 - Current Photos A-F.pdf; App Exh 15 - Property Release Agreement.pdf

CAUTION: This message from tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email 
system. Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
Good morning. 
 
Please find attached two supplemental Exhibits by the Edgemere Wildlife Trust concerning tomorrow’s hearing. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Timothy Manuelides, Esq. 
Timothy Manuelides, LLC 
A Business, Environmental and Litigation Law Firm 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 202 
Towson, MD 21204 
Tel:  443-538-5725 
Fax:  443-275-9020 
Email:  tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com 
 
The information contained in this email and any attachments may be confidential and legally privileged.  It is 
intended only for the use of the recipient named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this email, or any of its contents or attachments is 
strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email in error, please resend it to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 
From: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov>  
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2023 9:36 AM 
To: Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com> 
Subject: RE: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - Case No. 2022-269-SPH 
 
Received.    
Thank you. 
 
 
Board of Appeals for Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov 
(410) 887-3180 
(410) 887-3182 Fax 
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Confidentiality Statement 
This electronic mail transmission contains confidential information belonging to sender which is legally privileged and 
confidential.  The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any action based on the contents of this 
electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this electronic mail transmission in error, please immediately 
notifiy sender. 
 

From: Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com>  
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2023 5:02 PM 
To: Peoples Counsel <peoplescounsel@baltimorecountymd.gov>; Appeals Board 
<appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
Cc: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net> 
Subject: RE: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - Case No. 2022-269-SPH 
 
CAUTION: This message from tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email 
system. Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
Good Afternoon, 
 
Please find attached Appellant Edgemere Wildlife Trust’s proposed exhibit list and exhibits in connection with the 
hearing of August 29 and August 31 2023. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Timothy Manuelides, Esq. 
Timothy Manuelides, LLC 
A Business, Environmental and Litigation Law Firm 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 202 
Towson, MD 21204 
Tel:  443-538-5725 
Fax:  443-275-9020 
Email:  tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com 
 
The information contained in this email and any attachments may be confidential and legally privileged.  It is 
intended only for the use of the recipient named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this email, or any of its contents or attachments is 
strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email in error, please resend it to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 
From: Peoples Counsel <peoplescounsel@baltimorecountymd.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 10:18 AM 
To: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
Cc: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>; Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com> 
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - Case No. 2022-269-SPH 
 
Good Morning, 
 
Attached please find People’s Counsel’s proposed Exhibits 1 thru 7 and our exhibit list for use at the in person hearing in 
the above-mentioned case on August 29, 2023 and August 31, 2023.  
 
Please let me know if you have any problems opening the documents.  
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Thank you in advance.  
 
Rebecca Wheatley, Legal Secretary  
Office of People’s Counsel 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 204 
Towson, Maryland  21204 
410-887-2188 
 
CONNECT WITH BALTIMORE COUNTY  

      

 

www.baltimorecountymd.gov  
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Tammy Zahner

From: Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com>
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2023 5:02 PM
To: Peoples Counsel; Appeals Board
Cc: Arnold Jablon
Subject: RE: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - 

Case No. 2022-269-SPH
Attachments: App Exh 1 - 04-567-SPHA Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law.pdf; App Exh 2 - 

Baltimore County Permit R21-02585.pdf; App Exh 3 - Application to Amend Permit 
R21-02585.pdf; App Exh 4 - Baltimore County Permit R22-05628.pdf; App Exh 5 - 
Baltimore County Permit R22-06755.pdf; App Exh 6 - Baltimore County Permit 
R22-06756.pdf; App Exh 7 - Tenant Rent Payment History Report 05-01-2021.pdf; App 
Exh 8 - Tenant Rent Payment History Report 07-25-2021.pdf; App Exh 9 - Petion for 
Warrant of Restitution executed by Sheriff.pdf; App Exh 10 - Baltimore County Rental 
License Inspection Sheet 7-15-2020.pdf; App Exh 11 - Brennan Avenue Site Plan and 
Isometric Drawings.pdf; App Exh 12 - Deed of Confirmation.pdf; Exhibit List 
8-25-2023.pdf

CAUTION: This message from tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email 
system. Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
Good Afternoon, 
 
Please find attached Appellant Edgemere Wildlife Trust’s proposed exhibit list and exhibits in connection with the 
hearing of August 29 and August 31 2023. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Timothy Manuelides, Esq. 
Timothy Manuelides, LLC 
A Business, Environmental and Litigation Law Firm 
600 Washington Avenue, Suite 202 
Towson, MD 21204 
Tel:  443-538-5725 
Fax:  443-275-9020 
Email:  tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com 
 
The information contained in this email and any attachments may be confidential and legally privileged.  It is 
intended only for the use of the recipient named above.  If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this email, or any of its contents or attachments is 
strictly prohibited.  If you have received this email in error, please resend it to the sender and delete the 
original message and any copy of it from your computer system.  Thank you. 
From: Peoples Counsel <peoplescounsel@baltimorecountymd.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 10:18 AM 
To: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
Cc: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>; Timothy Manuelides <tmanuelides@tmlaw-llc.com> 
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - Case No. 2022-269-SPH 
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Good Morning, 
 
Attached please find People’s Counsel’s proposed Exhibits 1 thru 7 and our exhibit list for use at the in person hearing in 
the above-mentioned case on August 29, 2023 and August 31, 2023.  
 
Please let me know if you have any problems opening the documents.  
 
Thank you in advance.  
 
Rebecca Wheatley, Legal Secretary  
Office of People’s Counsel 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 204 
Towson, Maryland  21204 
410-887-2188 
 
CONNECT WITH BALTIMORE COUNTY  

       

www.baltimorecountymd.gov  
 















































































APPELANT EXHIBIT LIST 
2022-269-SPH 

 
1. Zoning Order, Case No. 04-567 SPHA. 

 
2. Baltimore County Permit R21-02585 

 
3. Application to amend Permit R21-02585. 

 
4. Baltimore County Permit R22-05628 (06-09-2022) 

 
5. Baltimore County Permit R22-06755 (10/15/2022) 

 
6. Baltimore County Permit R22-06756 (10-15-2022) 

 
7. Tenant rent payment history report 04/30/2020 – 05-01-2021. 

 
8. Tenant rent payment history report 04-30-2020 – 07-25-2021. 

 
9. Petition for Warrant of Restitution 6-2-2021. 

 
10. Baltimore County Rental License Inspection Sheet 7-15-2020. 

 
11. 2621-2623 approved plans (select pages) residence addition site plan, work plan and isometric 

drawings. 
 

12. Deed of Confirmation. 
 

13. Photographs of existing condition. 
 

14. BCZR §§ 101.1, 104.1, 104.2, 500.7. 
  



 



EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Road 

Exhibit #: 

1. Zoning order in case No. 04-567 SPHA                         Granting of NCU and denying requested variance 
 

2. Site plan submitted in case No. 04-567 fully describing general notes, relevant information specific to 
property, location and size of existing buildings as of date of hearing; 
 

3. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-6-22; 
 

4. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-7-22; 
 

5. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06755; 
 

6. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06756; 
 

7. Baltimore County Residential Razing Permit # R22-05628; 
 

8. Photos submitted by property owner showing existing pictures as of 5/25/22 for Permit # R22-06755; 
 

9. District Court of Maryland Petition for Warrant of Restitution submitted with Permit # R22-06755; 
 

10. Site plan submitted by property owner entitled “2623 Brannan Ave Renovation” for Permit # R22-06755; 
 

11. Timeline prepared by Protestants contemporaneously as events occurred at subject property; 
 

12. Petition dated February 2023; 
 

13. My Neighborhood GIS site location; 
 

14. Photos of subject property—(a) through (o). 
 

15. District Court case information report Podles vs. Stephanie Casey, et al failure to pay rent 
 

16. District Court case information report Podles vs. Mary Moore failure to pay rent 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 12:30 PM
To: Appeals Board
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Case No. 22-269SPH
Attachments: Brannan Road Bd App Exhibit List.docx; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 1.pdf; Brannan Ave 

Bd App exhibit 2.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 3.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 
4.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 5.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 6.pdf; Brannan 
Ave Bd App exhibit 7.pdf

CAUTION: This message from ajablon@comcast.net originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email system. 
Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
As there are too many exhibits to attach to one email, I attach the exhibit list and exhibits 1=7 above, and will forward 2 more emails 
immediately with the remaining exhibits. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Arnold Jablon, Esq. 
3717 Lanamer Road 
Randallstown, Maryland 21133 
443 250 6455 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 12:31 PM
To: Appeals Board
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife 22-269SPH
Attachments: Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 8.jpg; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 9.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd 

App exhibit 10.jpg; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 11.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 
12.pdf; Brannan Ave Bd App exhibit 13.pdf

CAUTION: This message from ajablon@comcast.net originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email system. 
Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
Attached are exhibits 8-13. 
 
