
BOARD OF APPEALS 

May 10, 2023 

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

AGENDA 

DOCKET NO. AP2023-017: An appeal was filed by Jay Sun Properties LLC for a variance to convert a two-family 
dwelling into two semi-detached dwellings for a future subdivision. For 17429 A Virginia Avenue a variance from the 
required lot width of 35 ft. to 24.16 ft. and for 17429 B Virginia Avenue a variance from the required lot width of 35 ft. to 
25.76. The property is located at 17429 A&B Virginia Avenue, Hagerstown, Zoned Residential Urban. - GRANTED 

DOCKET NO. AP2023-018: An appeal was filed by Jay Sun Properties LLC for a variance to convert a two-family 
dwelling into two semi-detached dwellings for a future subdivision. For 916 A Harwood Road for a variance from the 
required lot area of 5,000 sq. ft. to 4,756 sq. ft. and lot width requirement of 35 ft. to 23.8 ft. and 916 B Harwood Road for 
a variance form the required lot area of 5,000 sq. ft. to 4,284 sq. ft. and lot width requirement of 35 ft. to 21.33 ft. The 
property is located at 916 A&B Harwood Road, Hagerstown, Zoned Residential Urban. - GRANTED

DOCKET NO. AP2023-019: An appeal was filed by Clever Holding LLC for a special exception for the board to find 
the use functionally similar to any principally permitted or special exception use in the district for a transportation 
trucking company on the property owned by the appellant and located at 17950 Maugans Avenue, Maugansville, Zoned 
Business General. - GRANTED

DOCKET NO. AP2023-020: An appeal was filed by Zachery & Jennifer Sword for a variance from the required 15 ft. 
side yard setback to 8 ft. for proposed detached garage on property owned by the appellant and located at 21510 Ridenour 
Road, Boonsboro, Zoned Environmental Conservation. - 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 May 1, 2023.  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. 

  
Jay Miller, Chairman 

Board of Zoning Appeals 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS  

 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY ,  MARYLAND  

      * 

JAY SUN PROPERTIES ,  LLC   *  Appeal No.:  AP2023-017  

  Appellant    *  

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

OPINION  

Jay Sun Properties, LLC (hereinafter “Appellant”) requests a variance to convert a 

two-family dwelling into semi-detached dwellings for future subdivision, as well as 

variances to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 24.16 feet for 17429 A Virginia 

Avenue and a variance to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 25.76 feet for 17429 

B Virginia Avenue, all at the subject property  The subject property is located at 17429 A 

and 17429 B Virginia Avenue, Hagerstown, Maryland and is zoned Residential, Urban.  

The Board held a public hearing in this matter on May 10, 2023.  

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

Washington County and upon proper notice to the parties and general public as required.   

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 17429 A and 17429 

B Virginia Avenue, Hagerstown, Maryland.  The subject property is zoned Residential, 

Urban. 

2. The subject property consists of duplex style homes on a 12,000 square foot 

lot, constructed in 1985.  The lot was created prior to the adoption of the Zoning 

Ordinance. 
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3. The existing duplex homes have separate water and sewer service and 

separate electric service. 

4. The subject property has a large parking area towards the front which is 

sufficient for both units of the duplex. 

5. Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, the minimum required lot width for a 

semi-detached dwelling is 35 feet. 

6. Both sides of the duplex are currently occupied with residents. 

7. There was no opposition presented to this appeal. 

Rationale 

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

or undue hardship. §§ 25.2(c) and 25.56.1 “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. § 25.56(A).    

 Practical difficulty and undue hardship are 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. 

 
1 “When the terms unnecessary hardship (or one of its synonyms) and practical difficulties 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 difficulties 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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502, 514 (1994).) 

  In the instant case, Appellant seeks to subdivide the subject property so that the 

single lot with duplex dwelling becomes two lots with semi-detached dwellings.  

Appellant’s purpose in doing so is to make the properties more marketable for sale.  The 

property currently operates as two separate dwellings and residences, despite sharing a 

party wall.  Appellant’s request to insert a boundary line down the middle will do 

nothing to change the use or general character of the property.  The Board is persuaded 

that it will improve marketability and support future home ownership which is 

consistent with the vision and purpose of the Zoning Ordinances.  Appellant did not 

create the lot or construct the dwelling structure thereon.  Likewise, Appellant did not 

create the small lot size or the topographic changes in elevation which have influenced 

the construction and use of the property. 

