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Worcester County Planning Commission
Meeting Minutes
Meeting Date: October 6, 2016
Time: 1:00 P .M.
Location: Worcester County Government Office Building, Room 1102
Attendance:
Planning Commission
Mike Diffendal, Chair
Jay Knerr, Vice Chair
Betty Smith, Secretary
Brooks Clayville
Marlene Ott
Jerry Barbierri
Rick Wells

I.
II.

Staff
Ed Tudor, Director
Phyllis Wimbrow, Deputy Director
Maureen Howarth, County Attorney
Jennifer Keener, Zoning Administrator

Call to Order
Administrative Matters
A. Review and approval of minutes, September 1, 2016-As the first item of
business, the Planning Commission reviewed the minutes of the September 1,
2016 meeting. Following the discussion it was moved by Mr. Clayville,
seconded by Mr. Knerr and carried unanimously to approve the minutes as
submitted. Mr. Wells abstained.
B. Board of Zoning Appeals agenda, October 13, 2016 - As the next item of
business, the Planning Commission reviewed the agenda for the Board of
Zoning Appeals meeting scheduled for October 13, 2016. Mrs. Keener was
present for the review to answer questions and address concerns of the
Planning Commission. No comments were forwarded to the Board.

III.

Text Amendment- Poultry Regulations

As the next item of business, the Planning Commission reviewed the proposed text
amendment for poultry regulations. Staff had submitted a revised draft for the Planning
Commission to consider. Mr. Scrimgeour stated that he would like to hold off on
commenting on the revised regulations until Mr. Tudor gave his presentation on the
revisions. Mr. Tudor started by noting the actions that would need to be taken by the
Planning Commission on the amendments overall. He said that the Planning
Commission will still need to make a motion, whether favorable or unfavorable, on each
version of the bill.
Mr. Tudor proceeded to explain some of the main modifications that he made to the bill.
First, he noted that there was a chart provided that illustrates the revised version as
compared to Mr. Scrimgeour's original version, as well as Somerset and Wicomico
Counties' regulations. Within the bill, he noted that he added poultry houses to the E-1
Estate District where they had been left out, and provided clarity on tunnel ventilation
and the measurement of the setback relative to the cone of influence. He said that the
other jurisdictions don't define the area, meaning that it would apply in a full 360 degree
angle around the tunnel fan. Mr. Tudor said that it isn't necessary behind the fan, as the
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air is being pushed forward, not behind. He also modified the number of poultry houses
that make up a medium unit to 4 houses rather than 5 houses, because the typical industry
standard is not to build in odd numbers. The maximum square footage was also
increased to reflect the industry standard. Additional language was added to have
setbacks and reverse setbacks to certain uses such as dwellings on adjoining parcels,
daycares, churches, etc. He also reduced the setbacks in some instances because he felt
that they were too excessive based on the way our zoning ordinance manages land uses.

The Planning Commission began their discussion by posing questions for clarification.
Mr. Barbierri asked about the poultry operation definition differences between medium
and large, as well as with or without tunnel ventilation. As Mr. Tudor explained, for
medium and large units, there is no difference whether tunnel ventilation is provided or
not. There was also clarification on the definition of a farm as referred to in the
proposed amendment. Ms. Smith asked for clarification on the participating versus nonparticipating setbacks. Mr. Tudor warned the Planning Commission about the risks
involved going down the road of zoning by neighbor agreement, regardless of the setback
or use. Mr. Wells inquired about the current agricultural protection setback of200' (a
reverse setback), and whether it applies in the proposed language. Mr. Tudor explained
that it would still apply; however given the proposed setbacks new poultry houses will
most likely meet that setback from the property line, so it will only really affect those
existing poultry houses. Mr. Tudor noted that in other jurisdictions, they have made their
reverse setback the same as their proposed, and it is upwards of 600' in some cases. Mr.
Tudor worried that going down that route would create a large amount of nonconforming structures. Mr. Wells inquired whether there was really a need to have a
small operation as a separate definition. Mr. Scrimgeour stated that he saw the need for
the person who wants to do a free range organic operation that doesn't qualify as a
poultry operator. Mr. Tudor stated that the chance of it being applicable is really small,
but doesn't want to then lump that person into the medium category that has enhanced
setbacks. Mr. Knerr inquired about whether tunnel ventilation fans require air filtration
systems. Mr. Tudor said that there may be on the intake side, but none on the outtake
side, as that would probably make it less effective. Mr. Scrimgeour noted that developers
are working on air scrubbers, and Mr. Clayville stated that there are methods to add
certain types of vegetation along the exterior of the house. Mr. Knerr asked why Mr.
Tudor had reduced the setback from a tunnel ventilation fan from 1,000 feet to 500 feet.
Mr. Tudor put it into the perspective of a football field length, and noted that there would
be limited impact at 1,000 feet. Mr. Tudor also provided clarification on the enhanced
landscape buffer with setback reductions.
Mr. Scrimgeour stated that he was in support of staff's version of the bill, and would like
to withdraw his amendment. He still noted that he would like to see the good neighbor
agreement section, if the Planning Commission would support it. It was noted that he
would need to formally withdraw in writing. Mr. Barbierri made a motion to accept the
withdrawal of the amendment, pending the written submission. It was seconded by Ms.
Ott, and carried unanimously.
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Kathy Phillips with Assateague Coastal Trust was present for the review. She wanted to
reiterate that there is a preponderance of evidence of harmful emissions from these
poultry houses. While Worcester County does have better zoning regulations, there is
still health issues associated with this use. Mr. Scrimgeour asked about the transitional
setback and where it was in the proposed regulations.
Mr. Clayville said that he has a proposed amendment to the bill if the board would
entertain it relative to the density requirements. He would like the board to review it, and
then make a motion on whether to include it in the bill before they vote on the text
amendment overall. Mr. Clayville noted that in his version, he reduced the minimum lot
area for the larger scale poultry houses (5 and above) because he feels that the setbacks
are more important than the density is to adjoining residential properties, and that those
provided were too excessive. Mr. Tudor said that they agree to disagree on friendly
terms relative to Mr. Clayville's proposal. He calculated the density based upon a 20% to
25% lot area requirement, and it is a geometric scale rather than a linear scale. A farmer
could still utilize the balance of their lands for crops or other uses, just not poultry
houses. Ms. Ott asked Mr. Clayville if there was a number at which he would
compromise. Mr. Clayville didn't have any recommendations on a compromise, and
noted that regardless of which way the other Planning Commission members took on this
vote, he would still support the board's decision.
Following the discussion, a motion was made by Mr. Knerr, seconded by Ms. Smith, and
carried unanimously to find staff's version of the amendment consistent with the
Comprehensive Plan and to forward a favorable recommendation to the Worcester
County Commissioners.

XII.

Adjourn - The Planning Commission adjourned at 1:32 P .M.

Betty Smith, Secretary
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