Arnold Jablon, Esq. 
3717 Lanamer Road 
Randallstown, Maryland 21133 
443 250 6455 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov>
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 12:50 PM
To: Arnold Jablon
Subject: RE: Edgemere Wildlikfe 22-269SPH

Dear Mr. Jablon: 
 
We have received your Exhibits 1-16, and Exhibit list.    
Please note your Exhibit list does not contain Exhibits 15 and 16. 
 
 
 
Board of Appeals for Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov 
(410) 887-3180 
(410) 887-3182 Fax 
 
Confidentiality Statement 
This electronic mail transmission contains confidential information belonging to sender which is legally privileged and 
confidential.  The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above.  If you are not the intended 
recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any action based on the contents of this 
electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this electronic mail transmission in error, please immediately 
notifiy sender. 
 

From: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>  
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 12:32 PM 
To: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
Subject: Edgemere Wildlikfe 22-269SPH 
 
CAUTION: This message from ajablon@comcast.net originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email system. 
Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
Attached are exhibits 14 (a) through 14 (o), all photos, and exhibits 15 and 16.  Thank you. 
 
Arnold Jablon, Esq. 
3717 Lanamer Road 
Randallstown, Maryland 21133 
443 250 6455 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, August 23, 2023 11:38 AM
To: ajablon@comcast.net; Timothy Manuelides
Cc: Appeals Board; Peoples Counsel
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust 22-269-SPH

Good morning Counsel,  
 
This email is a reminder that the hearings scheduled for Tuesday, August 29 and Thursday, August 31 will be held in 
person. Anyone planning to participate in this matter needs to appear in person. 
 
We will be using AV equipment in our hearing room to live-stream the hearing via Webex. We encourage anyone not 
participating to watch via Webex. The link can be found on our website at: 
www.baltimorecountymd.gov/departments/appeals. Our updated Rules of Practice and Procedure are also located on 
our website. 
 
The Board requires a pdf copy of all exhibits to be filed by email, to appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov, 2 business 
days before the hearing. Additionally, the Board requires that you bring, use, and submit paper exhibits at the hearing. 
One paper copy is required for the Board’s file.    
 
Please contact us with any questions,  
 
Thank you,  
 
Sunny 
 
Krysundra Cannington 
Legal Administrative Secretary 
Board of Appeals of Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
Phone: (410) 887-3180 
Fax: (410) 887-3182 
 
Confidentiality Statement 
 
This electronic mail transmission contains confidential information belonging to the sender which is legally privileged 
and confidential. The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any action based on 
the contents of this electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic mail 
transmission in error, please immediately notify the sender.  
 
 
 
 
 
 













































Properties 2621 & 2623 Brannan Avenue, 21219

TIMELINE

John Podles died October 1, 2019 (Owner of properties).

On November 12, 2019 Christopher Podles filed an eviction notice with
Baltimore County against Stephanie Casey. Failure to pay rent: 2621
Brannan Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case
No.D-085-LT-19-058360 Christopher Podles vs. Stephanie Casey.

On February 5, 2020 R.A. Podles filed an eviction notice with Baltimore
County against Stephanie Casey. Failure to pay rent: 2621 Brannan
Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case No. D-085-LT-20-006412 R.A.
Podles vs. Stephanie Casey.

On December 11, 2019 Christopher Podles filed an eviction notice with
Baltimore County against Mary Moore. Failure to pay rent. 2623 Brannan
Avenue, Sparrows Point, MD 21219. Case No. D-085-LT-19 Christopher
Podles vs Mary Moore.

11-25-2019 Properties were sold to Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crites, LA
Trustee

There is only one property listed (2623) on Property Search MD / MD
Department of Assessments & Taxation sites

Approximately January 2020 – 2623 Brannan Avenue was vacant
Approximately June 2020 – 2621 Brannan Avenue was vacant

June 2020 – March 2022
● Properties were abandoned
● Grass was not cut
● Random kids, teenagers were hanging around & in the properties and

the sheds



January 2022 – March 1, 2022
● Water line broke in the house
● Robert Podles (son of deceased owner) was called multiple times

with no response
● Water line break flooded the house and property around it
● The City was called, and they could not find the water meter
● City had no record of the property
● The house was open, and a person was able to cut it off

March - April 2022
● Demolition began
● Rob Podles hired 3 men with saws and hammers to do this job
● It took about 3 weeks
● It was a terrible mess in the neighborhood
● They started burning treated lumber that filled nearby neighbors’

homes with smoke
● They were asked to please stop multiple times
● When asked to stop, Rob Podles’s brother yelled at the neighboring

homeowners with inappropriate, foul language such as “Go F_ _ _!
yourself”!

● The Fire Department was called, and they stopped the burning
● The property was deemed “condemned” by the authorities (Fire

Marshal)

Fall 2022
● Foundation started
● Blocks being laid over old, decayed footers
● Perplexing how it could ever pass a County inspection with these

inadequate building practices

February 2023
● Zoning hearing signs were posted
● Zoning signs were torn down a few days later
● House construction started

March 1, 2023
Court date for the zoning hearing



March 6, 2023
Court hearing declared: The non-conforming use is legally terminated and
stop build orders were posted on the property

March 7, 2023
Robert Podles tore down the stop build order signs and the building
continued. On the same day, Joseph Vrablic and Bryan McVey were
threatened with bodily harm by Robert Podles

March 8, 2023
Joseph Vrablic and Bryan McVey filed peace orders numbers:
D-08-CV-23-810871 & D-08-CV-23-810874

March 14, 2023 (approximate)
Baltimore County reposted the signs and spoke to the workers, the
construction stopped.

March 15, 2023 to present
Properties have been left a mess, lumber and debris all around the yard
and grass rarely cut

































Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book.

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2621 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book. REFER TO PLANS AND 

NOTES,UPDATES R22-06755--SAME

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Road 

Exhibit #: 

1. Zoning order in case No. 04-567 SPHA                         Granting of NCU and denying requested variance 
 

2. Site plan submitted in case No. 04-567 fully describing general notes, relevant information specific to 
property, location and size of existing buildings as of date of hearing; 
 

3. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-6-22; 
 

4. Code Enforcement stop work order dated 4-7-22; 
 

5. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06755; 
 

6. Baltimore County building Permit # R22-06756; 
 

7. Baltimore County Residential Razing Permit # R22-05628; 
 

8. Photos submitted by property owner showing existing pictures as of 5/25/22 for Permit # R22-06755; 
 

9. District Court of Maryland Petition for Warrant of Restitution submitted with Permit # R22-06755; 
 

10. Site plan submitted by property owner entitled “2623 Brannan Ave Renovation” for Permit # R22-06755; 
 

11. Timeline prepared by Protestants contemporaneously as events occurred at subject property; 
 

12. Petition dated February 2023; 
 

13. My Neighborhood GIS site location; 
 

14. Photos of  subject property—(a) through (o). 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Peoples Counsel
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2023 10:18 AM
To: Appeals Board
Cc: Arnold Jablon; Timothy Manuelides
Subject: Edgemere Wildlife Trust Crities LA Trust - Edward Crizer - 2621-2623 Brannan Road - 

Case No. 2022-269-SPH
Attachments: PC 3 - SDAT for Brannan Avenue.pdf; PC CBA Exhibit List.docx; PC4 - ADC Map.pdf; PC5 

- MyNeighborhood Maps.pdf; PC6 -Brannan Avenue - Google Map.pdf; PC7 - BCZR 
101.1  104 & 500.7.pdf; PC 1 - 2004 ALJ Opinion & Site Plan.pdf; PC 2 - 2004 CBA 
Dismissal with attachments.pdf

Good Morning, 
 
Attached please find People’s Counsel’s proposed Exhibits 1 thru 7 and our exhibit list for use at the in person hearing in 
the above-mentioned case on August 29, 2023 and August 31, 2023.  
 
Please let me know if you have any problems opening the documents.  
 
Thank you in advance.  
 