 Accordingly, the variance request to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 

24.16 feet for 17429 A Virginia Avenue is GRANTED, by a vote of 4-1.  The variance 

request to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 25.76 feet for 17429 B Virginia 

Avenue is GRANTED, by a vote of 4-1.  Said variance requests are granted upon the 

condition that the proposed use be consistent with the testimony and evidence presented 

herein.     

   

BOARD OF APPEALS  

  By: Jay Miller, Chair 

Date Issued: June 9, 2023 

 
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. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS  

 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY ,  MARYLAND  

      * 

JAY SUN PROPERTIES ,  LLC   *  Appeal No.:  AP2023-018  

  Appellant    *  

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

OPINION  

Jay Sun Properties, LLC (hereinafter “Appellant”) requests a variance to convert a 

two-family dwelling into semi-detached dwellings for future subdivision, as well as 

variances to reduce the required lot area from 5,000 square feet to 4,756 square feet and 

to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 23.81 feet for 916 A Harwood Road, and 

a variances to reduce the required lot area from 5,000 square feet to 4,284 square feet and 

to reduce the required lot width from 35 feet to 21.33 feet for 916 B Harwood Road, all at 

the subject property  The subject property is located at 916 A  and 916 B Harwood Road, 

Hagerstown, Maryland and is zoned Residential, Urban.  The Board held a public hearing 

in this matter on May 10, 2023.  

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

Washington County and upon proper notice to the parties and general public as required.   

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 916 A and 916 B 

Harwood Road, Hagerstown, Maryland.  The subject property is zoned Residential, 

Urban. 
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2. The subject property consists of a duplex style dwelling on an 

approximately 9,000 square-foot lot.  The duplex dwelling was constructed in 1998, 

although the lot was created prior to the adoption of the Zoning Ordinance. 

3. The subject property has two (2) driveways so that each side of the duplex 

has parking.  The residents of 916 A use part of the alley in connection with their 

driveway. 

4. The alley behind the property is an old leftover alley that was never 

conveyed to the County. 

5. There is a significant elevation change in the property resulting in one side 

having a front entrance and the other side having a side entrance. 

6. Pursuant to the Zoning Ordinance, the minimum required lot area for a 

semi-detached dwelling is 9,000 square feet and the minimum required lot width is 35 

feet. 

7. Both sides of the duplex are currently occupied with residents. 

8. There was no opposition presented to this appeal. 

Rationale 

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

or undue hardship. §§ 25.2(c) and 25.56.1 “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 

 
1 “When the terms unnecessary hardship (or one of its synonyms) and practical difficulties 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 difficulties 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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observe the spirit of the Ordinance and secure public safety and welfare. § 25.56(A).    

 Practical difficulty and undue hardship are 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).) 

 In the instant case, Appellant seeks to subdivide the subject property so that the 

single lot with duplex dwelling becomes two lots with semi-detached dwellings.  

Appellant’s purpose in doing so is to make the properties more marketable for sale.  The 

property currently operates as two separate dwellings and residences, despite sharing a 

party wall.  Appellant’s request to insert a boundary line down the middle will do 

nothing to change the use or general character of the property.  The Board is persuaded 

that it will improve marketability and support future home ownership which is 

consistent with the vision and purpose of the Zoning Ordinances.  Appellant did not 

create the lot or construct the dwelling structure thereon.  Likewise, Appellant did not 

create the small lot size or the topographic changes in elevation which have influenced 

the construction and use of the property.  

 Accordingly, the request for a variance to convert a two-family dwelling into semi-

detached dwellings for future subdivision, as well as variances to reduce the required lot 

area from 5,000 square feet to 4,756 square feet and to reduce the required lot width from 

35 feet to 23.81 feet for 916 A Harwood Road, and a variances to reduce the required lot 

area from 5,000 square feet to 4,284 square feet and to reduce the required lot width from 

35 feet to 21.33 feet for 916 B Harwood Road, all at the subject property are GRANTED, 

by a vote of 4-1.  The application is granted upon the condition that the proposed use be 
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consistent with the testimony and evidence presented herein.     

   

BOARD OF APPEALS  

  By: Jay Miller, Chair 

Date Issued: June 9, 2023 

 
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. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS  

 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY ,  MARYLAND  

      * 

CLEVER HOLDINGS ,  LLC    *  Appeal No.:  AP2023-019  

 Appellant     *  

      *  

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

OPINION  

Clever Holdings, LLC (hereinafter “Appellant”) requests a special exception to 

establish a transportation trucking company as a functionally similar use to a principal 

permitted and/or special exception use in the Business General zoning district, at the 

subject property.  The subject property is located at 17950 Maugans Avenue, 

Maugansville, Maryland and is zoned Business General.  The Board held a public hearing 

on the matter on May 10, 2023. 

