
BOARD OF APPEALS 

July 22, 2026 

County Administration Building, 100 W. Washington St., Meeting Room 2000, Hagerstown, at 6:00 p.m. 

AGENDA 

AP2026-018: Mark Winders filed to appeal the Planning Commission’s approval of the simplified plat SI-26-006 for 
property owned by randy & Misti Winders and located at 10614 Crystal Falls Drive, Hagerstown, Zoned Environmental 
Conservation District. -CONTINUED-DATE TO BE DETERMINED

AP2026-025: An appeal was filed by ASSA ABOLY Fenestration d/b/a Caldwell Manufacturing for a variance from the 
required 150 ft. setback to 25 ft. for property line adjoining a residential district, and a variance from the required 75 ft. 
setback to 25 ft. for property line adjoining an industrial district for expansion of existing industrial use on property owned 
by the appellant and located as 9850 Prosperity Lane, Williamsport, Zoned Planned Industrial. -GRANTED

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Pursuant to the Maryland Open Meetings Law, notice is hereby given that the deliberations of the Board of Zoning 
Appeals are open to the public.  Furthermore, the Board, at its discretion, may render a decision as to some or all of the 
cases at the hearing described above or at a subsequent hearing, the date and time of which will be announced prior to the 
conclusion of the public hearing. Individuals requiring special accommodations are requested to contact Katie Rathvon at 
240-313-2464 Voice, 240-313-2130 Voice/TDD no later than July 13, 2026.  Any person desiring a stenographic 
transcript shall be responsible for supplying a competent stenographer.

The Board of Appeals reserves the right to vary the order in which the cases are called.  Please take note of the Amended 
Rules of Procedure (Adopted July 5, 2006), Public Hearing, Section 4(d) which states: 

Applicants shall have ten (10) minutes in which to present their request and may, upon request to and permission of the 
Board, receive an additional twenty (20) minutes for their presentation.  Following the Applicant’s case in chief, other 
individuals may receive three (3) minutes to testify, except in the circumstance where an individual is representing a 
group, in which case said individual shall be given eight (8) minutes to testify. 

Those Applicants requesting the additional twenty (20) minutes shall have their case automatically moved to the end of 
the docket. 

For extraordinary cause, the Board may extend any time period set forth herein, or otherwise modify or suspend these 
Rules, to uphold the spirit of the Ordinance and to do substantial justice. 

Tracie Felker, Chairman 

Board of Zoning Appeals 



































WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
747 Northern Avenue I Hagerstown, MD 21742-2723 j P:240.313.2430 I F:240.313.2431 I Hearing Impaired: 7-1-1 

ZONING APPEAL 

Property Owner: 

Appellant: 

ASSA ABO LY Fenestration d/b/a Caldwell 
Manufacturing 
475 Mile Crossing Blvd 
Suite 400 
Rocherster NY 14624 
ASSA ABO LY Fenestration d/b/a Caldwell 
Manufacturing 
475 Mile Crossing Blvd 
Suite 400 
Rochester NY 14624 

Property Location: 9850 Prosperity Lane 
Williamsport, MD 21795 

Docket No: 

Tax ID No: 

Zoning: 

RB Overlay: 

Zoning Overlay: 

Filed Date: 

Hearing Date: 

-

AP2026-025 

02015854 

Pl 
No 

06/25/2026 
07/22/2026 

Description Of Appeal: Variance from the required 150 ft. setback to 25 ft. for property line adjoining a residential district, and 
a variance from the required 75 ft. setback to 25 ft. for property line adjoining an industrial district for 
expansion of existing industrial use. 

Appellant's Legal Interest In Above Property: 

Previous Petition/Appeal Docket No(s): 

Applicable Ordinance Sections: 

Owner: Yes 

Lessee: No 

Other: 

Contract to 

Rent/Lease: 

Contract to 

Purchase: 

No 

No 

Washington County Zoning Ordinance Article 18, Section 18.100, (b) 

Reason For Hardship: See justification statement 
If Appeal of Ruling, Date Of Ruling: 

Ruling Official/ Agency: 

Existing Use: Industrial Use 

Previous Use Ceased For At Least 6 Months: 

Area Devoted To Non-Conforming Use -

Proposed Use: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Industrial Use Expansion 
Date Ceased: 

I hearby affirm that all of the statements and information contained in or filed with this appeal are true and correct. 