Rebecca Wheatley, Legal Secretary  
Office of People’s Counsel 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Suite 204 
Towson, Maryland  21204 
410-887-2188 
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Real Property Data Search ( )

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None

Account Identifier: District - 15 Account Number - 1519711618

Owner Information

Owner Name: EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST
CRITES L A TRUSTEE

Use:
Principal Residence:

RESIDENTIAL
NO

Mailing Address: UNIT 154
1443 ROCK SPRING RD
BEL AIR MD 21014-

Deed Reference: /42157/ 00353

Location & Structure Information

Premises Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE
SPARROWS POINT 21219-1843

Legal Description:
2621-23 BRANNAN AVE
BRANNAN

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

0111 0016 0133 15130118.04 0000 11 2021 Plat Ref: 0014/ 0089

Town: None

Primary Structure BuiltAbove Grade Living AreaFinished Basement AreaProperty Land AreaCounty Use

7,714 SF 04

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements

/

Value Information

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of
01/01/2021

As of
07/01/2022

As of
07/01/2023

Land: 73,700 73,700

Improvements 0 0

Total: 73,700 73,700 134,900 73,700

Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN JR Date: 11/25/2019 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /42157/ 00353 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN,JR Date: 04/16/2009 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /27938/ 00198 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN S,JR Date: 01/11/1999 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /13437/ 00518 Deed2:

Exemption Information

Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2022 07/01/2023

County: 000 0.00

State: 000 0.00

Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information

Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date:

PC Exh 3

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/realproperty/maps/showmap.html?countyid=04&accountid=15+1519711618
javascript:WebForm_DoPostBackWithOptions(new WebForm_PostBackOptions("ctl00$cphMainContentArea$ucSearchType$wzrdRealPropertySearch_query$ucDetailsSearch_query$dlstDetaisSearch$ctl00$lnkGroundRentRedemption", "", true, "", "", false, true))
javascript:WebForm_DoPostBackWithOptions(new WebForm_PostBackOptions("ctl00$cphMainContentArea$ucSearchType$wzrdRealPropertySearch_query$ucDetailsSearch_query$dlstDetaisSearch$ctl00$lnkGroundRentRegistration", "", true, "", "", false, true))
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https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Total
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Preferential-Land
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Sale-From
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Transfer-Date
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Consideration
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Type
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed1
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed2
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Sale-From
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Transfer-Date
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Consideration
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Type
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed1
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed2
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Sale-From
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Transfer-Date
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Consideration
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Type
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed1
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Deed2
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Partial-Exempt-Assessments
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#County
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#State-Code
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Municipal
https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty/Pages_HTML/rp_def.aspx#Special-Tax-Recapture
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New Search (https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty)Baltimore County

District: 15 Account Number: 1519711618

The information shown on this map has been compiled from deed descriptions and plats and is not a property survey. The map should not be used for legal
descriptions. Users noting errors are urged to notify the Maryland Department of Planning Mapping, 301 W. Preston Street, Baltimore MD 21201.

If a plat for a property is needed, contact the local Land Records office where the property is located. Plats are also available online through the Maryland State
Archives at www.plats.net (http://www.plats.net).

Property maps provided courtesy of the Maryland Department of Planning.

For more information on electronic mapping applications, visit the Maryland Department of Planning web site at
http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx (http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx).

MD iMA

+
–

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty
http://www.plats.net/
http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

Baltimore County Government,  County of Anne Arundel, VITA, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA |  

Baltimore County - My Neighborhood
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Image capture: Jun 2022 © 2023 Google

Edgemere, Maryland

 Google Street View

Jun 2022 See more dates

2501 Haddaway Rd

PC Exh 6

https://www.google.com/streetview
https://www.google.com/streetview


NATURAL BURIAL GROUND — A property intended for use for the burial or permanent disposition of the remains of the dead, utilizing

natural burial methods and biodegradable materials that permit the body to return naturally to the earth.

[Bill No. 76-2021 ]

NEIGHBORHOOD CAR RENTAL AGENCY — The principal use of land for the rental of motor vehicles weighing 7,000 pounds (GVW) or

less, including the parking of no more than 25 such vehicles on the premises. The term does not include a business that rents or

leases motor vehicles as an accessory use, or rents or leases trailers, or trucks weighing over 7,000 pounds (GVW), or supplies

limousines for hire, or that is a taxicab service. (See also "garage, service.")

[Bill No. 122-2005]

NIGHTCLUB — A commercial establishment with or without the right to serve food, beverages, or alcoholic beverages to patrons for

on premise consumption, that derives its main revenue source between the hours of 9:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m. as primarily an

entertainment venue, provides live or recorded entertainment, with or without a dance floor, and often having a floor show or dim

lighting. A commercial establishment is not a nightclub if live or recorded musical entertainment is played or performed pursuant to a

live musical entertainment use permit. For the purposes of enforcement and as may be determined by the authority having

jurisdiction, a nightclub may be defined differently by the county fire prevention code or building code, as amended and adopted by

the county.

[Bill Nos. 110-1993; 18-2021 ]

NONCONFORMING USE — A legal use that does not conform to a use regulation for the zone in which it is located or to a special

regulation applicable to such a use. A specifically named use described by the adjective "nonconforming" is a nonconforming use.

[Bill No. 18-1976]

NONINDUSTRIAL USE — Any use other than an industrial, quasi-industrial or industry-related use.

[Bill No. 178-1979]

NUDITY — A state of dress in which a human buttock, anus, genitalia or female breast is completely bared.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

NUDITY, PARTIAL — A state of dress in which clothing covers no more than the genitals, pubic region and areolae of the female breast,

as well as portions of the body covered by supporting straps or devices.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

NURSERY, HORTICULTURAL — An agricultural operation primarily engaged in the production and marketing of trees, shrubs and

plants. The plant materials may be produced on the premises and may be purchased elsewhere at any stage of maturity for further

production. Horticultural nurseries may engage in accessory uses such as storage of plant materials, sale of products necessary for

the health of the nursery stock, and provision of limited landscape services. A nursery which sells plant materials grown exclusively

on-site and which does not offer any of the accessory services permitted at horticultural nurseries shall be considered a farm.

[Bill No. 41-1992]

NURSERY SCHOOL — A school or a level within a school providing educational instruction for children between two and four years old.

[Bill No. 47-1985]

NURSING HOME (formerly "convalescent home") — A facility which provides board, shelter and nursing care to chronic or

convalescent patients. This term also includes facilities which provide domiciliary care within a nursing home.

[Bill No. 37-1988]
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SECTION 104 - Nonconforming Uses

[BCZR 1955]

§ 104.1. - Continuation of nonconformance; exceptions.

[Bill Nos. 18-1976; 124-1991]

A nonconforming use (as defined in Section 101) may continue except as otherwise specifically provided in these regulations, provided that upon any change from such

nonconforming use to any other use whatsoever, or any abandonment or discontinuance of such nonconforming use for a period of one year or more, the right to continue

or resume such nonconforming use shall terminate.

§ 104.2. - Restoration of damaged or destroyed structures.

[Bill No. 124-1991]

A structure damaged to any extent or destroyed by fire or other casualty may be restored within two years after such destruction or damage but may not be enlarged. In the

case of residentially used structures which are nonconforming in density, the number of dwelling units or density units rebuilt may be equal to but may not exceed the

number of units which existed before the casualty.

§ 104.3. - Limit on extension of nonconforming buildings and uses; exception.

[Bill No. 124-1991]

No 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. This provision does not apply to structures or uses restored pursuant to Section 104.2, except as authorized by the Zoning Commissioner

pursuant to Section 307.

§ 104.4. - Exception for certain office buildings.

[Bill Nos. 167-1980; 124-1991]

Any contrary provision of these regulations notwithstanding, an office building that was authorized by grant of a special exception and that becomes damaged to any extent

or destroyed by casualty may be fully restored in accordance with the terms of the special exception.

§ 104.5. - Uses in Chesapeake Bay Critical Area.

[Bill Nos. 32-1988; 124-1991; 9-1996; 137-2004]

Any use which becomes or continues to be nonconforming which exists within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area on or after the effective date of this section is subject to the

provisions of Sections 104.1, 104.2 and 104.3 and to the variance provisions and procedures of § 32-4-231, § 33-2-205, or § 33-2-603 of the Baltimore County Code, whichever

is or are applicable.

§ 104.6. - Striptease businesses.

A striptease business lawfully operating prior to the effective date of this legislation  that is in violation of the requirements contained herein shall be deemed a

nonconforming use. A striptease business which is a nonconforming use:

Shall be permitted to continue for a period not to exceed one year, unless sooner terminated for any reason or voluntarily discontinued for a period of 30 days or more; and

Shall not be increased, enlarged, extended or altered except that the use may be changed to a conforming use.

[Bill No. 137-1990]

Footnotes:

--- (48) ---

1. Editor's Note—Apparently refers to Bill No. 137-1990.

§ 104.7. - Nonconforming signs.

[Bill No. 89-1997]

Notwithstanding the provisions of this section, nonconforming signs are subject to Section 450.8.C.

§ 104.8. - Termination of nonconforming use.

[Bill No. 105-2006]

After notice and hearing, the Zoning Commissioner may terminate a nonconforming use and require the use to revert to a use allowed under the existing zoning classification

if the hearing officer has previously determined, after a code enforcement hearing under Article 3, Title 6 of the Code:

That the owner, tenant or entity having control of the land or use is in violation of the County Code, as defined in Article 3, and that the violation is continuing; or

That the owner, tenant or entity having control of the land or use is in violation of the County Code for the same offense on multiple occasions.

[48]
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§ 500.7. - Petitions for public hearing; notice.

[Bill No. 18-1976]

The said Zoning Commissioner shall have the power to conduct such other hearings and pass such

orders thereon as shall, in his discretion, be necessary for the proper enforcement of all zoning

regulations, subject to the right of appeal to the County Board of Appeals as hereinafter provided.

The power given hereunder shall include the right of any interested person to petition the Zoning

Commissioner for a public hearing after advertisement and notice to determine the existence of

any purported nonconforming use on any premises or to determine any rights whatsoever of such

person in any property in Baltimore County insofar as they are affected by these regulations.