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. Appellants own the subject property located at 17950 Maugans Avenue, 

Maugansville, Maryland.  The property is zoned Business General.  

2. The subject property consists of  

3. The entrance gate to the subject property is situated at the western terminus 

of Maugans Avenue. 

4. The subject property was previously used to manufacture, store and 

transport milled lumber and related products for approximately fifty (50) years.  There 
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were regular and frequent deliveries and shipments to and from the property.  At some 

point the prior business, Best Building Components ceased the manufacture of trusses 

and truss components.  The remaining operation was delivery, storage and shipment of 

materials by truck. 

5. Appellant began operating its business from the subject property in 2018, 

pursuant to a lease agreement with the previous owner.  In 2022, Appellant purchased 

the subject property and was later notified about the need to have a zoning certificate. 

6. Appellant’s regular business hours will be 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. each 

weekday.  It is possible that some trucks will be leaving or returning to the subject 

property during off-peak times. 

7. Appellant has a fleet of twelve (12) trucks and seventeen (17) employees.  

Appellant estimates approximately two (2) trucks will come and go each day from the 

fleet.  The trucks are typically gone for a week, except for local trucks coming to the 

property for repair work. 

8. All of Appellant’s drivers will have a means of access to the entrance gate 

and will not have to park on the street or idle for long periods wait to gain entry. 

9. Appellant is willing to make changes to some of the lighting to limit light 

pollution on the neighboring properties.  

 

Rationale 

 The Board has authority to grant a special exception pursuant to Section 25.2(b) of 

the Zoning Ordinance for Washington County, Maryland. A special exception is defined 

as “a grant of a specific use that would not be appropriate generally or without restriction; 

and shall be based upon a finding that the use conforms to the plan and is compatible 

with the existing neighborhood.” Article 28A.    
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 The questions presented to the Board are twofold.  First, the Board must determine 

if Appellant’s business is functionally similar to the any of the uses classified as permitted 

or by special exception under Section 12.2 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Second, the Board 

must determine whether the requested use satisfies the criteria for a special exception.  

For the reasons set forth below, the Board answers both questions in the affirmative. 

 The Ordinance contains a catch-all provision for special exceptions in Section 

12.2(l), which states: 

Section 12.2  Special Exception Uses (Requiring Board Authorization After Public Hearing) 

 

…… 

(l) Any other use that the Board finds is functionally similar to any 

principally permitted use or special exception except adult bookstores, 

adult mini-motion picture theaters, or any other type of adult 

entertainment listed in this Article.  The Board shall not grant any special 

exception which is inconsistent with the purpose set forth for this District, 

no which will materially or adversely affect the use of any adjacent or 

neighboring properties. 

 

Appellant testified about the nature of the prior use including the transition to more 

lumber transport and storage.  Appellant also noted in its application that it had been 

operating at the property pursuant to a lease since 2018.  Appellant’s business consists 

mostly of trucking and transport, which also happen to be essential functions of many 

building material storage yards.  By necessity, trucks must deliver the materials and 

subsequently transport them away to their next destination.  The prior use under Best 

Building Components had freight companies from all over coming to the subject property 

to deliver and/or to transport materials. 

 Appellant has requested that the Board find its use to be functionally similar to the 

uses in Section 12.2(a), which are: 

(a) Wholesale and retail outside building material storage yards; utility 

storage yards, such as water, electric, gas, communication, and sewer; and 

outside storage yards which are directly related to any principal permitted 

or special exception use in a BG zone. 
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Appellant asserts that given the essential nature of truck shipping and deliver for storage 

yards, Appellant’s operation trucking operation fits within that category of use that is 

permitted by special exception.  The Board is persuaded not only by the nature of the use 

to generally include trucking and transport as a component, but also based on the prior 

use of the property and the fact that Appellant’s business has operated there for the last 

five (5) years. 

 The Board heard testimony in opposition to the special exception request that 

there is light pollution on the neighboring residences, concern for aesthetics and a 

concern for truck traffic at the subject property.  Appellant testified that he was willing 

to address the lighting issue in order to limit any pollution on the neighbors.  Appellant 

was also willing to remove some of the debris and junk so that the property has a clear 

and neater appearance.  Appellant reiterated their desire to be a good neighbor and 

minimize concerns or impact on the neighboring properties. 