� Appellant Signature 
State Of Maryland, Washington County to-wit: 

Sworn and subscribed before me this 2. 5" day of_�--�C-)�'-1�,..,-�-------�· 20 __ _ 

My Commission Expires Notary Public 







BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

OWNER REPRESENTATIVE AFFIDAVIT

This is to certify that _________________________________________________________________
is authorized to file an appeal with the Washington County Board of Appeals for
_________________________________________________________________________ on property 
located ___________________________________________________________.
The said work is authorized by _________________________________________________________
the property owner in fee.

PROPERTY OWNER

_________________________________________
Name
_________________________________________
Address
_________________________________________
City, State, Zip Code

_________________________________________
Owner’s Signature

Sworn and subscribed before me this _______ day of _______________________, 20______.

_________________________________________
Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE

_________________________________________
Name
_________________________________________
Address
_________________________________________
City, State, Zip Code

_________________________________________  
Authorized Representative’s Signature

Sworn and subscribed before me this _______ day of ________________________, 20_____.

_________________________________________
Notary Public

My Commission Expires:

| Hagerstown, MD 2174 | P: 240.313.2 | F: 240.313.2461 | Hearing Impaired: 7-1-1

WWW.WASHCO-MD.NET

Keith Rochon

ASSA ABLOY Fenestration d/b/a/ Caldwell Manufacturing
9850 Prosperity Lane, Williamsport, Washington County, MD 21795

ASSA ABLOY Fenestration d/b/a Caldwell Manufacturing
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS 

FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY, MARYLAND 

 

ASSA ABLOY FENESTRATION   * Appeal No.: AP2026-025 

d/b/a CALDWELL MANUFACTURING  * 

      * 

 APPELLANT    * 

      * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 

OPINION 

 ASSA ABLOY Fenestration d/b/a Caldwell Manufacturing (hereinafter “Appellant”) 

requests a variance to reduce the required setback for a property line adjoining a residential 

district from 150 feet to 25 feet, and a variance to reduce the required setback for a property 

line adjoining an industrial district from 75 feet to 25 feet, for the expansion of an existing 

industrial use at the subject property.   The subject property is located at 9850 Prosperity 

Lane, Williamsport, Maryland 21795 and is zoned Planned Industrial.  The Board held a 

public hearing in this matter on July 22, 2026.1   

The appeal was heard pursuant to Article 25 of the Zoning Ordinance for Washington 

County and upon notice to the parties and general public as required.  Kathryn Rathvon 

provided the Staff Report indicating that proper notice of the hearing was given to adjacent 

property owners by letter, publication was made in the newspaper, and the subject property 

was properly posted. 

Findings of Fact 

 Based upon the testimony given, all information and evidence presented, and upon a 

study of the specific property involved and the neighborhood in which it is located, the Board 

makes the following findings of fact: 

1. Appellant is the owner of the subject property located at 9850 Prosperity Lane, 

Williamsport, Maryland 21795.  The subject property is zoned Planned Industrial. 

2. Appellant is a large global company with locations in several countries, 

engaged in the manufacturing of access control systems, security features and hardware. 

 
1 Board Member Brent Feight recused himself from consideration for this appeal.  Alternate Board 

Member Todd Gossert participated in the hearing and decision in this matter. 
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3. Appellant acquired the subject property in 2022 and joined together 

manufacturing operations at the existing facility.  The Williamsport location currently 

employs approximately 200 people across three (3) shifts.  The facility primarily 

manufactures door and window hardware as components for larger access control systems. 

4. The subject property consists of approximately 10.70 acres, improved by an 

industrial building with a loading dock and designated parking area.  The property is 

triangular in shape and is bounded on one side by railroad tracks and on another side by 

residentially zoned land. 

5. The subject property is located on the north side of Lappans Road, among other 

industrial and manufacturing businesses. 

6. The existing building is already 25 feet from the adjoining residential lands. 

7. Appellant’s operation has grown and it has experienced an increased demand 

for products.  In order to meet these demands, Appellant needs to expand its operation and 

by extension, its capacity to manufacture products.   

8. Appellant proposes to expand the existing building to include an additional 

120,000 to 150,000 square feet of manufacturing area for additional equipment and storage.  

The additional area would extend towards the railroad tracks and away from the adjoining 

residential zoning district. 