With respect to any zoning petition other than a petition for a special exception, variance or

reclassification, the Zoning Commissioner shall schedule a public hearing for a date not less than

30 days after the petition is accepted for filing. If the petition relates to a specific property, notice

of the time and place of the hearing shall be conspicuously posted on the property for a period of

at least 15 days before the time of the hearing. Whether or not a specific property is involved,

notice shall be given for the same period of time in at least two newspapers of general circulation

in the county. The notice shall describe the property, if any, and the action requested in the

petition. Upon establishing a hearing date for the petition, the Zoning Commissioner shall

promptly forward a copy thereof to the Director of Planning (or his deputy) for his consideration

and for a written report containing his findings thereon with regard to planning factors.
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3. SDAT Information  

4. ADC Map 
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6. Google Street Map Photo 
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Tammy Zahner

From: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 15, 2023 9:42 AM
To: Appeals Board
Subject: Re: 22-269SPH, Hearing dates August 29 and August 31, 2023
Attachments: Subpoenas (6-15-23).pdf

CAUTION: This message from ajablon@comcast.net originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email system. 
Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  

 
No need to pick up.  Thank you so much’ 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
 

On Jun 15, 2023, at 8:16 AM, Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> wrote: 

  
Dear Mr. Jablon: 
  
Attached are the Subpoenas you requested for service.   If you prefer to pick-up paper copies, please let 
us know.    
We can leave them in the “Board of Appeals” box in the lobby for you to pick-up at your convenience.  
  
Thank you.  
  
  
Board of Appeals for Baltimore County 
The Jefferson Building, Suite 203 
105 W. Chesapeake Avenue 
Towson, Maryland 21204 
appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov 
(410) 887-3180 
(410) 887-3182 Fax 
  
Confidentiality Statement 
This electronic mail transmission contains confidential information belonging to sender which is legally privileged 
and confidential.  The information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above.  If you are 
not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or taking of any 
action based on the contents of this electronic mail transmission is strictly prohibited.  If you have received this 
electronic mail transmission in error, please immediately notifiy sender. 
  

From: Arnold Jablon <ajablon@comcast.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2023 12:43 AM 
To: Appeals Board <appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov> 
Subject: FW: 22-269SPH, Hearing dates August 29 and August 31, 2023 
  

CAUTION: This message from ajablon@comcast.net originated from a non Baltimore County Government or non BCPL email system. 
Hover over any links before clicking and use caution opening attachments.  
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Good morning.  I am requesting the issuance of subpoenas for two county employees as witnesses for the above 
hearing.  I attach the them here.  Please let me when they’re approved and I will pick them up.  Thank you so 
much. 
  
Arnold Jablon, Esq. 
3717 Lanamer Road 
Randallstown, Maryland 21133 
443 250 6455 
  

 

Get your COVID-19 vaccine today.  

CONNECT WITH BALTIMORE COUNTY  

       

www.baltimorecountymd.gov  
 







 
May 15, 2023 

 
NOTICE OF POSTPONEMENT 

AND REASSIGNMENT   
 

IN THE MATTER OF:   Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 
    Edward Crizer – Petitioner  
 22- 269-SPH   2621-2623 Brannan Avenue 
    15th Election District; 7th Council District  
 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing pursuant to BCZR §§500.6 and 500.7 seeking a declaration 
that: 

 
1) The previously approved nonconforming use has been abandoned; and 
2) That a multi-family dwelling is not permitted on the subject property zoned DR 5.5 

 
3/6/23 Opinion and Order of the Administrative Law Judge wherein the Petition for Special 

Hearing was GRANTED, and DECLARED that 1) the non-conforming use authorized in 
Case No. 2004-567-SPHA has lapsed and is legally terminated; and 2) only one single 
family dwelling shall be permitted on the subject site and that dwelling must conform to 
all current zoning and development regulations. 

 
This matter was assigned for hearing on June 13, 2023 and was 
postponed by request of Counsel. By agreement of the parties, this matter 
has been  
 
REASSIGNED FOR: AUGUST 29, 2023, AT 10:00 A.M. – Day 1 
 and   AUGUST 31, 2023, AT 10:00 A.M. – Day 2 
 
The above scheduled hearing will be held in-person.  Parties, witnesses, and 
attorneys, please make arrangements to attend in-person.   
 
 
Location for in-person: 
  Hearing Room #2, Second Floor, Suite 206,  
  Jefferson Building, 105 W. Chesapeake Avenue, Towson 



Notice of Postponement and Reassignment 
In the matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 
Edward Crizer - Petitioner 
Case number: 22-269-SPH 
May 15, 2023 
Page 2 
 
 
Any interested person can watch the hearing online or listen by telephone and will not 
be able to participate. Call-in information and a link to the hearing online will be posted 
on our web calendar the night before. Our web calendar is located at 
www.baltimorecountymd.gov/departments/appeals. 
 
A complete set of exhibits must be emailed at least 48 hours before the hearing to 
appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov in a format that complies with MDEC 
(Maryland Electronic Court) standards.   
 

NOTICE: 
• This appeal is an evidentiary hearing. Parties should consider the advisability of retaining an attorney.   
• Please refer to the Board’s Rules of Practice & Procedure, Appendix B, Baltimore County Code. 
• No postponements will be granted without sufficient reasons; said requests must be in writing and in 

compliance with Rule 2(b) of the Board’s Rules.  No postponements will be granted within 15 days of 
scheduled hearing date unless in full compliance with Rule 2(c). 
 
 

If you require special accommodations, please contact this office at least one week 
prior to hearing date. 
 
If you do not have access to a computer or smart device, please contact our office for the call-in 
information the day before the scheduled hearing.  
 
       Krysundra Cannington 
       Legal Administrative Secretary 
 
c. Counsel for Petitioner    : Arnold Jablon, Esquire 
 Petitioner     : Edward Crizer 
 
 Counsel for Legal Owner/Appellant   : Timothy Manuelides, Esquire 
 Legal Owner/Appellant    : Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee 
 
 People’s Counsel for Baltimore County  : Peter M. Zimmerman, Esquire 
 
 
Joseph Vrablic, III 
Bryan McVey 
 
Paul M. Mayhew, Managing Administrative Law Judge 
Stephen Lafferty, Director/Department of Planning 
Adam Whitlock, Chief of Code Enformcement/PAI 
C. Pete Gutwald, Director/PAI 
James R. Benjamin, Jr., County Attorney/Office of Law 



 
April 26, 2023 

 
NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT   

 
IN THE MATTER OF:   Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 
    Edward Crizer – Petitioner  
 22- 269-SPH   2621-2623 Brannan Avenue 
    15th Election District; 7th Council District  
 

Re: Petition for Special Hearing pursuant to BCZR §§500.6 and 500.7 seeking a declaration 
that: 

 
1) The previously approved nonconforming use has been abandoned; and 
2) That a multi-family dwelling is not permitted on the subject property zoned DR 5.5 

 
3/6/23 Opinion and Order of the Administrative Law Judge wherein the Petition for Special 

Hearing was GRANTED, and DECLARED that 1) the non-conforming use authorized in 
Case No. 2004-567-SPHA has lapsed and is legally terminated; and 2) only one single 
family dwelling shall be permitted on the subject site and that dwelling must conform to 
all current zoning and development regulations. 

 
 
ASSIGNED FOR: JUNE 13, 2023, AT 10:00 A.M. 
 
The above scheduled hearing will be held remotely using WebEx for audio and video 
participation.  Call-in information and a link to the hearing will be posted on our 
web calendar at www.baltimorecountymd.gov/departments/appeals the night 
before. 
 
A complete set of exhibits must be emailed at least 48 hours before the 
hearing to appealsboard@baltimorecountymd.gov in a format that 
complies with MDEC (Maryland Electronic Court) standards.   
 

NOTICE: 
• This appeal is an evidentiary hearing. Parties should consider the advisability of retaining an attorney.   
• Please refer to the Board’s Rules of Practice & Procedure, Appendix B, Baltimore County Code. 



Notice of Assignment 
In the matter of: Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee – Legal Owner 
Edward Crizer - Petitioner 
Case number: 22-269-SPH 
April 26, 2023 
Page 2 
 
• No postponements will be granted without sufficient reasons; said requests must be in writing and in 

compliance with Rule 2(b) of the Board’s Rules.  No postponements will be granted within 15 days of 
scheduled hearing date unless in full compliance with Rule 2(c). 

• If you require special accommodations, please contact this office at least one week prior to hearing date. 
 
If you do not have access to a computer or smart device, please contact our office for the call-in 
information the day before the scheduled hearing.  
 