 The testimony and evidence demonstrate a far less intense use of the property than 

existed under the prior owner.  There will be less trips to and from the property on a daily 

basis, and with all drivers having access, there won’t be trucks idling or waiting to be 

granted access.  The operation does not produce excessive noise, dust, gas, odor or other 

byproducts that would affect the surrounding properties.  In fact, it is likely that the 

frequent train traffic has more of an impact than Appellant’s business. 

 

The Board finds that the proposed use at the subject property will have no greater 

“adverse effects above and beyond those inherently associated with such a special 

exception use irrespective of its location within the zone.” Schultz v. Pritts, 291 Md. 1, 15 

(1981).  For all these reasons, we conclude that this appeal meets the criteria for a special 

exception and secures public safety and welfare and upholds the spirit of the Ordinance. 

Accordingly, the request for a special exception to establish a transportation 
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trucking company at the subject property, as a functionally similar use to a principal 

permitted and/or special exception use, namely  wholesale and retail outside building 

material storage yards; utility storage yards, such as water, electric, gas, communication, 

and sewer; and outside storage yards which are directly related to any principal 

permitted or special exception uses in the Business General zoning district,  is hereby 

GRANTED, by a vote of 5-0. 

   

  BOARD OF APPEALS  

 

  By: Jay Miller, Chair  

 

Date Issued: June 9, 2023 

 

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. 
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF APPEALS  

 FOR WASHINGTON COUNTY ,  MARYLAND  

      * 

ZACHERY AND JENNIFER SWORD  *  Appeal No.:  AP2023-020  

  Appellant    *  

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

OPINION  

Zachery and Jennifer Sword (hereinafter “Appellants”) request a variance to 

reduce the side yard setback from 15 feet to 8 feet for a proposed detached garage at the 

subject property.  The subject property is located at 21510 Ridenour Road, Boonsboro, 

Maryland and is zoned Environmental Conservation.  The Board held a public hearing in 

this matter on May 10, 2023.  

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

Washington County and upon proper notice to the parties and general public as required.   

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. Appellants are the owners of the subject property located at 21510 Ridenour 

Road, Boonsboro, Maryland.  The subject property is zoned Environmental Conservation. 

2. The subject property consists of a rectangular lot totaling approximately 

1.03 acres with road frontage on Ridenour Road.  There is an existing dwelling with a 

driveway approaching the east side of the home and traversing around to the rear.  The 

subject property is surrounded by farmland to the east, west and north.  The are homes 

to the south, across Ridenour Road. 
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3. The subject property has a well located in the front yard and a 10,000 

square-foot septic reserve area at the rear of the property extending to the rear boundary 

line. 

4. There is a recorded plat reserving an 8-foot drainage easement along the 

side and rear boundaries of the subject property. 

5. Appellants propose to construct a 30-foot by 46-foot, two-car garage to the 

rear of their home.  There will be an additional 12-foot lean-to on the west side of the 

garage building. 

6. There are several other properties in the surrounding area that have large, 

detached garages. 

7. There was no opposition presented to this appeal. 

Rationale 

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

or undue hardship. §§ 25.2(c) and 25.56.1 “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. § 25.56(A).    

 Practical difficulty and undue hardship are 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, 

 
1 “When the terms unnecessary hardship (or one of its synonyms) and practical difficulties 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 difficulties 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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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).) 

 In the instant case, Appellants seek to construct a detached garage much like 

several of the neighbors enjoy in the surrounding area.  The location of their home on the 

subject property, coupled with their well, septic reserve area and the drainage easements 

all limit the location any additional construction.  Appellants’ driveway is located on the 

east side of the home and winds around the side of the home to the rear to the area which 

has been designated for construction of the garage.  If Appellants were to comply with 

the setback requirements, one of their garage doors would be located directly behind the 

east side of their home and would be inaccessible.  This creates a practical difficulty and 

prevents a use commonly enjoyed by others in the neighborhood.  Appellants have 

requested minimum necessary setback to abut the drainage easement and still afford the 

relief necessary.  Appellants have satisfied the variance criteria and the relief requested 

should be granted.     

 Accordingly, the request for a variance to reduce the side yard setback from 15 feet 

to 8 feet for a proposed detached garage at the subject property is GRANTED, by a vote 

of 5-0.  The application is granted upon the general condition that the proposed use be 

consistent with the testimony and evidence presented herein. 

       BOARD OF APPEALS  

  By: Jay Miller, Chair 

Date Issued: June 9, 2023 

 
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. 


