




The  Chair  administered  the  oath  to  the  applicant,  Daniel  Hutchison  (14488  Oakland  Rd.,  Ridgely,  MD
21660),  who  was  represented  by  his  attorney,  James  Worm  (5  N.  T'  St.,  Denton,  MD  21629).

Mr.  Worm  told  the  Board  that  Mr.  Hutchison  previously  had  come  before  the  Board  for  the  same 
purpose  2  years  ago  when  he  applied  for  a  Special  I  Tse  Exception.  At  that  time  there  were  some
shortcomings  [with  his  application]  which  he  has  now  addressed.  He  is  committed  to  doing  this
operation,  fully  complying  with  Code,  and  following  any  conditions  the  Board  may  impose.  He  is
hopeful  and  thankful  for  this  opportunity  to  bring  the  first  wood  waste  recychng  facility  to  the  county.

Mr.  Worm  asked  the  applicant  if  he  owned  parcels  24  and  73  on  the  west  side  of  Oakland  Road.
Mr.  Hutchison  replied,  I'm  not  quite  sure  about  parcel  [numbers].  We  own  the  land  that  the  grinding
operation  sits  on,  yes.

Mr.  Worm  asked  who  owned  the  other  [adjacent]  parcel.

Mr.  Hutchison  responded,  My  father-in-law,  Richard  Edwards.

Mr.  Worm  inquired  if  he  was  in  support  of  Mr.  Hutchison’s  endeavor.

Mr.  Hutchison  said,  100%.

Mr.  Worm  wondered  if  Mr.  Edwards  would  be  in  support  of  Mr.  Hutchison’s  seeking  a  Variance  and 
a  Special  Use  Exception  on  both  of  the  parcels.

Mr.  Hutchison  replied,  100%.

Mr.  Worm  asked  if  it  were  reasonably  foreseeable  that  there  might  be  a  time  when  Mr.  

Hutchison might  acquire  the  lands  which  he  owns.

Mr.  Hutchison  answered,  yes.

Mr.  Worm  continued,  at  that  point  in  time,  essentially  the  parcels  for  our  purposes  will  be  merged
under  one  owner,  is  that  correct?

Mr.  Hutchison  replied,  that’s  correct.

Ms.  Dadds  interjected,  to  clarify’  to  the  board  and  Mr.  Hutchison,  parcel  24  is  the  one  where  Mr.
Hutchison’s  facility  is  planning  to  operate.  To  the  north  of  that  is  73  which  Mr.  Hutchison  owns  as
well  as  the  parcel  south  of  that,  which  is  his  residence  on  parcel  26.

Mr.  Hutchison  added  that  [Parcel]  26  is  out  of  the  picture  at  this  point  because  [the  grinding  operation
is]  off  of  that  piece  of  property  now.

Mr.  Worm  asked  Mr.  Hutchison,  otherwise,  Ms.  Dadds’  recitation  was  correct?

Mr.  Hutchison  responded,  yes.

Mr.  Worm  continued,  you  are  seeking  a  variance  because  you  are  not  50  feet  away  from  your  father¬
in  law’s  parcels.  Is  that  correct?

Mr.  Hutchison  replied,  that  is  correct.

Mr.  Worn  continued,  to  Mr.  Hutchison,  and  you  did  not  cause  those  two  parcels  to  be  subdivided?
That  was  pre-existing?
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Ms.  Dadds  referred  to  a  blue  binder  and  asked  Mr.  Worm  if  he  wanted  to  submit  this  as  Applicant’s
Exhibit  One  and  said  that  it  contained  additional  documents  the  Board  did  not  receive  in  their
package.

Mr.  Worm  assented  to  submitting  the  documents  as  Applicant’s  Exhibit  1.

Mr.  Butler  asked  to  see  Exhibit  12  (Site  Plan)  on  the  wall  projection.  Referring  to  the  projection,  he
asked  who  owned  Parcel  26.

Mr.  Hutchison  pointed  to  the  projected  Site  Plan  and  said  that  he  owned  Parcel  26,  and  that  his
business  had  relocated  from  Parcel  26  because  that  property  was  in  a  MALPF  (Maryland  Agricultural
Land  Preservation  Foundation)  easement.  The  brush  pile  and  the  fence  on  Parcel  26  have  been  moved
to  Parcel  24.  He  pointed  to  Parcel  24  and  said  it  was  owned  by  his  father-in-law,  and  that  the  business
was  on  that  property  as  well  as  on  his  property  of  Parcel  73.

Ms.  Hardy  asked  if  the  bulk  of  his  business  was  on  his  father-in-law’s  property.

Mr.  Hutchison  replied  that  it  was  “about  50/50.”

The  lane  coming  in  from  Oakland  Road  enters  on  his  father  in  law’s  property.  The  location  of  the
brush  pile  was  in  part  due  to  a  sand  hill  being  there  and  it  was  closer  to  the  road  and  out  of  the  way.

Mr.  Hutchison  referred  to  Parcel  26  and  said  that  the  parcel  is irrigated  by  a  pivot  covering  120  acres
that  he  owns,  then  covers  80  of  his  father-in-law’s  property  and  swings  back  to  cover  80  acres  of  his
brother-in-law’s  property.  He  said  that  a  well  services  the  grinding  operations  but  what  the  well
supplies  is  peanuts  compared  to  the  irrigation  well.  Through  irrigation  800  gallons  is  delivered,  but  the
well  for  the  grinding  operation  only  pumps  60  gallons  at  the  high  end.

Mr.  Parks  asked  about  the  irrigation  sprinkler  location  when  the  arm  pivots.

Ms.  Dadds  projected  an  aerial  of  a  wider  view  that  showed  more  of  the  fields  serviced  by  the  irrigation
pivot.

Mr.  Hutchison  showed  the  areas  covered  by  the  pivot.

Mr.  Butler  asked  if  the  grinding  operation  were  relocated  further  back  from  the  road,  would  it  impede
the  irrigation.

Mr.  Hutchison  said  it  would,  and  that  was  the  reason  why  the  operation  was  “bunched  up”  in  the
current  location  in  the  front  of  the  property.

Ms.  Hardy  asked  Mr.  Worm  if  he  had  further  questions  of  his  cbent  at  this  point.

Mr.  Worm  said  he  had  some  remaining  questions  for  the  applicant.  He  referred  to  Mr.  Hutchison's
prior  attempt  (in  2021)  to  get  the  Special  Use  Exception  that  was  tabled  by  the  Board.  Since  that  time,
Mr.  Hutchison  has  sold  all  of  his  equipment  for  the  grinding  operation.  Mr.  Hutchison  said  that  was
correct.  Mr.  Worm  said  following  that,  Mr.  Hutchison  was  starting  fresh  with  no  equipment  and  no
suppbes.  Mr.  Hutchison  affirmed  this.  Mr.  Worm  asked  if  Mr.  Hutchison  was  starting  from  scratch
and  was  not  going  to  pursue  this  endeavor  unless  the  Special  Use  Exception  and  Variance  were
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