       Krysundra Cannington, Administrator 
 
 
c. Counsel for Petitioner    : Arnold Jablon, Esquire 
 Petitioner     : Edward Crizer 
 
 Counsel for Legal Owner/Appellant  : Timothy Manuelides, Esquire 
 Legal Owner/Appellant    : Edgemere Wildlife Trust LA Crites Trustee 
 
 
Joseph Vrablic, III 
Bryan McVey 
 
Office of People’s Counsel 
Paul M. Mayhew, Managing Administrative Law Judge 
Stephen Lafferty, Director/Department of Planning 
Adam Whitlock, Chief of Code Enformcement/PAI 
C. Pete Gutwald, Director/PAI 
James R. Benjamin, Jr., County Attorney/Office of Law 
 































































































































































































































































































































Image capture: Jun 2022 © 2023 Google

Edgemere, Maryland

 Google Street View

Jun 2022 See more dates

2501 Haddaway Rd
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https://www.google.com/streetview
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Sources: Esri, HERE, Garmin, Intermap, increment P Corp., GEBCO, USGS, FAO, NPS, NRCAN, GeoBase, IGN, Kadaster NL, Ordnance Survey, Esri Japan,
METI, Esri China (Hong Kong), (c) OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS User Community

Baltimore County Government,  County of Anne Arundel, VITA, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS, EPA, USDA |  
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Real Property Data Search ( )

Search Result for BALTIMORE COUNTY

View Map View GroundRent Redemption View GroundRent Registration

Special Tax Recapture: None

Account Identifier: District - 15 Account Number - 1519711618

Owner Information

Owner Name: EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST
CRITES L A TRUSTEE

Use:
Principal Residence:

RESIDENTIAL
NO

Mailing Address: UNIT 154
1443 ROCK SPRING RD
BEL AIR MD 21014-

Deed Reference: /42157/ 00353

Location & Structure Information

Premises Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE
SPARROWS POINT 21219-1843

Legal Description:
2621-23 BRANNAN AVE
BRANNAN

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

0111 0016 0133 15130118.04 0000 11 2021 Plat Ref: 0014/ 0089

Town: None

Primary Structure BuiltAbove Grade Living AreaFinished Basement AreaProperty Land AreaCounty Use

7,714 SF 04

Stories Basement Type Exterior Quality Full/Half Bath Garage Last Notice of Major Improvements

/

Value Information

Base Value Value Phase-in Assessments

As of
01/01/2021

As of
07/01/2022

As of
07/01/2023

Land: 73,700 73,700

Improvements 0 0

Total: 73,700 73,700 134,900 73,700

Preferential Land: 0 0

Transfer Information

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN JR Date: 11/25/2019 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /42157/ 00353 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN STEPHEN,JR Date: 04/16/2009 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /27938/ 00198 Deed2:

Seller: PODLES JOHN S,JR Date: 01/11/1999 Price: $0

Type: NON-ARMS LENGTH OTHER Deed1: /13437/ 00518 Deed2:

Exemption Information

Partial Exempt Assessments: Class 07/01/2022 07/01/2023

County: 000 0.00

State: 000 0.00

Municipal: 000 0.00|0.00 0.00|0.00

Special Tax Recapture: None

Homestead Application Information

Homestead Application Status: No Application 

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Information

Homeowners' Tax Credit Application Status: No Application Date:

PC Exh 3
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New Search (https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty)Baltimore County

District: 15 Account Number: 1519711618

The information shown on this map has been compiled from deed descriptions and plats and is not a property survey. The map should not be used for legal
descriptions. Users noting errors are urged to notify the Maryland Department of Planning Mapping, 301 W. Preston Street, Baltimore MD 21201.

If a plat for a property is needed, contact the local Land Records office where the property is located. Plats are also available online through the Maryland State
Archives at www.plats.net (http://www.plats.net).

Property maps provided courtesy of the Maryland Department of Planning.

For more information on electronic mapping applications, visit the Maryland Department of Planning web site at
http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx (http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx).

MD iMA

+
–

https://sdat.dat.maryland.gov/RealProperty
http://www.plats.net/
http://planning.maryland.gov/Pages/OurProducts/OurProducts.aspx


PC Exh 2













PC Exh 1



















Edgemere Wildlife Trust – Brannan Avenue – 2022-269-SPH 

People’s Counsel ALJ Exhibit List 

 

1. 2004 ALJ Opinion and Site Plan 
2. CBA Dismissal of 2004 case 
3. SDAT Information  
4. ADC Map 
5. MyNeighborhood Zoning & Aerial Maps 
6. Google Street Map Photo 

 











EX. EDGE OF PAVING

WOOD RAIL
CONC. WALK

FF=16.42
14.3'

FF=16.45
14.3'

AC

14.3'

WOOD DECK
& STEPS

GRAVEL
DRIVEWAY

CONC.
PAD

14.3'

O
N
E 
ST

O
R
Y 
FR

AM
E

55.0'

M
AR

YL
AN

D
 S
TA

TE
 C
O
O
R
D
IN
AT

E 
SY

ST
EM

(N
AD

83
/N
A2

01
1 
EP

O
C
H
 2
01
0 
N
AV

D
88
 F
O
R
 V
ER

TI
C
AL

)

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

SH
ED

BR
AN

N
AN

AVEN
U
E

55.0'

BR
AN

N
AN

 AVEN
U
E

(20' R
IG
H
T O

F W
AY)

RIGHT OF WAY
RIGHT OF WAY

WOOD RAIL

UNIT 2623 BRANNAN AVE

UNIT 2623 BRANNAN AVE
(NOT IN SCOPE OF WORK)

25
.0

25.4

14.9

8.8

EX. BUILDING SET BACKS 
TO REMAIN AS IS

FRONT BUILDING SET 
BACK AS REQUIRED PER 
DR5.5

EXISTING REAR WOOD DECK 
TO BE REPLACED IN EXACT 
SAME SIZE & LOCATION

1ST AND 2ND FLOOR 
RENOVATION AND 
REPLACEMENT OF ROOF

AREA IN SCOPE 
OF WORK

AREA NOT IN 
SCOPE OF WORK

AREA IN SCOPE 
OF WORK

AREA NOT IN 
SCOPE OF WORK

SHEET  TITLE:

SHEET  NUMBER:

PROJECT TITLE:

CLIENT:

DATE:

EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST W/ LA 
CRITES TRUSTEE

2623 BRANNAN
AVE

RENOVATION

SITE PLANS

G101

2022-05-25

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"G101
1 SITE PLAN - EXISTING

SCALE: 1" = 20'-0"G101
2 SITE PLAN - WORK SCOPE BOUNDARIES

ISSUE DATE NUMBER

10/15/2022

R22-06755



UP

UP

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

POLE
PP BGE 288561

SMH 33624
TOP=17.32'

SMH 33665
TOP=17.14'
INV. N = 4.04'
INV. S = 5.79'

SIGN

WM

WV

WV

WV

HADDAWAY ROAD(25' RIGHT OF WAY)

LOT 11
 #2621 & #2623 BRANNAN RD

0.17516 AC.±
7630.26 SQ. FT. ±

LOT 10
 JOANN G HELSEL

JAMES E JR HELSEL
DEED L.10594 F.575

LOT - 2
 JOANN G HELSEL

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

RIGHT OF WAY
RIGHT OF WAY

GRAVEL
DRIVEWAY

WOOD RAIL

GRASS

GRASS

C
O

N
C

. W
ALK

CONC.
PAD

WOOD
RAIL

POLE
PP BGE 288562

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

PLAT OF "BRANNAN"
PLAT BOOK 14 FOLIO 89

MAILBOX

S 
07

°0
3'

29
" W

   
   

   
13

9.
17

'

N 71°03'31" W  47.00'

N
 03°43'41" W

  127.64'

S 86°18'31" E  70.00'

MAILBOX

55.00'
20

'
GRAVEL

DRIVEWAY

WOOD RAIL

BR
AN

N
AN

 AVEN
U

E

GRAPHIC SCALE
010 5 10 20 40

1 INCH = 10 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 20 FEET (11X17)

2621-2623 BRANNAN AVE.
EDGEMERE, MD

BALTIMORE COUNTY

APP
LICAN

T
ENG

INEE
RING

 FIRM
DES

IGN
 REC

OR
D

PRO
FES

SION
AL ST

AM
P

SITE INF
OR

MA
TION

SHE
ET TITLE

SHE
ET NU

MB
ER

ENG
INEE

R

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTIONDATEREV BY

JOHN RUPP, PE

OF 2
SHEET

SUBMISSION TO BALTIMORE CO JJR9-5-220

12892 CROUSE MILL ROAD
RIDGELY, MD 21660

443-618-9143

ROBERT POODLES
2206 OLD EMMORTON ROAD

BEL AIR, MD 21015

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION. I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT
THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED BY
ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MARYLAND LICENSE NO. 40838, EXPIRATION DATE
06/19/2023

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR9-16-221

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR10-3-222

SITE PLAN

Know what'sbelow.
before you dig.Call

R

SITE NOTES

1

SEE DRAWING 2 TO
FOR WATER
CONNECTION PLAN
AND DETAILS

VICINITY MAP

SITE

SEE DRAWING 2 FOR SEWER
CONNECTION PLAN

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING

64-140 A-10)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

#2621

#2623

WM

Digitally signed 
by John Rupp, PE 
DN: cn=John 
Rupp, PE, 
o=Crouse Mill 
Engineering, ou, 
email=jrupp2011
@gmail.comc, 
c=US 
Date: 2022.10.03 
14:17:47 -04'00'