9. The expansion of Appellant’s existing operation would create approximately 

120 new jobs, would increase efficiency and synergy at the facility and would improve 

existing truck traffic patterns in and out of the property. 

10. The Board did not receive any letters of support for or in opposition to this 

appeal.   

11. The Engineering Division did not take issue with the variance requests but did 

note that the subject property, including the existing buildings and proposed expansion, lie 

within the 100-year FEMA floodplain.  There were no other comments provided from other 

agencies or departments.  

12. There was no opposition presented to this appeal. 
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Rationale 

The Board has authority to grant a variance upon a showing of practical difficulty or 

undue hardship as set forth in Section 25.2 and 25.56 of the Ordinance.2  “Practical Difficulty” 

may be found by the Board when:  (1) strict compliance would unreasonably prevent the use 

of the property for a permitted purpose or render conformance unnecessarily burdensome; 

and (2) denying the variance would do substantial injustice to the applicant and a lesser 

relaxation than that applied for would not give substantial relief; and (3) granting the 

variance would observe the spirit of the Ordinance and secure public safety and welfare.  

Section 25.56(A). 

 Practical difficulty and undue hardship are typically the result of a property being 

unique.  “‘Uniqueness’ of a property for zoning purposes requires that the subject property 

have an inherent characteristic not shared by other properties in the area, i.e., its shape, 

topography, subsurface condition, environmental factors, historical significance, access or 

non-access to navigable waters, practical restrictions imposed by abutting properties (such 

as obstructions) or other similar restrictions.”  North v St. Mary’s Cnty., 99 Md.App. 502, 514 

(1994). 

 Pursuant to Section 18 of the Zoning Ordinance, the side yard setback for the subject 

property is 15 feet.  The subject property has an odd shape which exacerbates the impact of 

the dimensional requirements, particularly building setbacks.  The building at the property 

has existed for approximately 44 years and predates the imposition of bulk dimensional 

requirements as set forth in the current Zoning Ordinance.  Appellant’s plan of expansion is 

typical of growing manufacturing operations.  Appellant proposes an expansion that has the 

lease impact on any neighboring properties and will improve the internal traffic flow and 

utility of the existing facility.  One of the requested variances is simply to confirm what is 

already in existence – that the current building is 25 feet from the adjoining property on the 

 
2 “When the terms unnecessary hardship (or one of its synonyms) and practical difficulty are framed in the 

disjunctive (“or”), Maryland courts generally have applied the more restrictive hardship standard to use 

variances, while applying the less restrictive practical difficulty standard to area variances because use 

variances are viewed as more drastic departures from zoning requirements.”  Belvoir Farms Homeowners 

Ass’n, Inc. v North, 355 Md. 259, 276 n. 10 (1999) (citations omitted) 
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other side of Prosperity Lane.  The proposed expansion will be located mostly to the rear of 

the building, moving closer to the existing railroad tracks.  Appellant would be unable to 

expand or add to the existing building without some relief from the setback requirements 

due to the size and shape of the property and the orientation of the building in relation to the 

boundary lines. 

 The Board finds that practical difficulty would result from strict compliance with the 

setback requirements.  The variance does not confer any special privilege and is consistent 

with the uses that other similarly situated properties enjoy.  Appellant’s request appears to 

be the minimum necessary to facilitate practical use of the property.  The Board finds that 

relaxation of the setback requirements is necessary and remains consistent with the spirit and 

intent of the Ordinance.  The variance requests should be granted. 

Accordingly, the request for a variance request to reduce the required setback for a 

property line adjoining a residential district from 150 feet to 25 feet, and the variance request 

to reduce the required setback for a property line adjoining an industrial district from 75 feet 

to 25 feet, for the expansion of an existing industrial use at the subject property are hereby 

GRANTED, by a vote of 5 to 0.  The variance relief is granted subject to the standard condition 

that the use is consistent with the testimony and evidence presented during the hearing 

before the Board.    

BOARD OF APPEALS  

By: Tracie Felker, Chair  

 

Date Issued:  August 20, 2026 

  
Notice of Appeal Rights  

 

Any party aggrieved by a final order of the Authority in a contested case, whether such decision 

is affirmative or negative in form, is entitled to file a petition for judicial review of that order to the Circuit 

Court for Washington County within thirty (30) days of the date of the order. 
 

 

 