10/15/2022

R22-06755

AutoCAD SHX Text
1227

AutoCAD SHX Text
17.47

AutoCAD SHX Text
SN

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON PIPE FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUE NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
M

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
Y

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
U

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
o

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. BUILDING AREA: BUILDING AREA: 1.1. EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. 1,578 SQ. FT. 1.2. PROPOSED ADDITION FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. PROPOSED ADDITION FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. 1,578 SQ. FT. 2. TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN IS BASED ON FIELD RUN GPS PERFORMED AND BOUNDARY SURVEY TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN IS BASED ON FIELD RUN GPS PERFORMED AND BOUNDARY SURVEY WAS PERFORMED BY PRECISION SURVEYING, LLC. 3. LOCATION OF NEW WATER SERVICE METER MUST BE STAKED OUT BY THE OWNER. LOCATION OF NEW WATER SERVICE METER MUST BE STAKED OUT BY THE OWNER. 4. THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE PROPERTY LINE AS WELL AS CONNECT THE SERVICE TO THE METER FROM THE PROPERTY. THE CONNECTION FROM THE METER TO THE SERVICE SIDE SHALL BE COPPER TUBING UP TO MINIMUM 5 FT FROM THE METER. 5. NEW SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS WERE INSTALLED AND CAPPED 5/20/22. CONNECTION NEW SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS WERE INSTALLED AND CAPPED 5/20/22. CONNECTION TIES INTO SEWER MH 33665. PERMIT NO. RP22-03318 AND RP22-03473.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: NONE



8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

SIGNWV

GRASS

CONC.
PAD

20
'

GRAVEL
DRIVEWAY

GRAPHIC SCALE
05 2.5 5 10 20

1 INCH = 5 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 10 FEET (11X17)

2621-2623 BRANNAN AVE.
EDGEMERE, MD

BALTIMORE COUNTY

APP
LICAN

T
ENG

INEE
RING

 FIRM
DES

IGN
 REC

OR
D

PRO
FES

SION
AL ST

AM
P

SITE INF
OR

MA
TION

SHE
ET TITLE

SHE
ET NU

MB
ER

ENG
INEE

R

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTIONDATEREV BY

JOHN RUPP, PE

OF 2
SHEET

SUBMISSION TO BALTIMORE CO JJR9-5-220

12892 CROUSE MILL ROAD
RIDGELY, MD 21660

443-618-9143

ROBERT POODLES
2206 OLD EMMORTON ROAD

BEL AIR, MD 21015

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION. I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT
THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED BY
ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MARYLAND LICENSE NO. 40838, EXPIRATION DATE
06/19/2023

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR9-16-221

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR10-3-222

WATER AND SEWER
HOUSE CONNECTION

PLAN AND DETAIL

Know what'sbelow.
before you dig.Call

R

2

UPGRADING
EXISTING 5/8”
WATER
METER TO ¾”
(W-21
MODIFIED)

PROP.
BUILDING
FF=16.42

BY OWNER
UNDER
PLUMBING
PERMIT WITH
INTERIOR
SUBMETER

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

CO

CO

EX.  6" SEWER
HOUSE CONNECTION

PER PERMIT NO.
RP22-03318

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING

64-140 A-10)

SMH 33665
TOP=17.14'
INV. N = 4.04'
INV. S = 5.79'

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

GRAPHIC SCALE
010 5 10 20 40

1 INCH = 10 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 20 FEET (11X17)

#2621

#2623

EX. 6" SEWER
PERMIT NO.

RP22-03473 OUT
OF MH 33665

PER S-12A

CO

CO

WM

WM

Digitally signed 
by John Rupp, PE 
DN: cn=John 
Rupp, PE, 
o=Crouse Mill 
Engineering, ou, 
email=jrupp2011
@gmail.comc, 
c=US 
Date: 2022.10.03 
14:18:13 -04'00'

10/15/2022

R22-06755

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
1227

AutoCAD SHX Text
17.47

AutoCAD SHX Text
SN

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUE NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
M

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
Y

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
U

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
o

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
EX. 8" SEWER @ 0.4% SLOPE

AutoCAD SHX Text
EX. 6" WATER

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE:  OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE PROPERTY LINE AS WELL AS CONNECT THE SERVICE TO THE METER FROM THE PROPERTY.  THE CONNECTION FROM THE METER TO THE SERVICE SIDE SHALL BE COPPER TUBING UP TO MINIMUM OF 5 FEET FROM THE METER.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS PER S-12A



UP

UP

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

POLE
PP BGE 288561

SMH
TOP=17.32'

SMH 33665
TOP=17.14'
INV. N = 4.04'
INV. S = 5.79'

SIGN

WM

WV

WV

WV

HADDAWAY ROAD(25' RIGHT OF WAY)

LOT 11
 #2621 BRANNAN RD

0.17516 AC.±
7630.26 SQ. FT. ±

LOT 10
 JOANN G HELSEL

JAMES E JR HELSEL
DEED L.10594 F.575

LOT - 2
 JOANN G HELSEL

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

RIGHT OF WAY
RIGHT OF WAY

GRAVEL
DRIVEWAY

WOOD RAIL

GRASS

GRASS

C
O

N
C

. W
ALK

CONC.
PAD

WOOD
RAIL

POLE
PP BGE 288562

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

EX. EDGE OF PAVING

PLAT OF "BRANNAN"
PLAT BOOK 14 FOLIO 89

MAILBOX

S 
07

°0
3'

29
" W

   
   

   
13

9.
17

'

N 71°03'31" W  47.00'

N
 03°43'41" W

  127.64'

S 86°18'31" E  70.00'

MAILBOX

55.00'
20

'
GRAVEL

DRIVEWAY

WOOD RAIL

BR
AN

N
AN

 AVEN
U

E

GRAPHIC SCALE
010 5 10 20 40

1 INCH = 10 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 20 FEET (11X17)

2621-2623 BRANNAN AVE.
EDGEMERE, MD

BALTIMORE COUNTY

APP
LICAN

T
ENG

INEE
RING

 FIRM
DES

IGN
 REC

OR
D

PRO
FES

SION
AL ST

AM
P

SITE INF
OR

MA
TION

SHE
ET TITLE

SHE
ET NU

MB
ER

ENG
INEE

R

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTIONDATEREV BY

JOHN RUPP, PE

OF 2
SHEET

SUBMISSION TO BALTIMORE CO JJR9-5-220

12892 CROUSE MILL ROAD
RIDGELY, MD 21660

443-618-9143

ROBERT POODLES
2206 OLD EMMORTON ROAD

BEL AIR, MD 21015

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION. I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT
THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED BY
ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MARYLAND LICENSE NO. 40838, EXPIRATION DATE
06/19/2023

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR9-16-221

SITE PLAN

Know what'sbelow.
before you dig.Call

R

SITE NOTES

1

SEE DRAWING 2 TO
FOR WATER
CONNECTION PLAN
AND DETAILS

VICINITY MAP

SITE

PROP. 4" PVC SEWER
FROM EX. 4" CAP TO
FOUNDATION

CO

CO

EX. 6" SEWER HOUSE CONNECTION
PER PERMIT NO. RP22-03318 AND
RP22-03473

 EX. 4" SEWER CAP

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING

64-140 A-10)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

Digitally signed 
by John Rupp, PE 
DN: cn=John 
Rupp, PE, 
o=Crouse Mill 
Engineering, ou, 
email=jrupp2011
@gmail.comc, 
c=US 
Date: 2022.09.16 
12:30:39 -04'00'

10/15/2022

R22-06755

AutoCAD SHX Text
1227

AutoCAD SHX Text
17.47

AutoCAD SHX Text
SN

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON REBAR FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
IRON PIPE FOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
SS

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUE NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
M

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
Y

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
U

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
o

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
1. BUILDING AREA: BUILDING AREA: 1.1. EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. EXISTING BUILDING FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. 1,578 SQ. FT. 1.2. PROPOSED ADDITION FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. PROPOSED ADDITION FOOTPRINT:   1,578 SQ. FT. 1,578 SQ. FT. 2. TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN IS BASED ON FIELD RUN GPS PERFORMED AND BOUNDARY SURVEY TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN IS BASED ON FIELD RUN GPS PERFORMED AND BOUNDARY SURVEY WAS PERFORMED BY PRECISION SURVEYING, LLC. 3. LOCATION OF NEW WATER SERVICE METER MUST BE STAKED OUT BY THE OWNER. LOCATION OF NEW WATER SERVICE METER MUST BE STAKED OUT BY THE OWNER. 4. THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE THE OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE PROPERTY LINE AS WELL AS CONNECT THE SERVICE TO THE METER FROM THE PROPERTY. THE CONNECTION FROM THE METER TO THE SERVICE SIDE SHALL BE COPPER TUBING UP TO MINIMUM 5 FT FROM THE METER. 5. NEW SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS WERE INSTALLED AND CAPPED 5/20/22. CONNECTION NEW SEWER HOUSE CONNECTIONS WERE INSTALLED AND CAPPED 5/20/22. CONNECTION TIES INTO SEWER MH 33665. PERMIT NO. RP22-03318 AND RP22-03473.

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE: NONE



GRAPHIC SCALE
05 2.5 5 10 20

1 INCH = 5 FEET (22X34)
1 INCH = 10 FEET (11X17)

2621-2623 BRANNAN AVE.
EDGEMERE, MD

BALTIMORE COUNTY

APP
LICAN

T
ENG

INEE
RING

 FIRM
DES

IGN
 REC

OR
D

PRO
FES

SION
AL ST

AM
P

SITE INF
OR

MA
TION

SHE
ET TITLE

SHE
ET NU

MB
ER

ENG
INEE

R

REVISIONS

DESCRIPTIONDATEREV BY

JOHN RUPP, PE

OF 2
SHEET

SUBMISSION TO BALTIMORE CO JJR9-5-220

12892 CROUSE MILL ROAD
RIDGELY, MD 21660

443-618-9143

ROBERT POODLES
2206 OLD EMMORTON ROAD

BEL AIR, MD 21015

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATION. I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT
THESE DOCUMENTS WERE PREPARED OR APPROVED BY
ME, AND THAT I AM A DULY LICENSED PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
MARYLAND LICENSE NO. 40838, EXPIRATION DATE
06/19/2023

REVISED PER COMMENTS JJR9-16-221

WATER HOUSE
CONNECTION PLAN AND

DETAIL

Know what'sbelow.
before you dig.Call

R

2

PROP. 1" TYPE
K WATER
SERVICE.

INSTALL 48"
MIN. BELOW

GRADE.

EX. WATER
METER AND
WATER LINE
TO BE
REMOVED

PROP.
BUILDING
FF=16.42

BY OWNER
UNDER
PLUMBING
PERMIT WITH
INTERIOR
SUBMETER

EX. 6" WATER
MAIN (DRAWING

40-630 A-4-C)

EX. 8" SEWER
MAIN (DRAWING
64-150 A-10)

Digitally signed 
by John Rupp, PE 
DN: cn=John 
Rupp, PE, 
o=Crouse Mill 
Engineering, ou, 
email=jrupp201
1@gmail.comc, 
c=US 
Date: 2022.09.16 
12:31:49 -04'00'

10/15/2022

R22-06755

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
WM

AutoCAD SHX Text
TRUE NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
T

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
M

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
Y

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
D

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
F

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
A

AutoCAD SHX Text
L

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
G

AutoCAD SHX Text
I

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
J

AutoCAD SHX Text
O

AutoCAD SHX Text
S

AutoCAD SHX Text
E

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
H

AutoCAD SHX Text
R

AutoCAD SHX Text
U

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
P

AutoCAD SHX Text
N

AutoCAD SHX Text
o

AutoCAD SHX Text
4

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
3

AutoCAD SHX Text
8

AutoCAD SHX Text
EX. 8" SEWER @ 0.4% SLOPE

AutoCAD SHX Text
60 SF ASPHALT UTILITY PATCH

AutoCAD SHX Text
EX. 6" WATER

AutoCAD SHX Text
NOTE:  OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO MAINTAIN THE RIGHT OF WAY FROM THE METER TO THE PROPERTY LINE AS WELL AS CONNECT THE SERVICE TO THE METER FROM THE PROPERTY.  THE CONNECTION FROM THE METER TO THE SERVICE SIDE SHALL BE COPPER TUBING UP TO MINIMUM OF 5 FEET FROM THE METER.



SHEET  TITLE:

SHEET  NUMBER:

PROJECT TITLE:

CLIENT:

DATE:

EDGMERE WILDLIFE TRUST W/ LA 
CRITES TRUSTEE

2623 BRANNAN
AVE

RENOVATION

EXISTING
PICTURES

G102

2022-05-25

ISSUE DATE NUMBER

10/15/2022

R22-06755



B
A

L
T

IM
O

R
E

 C
O

U
N

T
Y

 C
IR

C
U

IT
 C

O
U

R
T

 (
L
a
n
d
 R

e
c
o
rd

s
) 

J
L
E

 4
6
7
7
5
, 
p
. 
0
3
7
7
, 
M

S
A

_
C

E
6
2
_
4
6
6
3
2
. 
D

a
te

 a
v
a

ila
b
le

 0
4
/2

7
/2

0
2
2
. 

P
ri
n
te

d
 0

6
/2

3
/2

0
2
2
.

10/15/2022

R22-06755



B
A

L
T

IM
O

R
E

 C
O

U
N

T
Y

 C
IR

C
U

IT
 C

O
U

R
T

 (
L
a
n
d
 R

e
c
o
rd

s
) 

J
L
E

 4
6
7
7
5
, 
p
. 
0
3
7
8
, 
M

S
A

_
C

E
6
2
_
4
6
6
3
2
. 
D

a
te

 a
v
a

ila
b
le

 0
4
/2

7
/2

0
2
2
. 

P
ri
n
te

d
 0

6
/2

3
/2

0
2
2
.

10/15/2022

R22-06755



B
A

L
T

IM
O

R
E

 C
O

U
N

T
Y

 C
IR

C
U

IT
 C

O
U

R
T

 (
L
a
n
d
 R

e
c
o
rd

s
) 

J
L
E

 4
6
7
7
5
, 
p
. 
0
3
7
9
, 
M

S
A

_
C

E
6
2
_
4
6
6
3
2
. 
D

a
te

 a
v
a

ila
b
le

 0
4
/2

7
/2

0
2
2
. 

P
ri
n
te

d
 0

6
/2

3
/2

0
2
2
.

10/15/2022

R22-06755



10/15/2022

R22-06755













Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Property Information

Property Address: 2621 BRANNAN AVE

City, State, Zip: SPARROWS POINT, MD, 21219

Proposed Use:     

Tax ID: 1519711618

District: 15

Lot Size and Setbacks

Set Backs - Front Yard: 39.00

Size: 

Set Backs - Rear Yard: 21.00

Set Backs - Right Side Yard: 25.00

Set Backs - Left Side Yard: 9.00

Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06756

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book. REFER TO PLANS AND 

NOTES,UPDATES R22-06755--SAME

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling
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Property Address: 2623 BRANNAN AVE
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Plumbing Work?: 

Electrical Work?: 

Sprinkler to be Installed?: 

Is this property located in a Floodplain: NO

Existing Use: Residence

Owner Information

Owner: LA Crites

Owner Address: 2206 Old Emmorton Road, Bel Air, MD, 21015

Tenant: Applicant: Steven Podles

Page 1 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



Baltimore County, Maryland

Department of Permits, Approvals, and Inspections

BUILDING PERMIT

Permit Type: Residential NewPermit Number: R22-06755

Expiration Date: 10/14/2023Date Issued: 10/15/2022

Sub Type: New Dwelling

Name of Contractor: 

Phone Number: 

Address:   

City, State, Zip: , , 

Building Permit Contractor

Is Owner Contractor?: Y

Building Permit Information

Description of Work: CBCA. Construct 2 story semi-detached dwelling using existing foundation, with 2ft front cantilever, 3 

bedrooms covered front porch, balcony, open wood rear deck per plans 13'10-3/4"x73'1-1/4"x34'=1587sf. Sprinklers required for 

fire protection. Refer to R22-05628 for razing existing semi-detached dwelling. Not pattern book.

Page 2 of 2

*Please log into your account to get up-to-date information regarding the permit process and related 

inspections. Refer to the Permit Number when making inquires.

10/15/2022



















EXHIBIT LIST 

2022-0269SPH 

2621-2623 Brannan Road 

Exhibit #: 

1. Zoning order in case No. 04-567 SPHA                         Granting of NCU and denying requested variance 
 

2. Site plan submitted in case No. 04-567 fully describing general notes, relevant information specific to 
property, location and size of existing buildings as of date of hearing; 
 

3. (a)Baltimore County building permit information for Permit # R22-06755 submitted by property owner; 
 

3. (b)Baltimore County building permit information for Permit # R22-06756 submitted by property owner; 
 

4. District Court of Maryland Petition for Warrant of Restitution; 
 

5. (a)p. 1-site plan submitted by property owner for building permit; 

5.     (b)pp. 2, 3-sewer and water drawings;                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

5.     (c)pp. 4,5-sewer and water drawings; 

5.     (d)p. 6-existing pictures submitted with building permit application; 

5.     (e)pp. 7, 8, 9-Deed of confirmation; 

5.     (f)p. 10-Petition for warrant of restitution with County approval 

6. My Neighborhood view of geographic area 
Overview of area in which subject property is located, zoning designation; subject property and 
surrounding neighborhood; 
 

7. My Neighborhood overview of subject neighborhood; 
 

8. BCZR Sections 104 and 305 
 

9. Neighborhood petition 
 

10. Photos post demolition 
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Certificate of Posting 

Case# 2024-0190-A 
Petitioner/Developer 
Timothy Manuelides 
 
Date of Hearing/Closing 
October 7, 2024 
Baltimore County Department of Permits and Management  
County Office Building Room 111; 111 West Chesapeake Ave. Towson Md. 21204 
Attention: 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
This is to certify under penalties of perjury that the necessary sign/signs required 
by law were posted conspicuously on the property located at 
2621- 2623 Brannan Avenue on September 14, 2024.     Signs 1A & 1B 
 
Sincerely, Martin Ogle 
 
 
 
 
Martin Ogle 
9912 Maidbrook Road 
Parkville, Md. 21234 
443-629-3411 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

TO: C. Pete Gutwald  DATE:  8/27/2024 

 Director, Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections 

 

FROM: Steve Lafferty  

 Director, Department of Planning 

 

SUBJECT: ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS – Revised  

 

INFORMATION: Case Number: 2024-0190-A 

Property Address:  2621-2623 Brannan Avenue 

Petitioner:   Edgemere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites Trustee 

Zoning: DR 5.5 

Requested Action: Variance 

 

The Department of Planning has reviewed the petition for the following: 

 

Variance –  

 

1. From Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) Section 1B02.3.C.1 to approve the existing 

eight-foot side yard setback from Brannan Avenue to the existing structure in lieu of the required 

25 feet; and 

2. From Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) Section 303.1 to approve the existing thirty-

four-foot front yard setback in lieu of the required forty feet.  

The subject site is an approximately 7,630 square foot parcel in the Edgemere area. It is improved with a 

single-family dwelling; a deck, and two small sheds. Based on the site plan submitted with the petition, 

the current side setback of the dwelling from Brannan Avenue is 8’ feet in place of the required BCZR 

25’, and the front yard setback is 34’ in place of the required BCZR 40’.   

 

The site is the subject of a current building code complaint under Case Number CB2300008 in which the 

owner razed the previous duplex without a permit and is currently constructing a single-family dwelling 

in its place using the footprint of the previous dwelling. Two other code complaints dating back to march 

and April of 2022, reference the razing of the previous dwelling without a permit and cite concerns about 

exposed gas and electric utilities as a result. The prior duplex dwelling was also the subject of multiple 

nuisance complaints dating back to 2007.     

 

The subject site is within the boundary of the Greater Dundalk-Edgemere Community Conservation Plan, 

adopted February 22, 2000. The plan provides recommendations related to economic development, 

education, the environment, housing, human services, physical development, and public safety within the 

plan area boundary. The plan specifically mentions the need for homeownership retention, updating aging 

housing stock to help first time home buyers, and a concern for these homes to be converted into rental 

units (page 13). The plan also provides recommendations to strengthen Code Enforcement, educate 

residents about Zoning Regulations, and promote citizen compliance with the Baltimore County Code and 

Zoning Regulations (pages 37-38).  
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The Department of Planning does not support a variance from BCZR Section 1B02.3.C.1 to approve the 

existing eight-foot side yard setback from Brannan Avenue to the existing structure in lieu of the required 

25 feet and offers the following comments:  

 

1. Although the 25’ side set back cannot be met, the footprint of the proposed dwelling could be 

oriented in a way that would allow for a greater side setback. While the narrow width of the lot 

does not allow for a 25’ side setback, the lot would allow for its layout to be shifted further away 

from the Brannan Avenue side and oriented closer to the opposite side, which only requires a 10’ 

side setback. Efforts should be made during the design phase to more closely meet the setback 

requirements. 

2. For the reasons stated above, the side setbacks should be met by orienting the proposed dwelling 

according to the lot constraints and not based off of the previous dwelling’s foundation. 

 

The Department of Planning supports the variance from BCZR section 303.1 to approve the existing 

thirty-four-foot front yard setback in lieu of the required forty feet. Due to the shape of the lot being wider 

towards the front it does make sense to shift the proposed dwelling footprint forward in order to help meet 

the side setbacks. Conversely, shifting the dwelling envelope towards the back where the lot narrows 

would only make it harder to meet the BCZR side setback requirements. The following requirements 

should be completed prior to further construction.  

 

1. The active Code Complaint shall be resolved and a Building Permit shall be obtained for 

construction of the proposed dwelling.  

 

For further information concerning the matters stated herein, please contact Shawn Frankton at 410-887-

3482.  

 

 
Prepared by:  Division Chief: 

 

  

Krystle Patchak  Jenifer G. Nugent 

 

SL/JGN/KP 

 

c:  Timothy Manuelidies, Representative 

 Maria Mougridis, Community Planner 

 Jeff Perlow, Zoning Review 

 Kristen Lewis, Zoning Review 

 Office of Administrative Hearings 

 People’s Counsel for Baltimore County 
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BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

 

 

 

TO: C. Pete Gutwald  DATE:  8/20/2024 

 Director, Department of Permits, Approvals and Inspections 

 

FROM: Steve Lafferty  

 Director, Department of Planning 

 

SUBJECT: ZONING ADVISORY COMMITTEE COMMENTS 

 Case Number: 2024-0190-A 

 

INFORMATION: 

Property Address:  2621-2623 Brannan Avenue 

Petitioner:   Edgemere Wildlife Trust, L.A. Crites Trustee 

Zoning: DR 5.5 

Requested Action: Variance 

 

The Department of Planning has reviewed the petition for the following: 

 

Variance – 

1. From Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) Section 1B02.3.C.1 to approve the existing 

eight-foot side yard setback from Brannan Avenue to the existing structure in lieu of the required 

25 feet; and 

2. From Baltimore County Zoning Regulations (BCZR) Section 303.1 to approve the existing thirty-

four-foot front yard setback in lieu of the required forty feet.  

 

The subject site is an approximately 7,630 square foot parcel in the Edgemere area. The site is improved 

with a side-by-side duplex dwelling consisting of two single family attached units; a deck, and two small 

sheds. Based on the site plan submitted with the petition, the current side setback of the duplex from 

Brannan Avenue is 8’ feet in place of the required BCZR 25’, and the front yard setback is 34’ in place of 

the required BCZR 40’.   

 

The site is the subject of a current building code complaint under Case Number CB2300008 in which the 

owner razed the previous duplex without a permit and is currently constructing a new duplex in its place 

using the footprint of the previous dwelling. Two other code complaints dating back to march and April 

of 2022, reference the razing of the previous dwelling without a permit and cite concerns about exposed 

gas and electric utilities as a result. The prior duplex dwelling was also the subject of multiple nuisance 

complaints dating back to 2007.     

 

The subject site is within the boundary of the Greater Dundalk-Edgemere Community Conservation Plan, 

adopted February 22, 2000. The plan provides recommendations related to economic development, 

education, the environment, housing, human services, physical development, and public safety within the 

plan area boundary. The plan specifically mentions the need for homeownership retention, updating aging 

housing stock to help first time home buyers, and a concern for these homes to be converted into rental 

units (page 13). The plan also provides recommendations to strengthen Code Enforcement, educate 
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residents about Zoning Regulations, and promote citizen compliance with the Baltimore County Code and 

Zoning Regulations (pages 37-38).  

 

The Department of Planning does not support a variance from BCZR Section 1B02.3.C.1 to approve the 

existing eight-foot side yard setback from Brannan Avenue to the existing structure in lieu of the required 

25 feet and offer the following comments:  

 

1. It appears that the applicant/owner has created their own hardship, by razing and constructing a 

dwelling prior to obtaining a Baltimore County Permit, which would have allowed for a building 

review, and comment before construction. Furthermore, the required side setback of 15’ for a 

single-family dwelling could easily be met simply by shifting the dwelling layout further towards 

the opposite side of the lot. The Applicant/Owner also further creates a hardship by choosing to 

construct a duplex, which requires a side setback of 25’, in place of a single-family dwelling 

which would only require 15’.   

2. For the reasons stated above, the Owner/Applicant should consider a single-family home in place 

of the proposed duplex dwelling and shift the dwellings footprint away from the Brannan Avenue 

side, and closer to the opposite side of the lot, in order to meet the required 15’ setback 

requirement for a single-family dwelling.  

 

The Department of Planning supports a variance from BCZR section 303.1 to approve the existing thirty-

four-foot front yard setback in lieu of the required forty feet. Due to the shape of the lot being wider 

towards the front it does make sense to shift the proposed dwelling footprint forward in order to help meet 

the side setbacks. Conversely, shifting the dwelling envelope towards the back where the lot narrows 

would only make it harder to meet the BCZR side setback requirements. The following requirements 

should be completed prior to further construction.  

 

1. The active Code Complaint shall be resolved and a Building Permit shall be obtained for the 

work.  

 

For further information concerning the matters stated herein, please contact Shawn Frankton at 410-887-

3482.  

 

 
Prepared by:  Division Chief: 

 

  

Krystle Patchak  Jenifer G. Nugent 

 

SL/JGN/KP 

 

c:  Timothy Manuelides, Representative 

 Maria Mougridis, Community Planner  

 Jeff Perlow, Zoning Review 

 Kristen Lewis, Zoning Review 

 Office of Administrative Hearings 

 People’s Counsel for Baltimore County 
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