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Basic Timeline: 

August 2023 Initial Planning Commission hearing on 
Black Water Relics’ request to rezone 
property from A-1 to C-2 

Oct/Nov 2023 County Commissioners hearing and denial 

October 2024 Circuit Court ruling and remand 

February 2026 Appellate Court ruling and remand 

Appellate Court Opinion 

The Appellate Court of Maryland: 

1. Vacated the Commissioners’ denial of the rezoning request. 

2. Denied Black Water Relics’ request to compel the rezoning 
request. 

3. Remanded the case to the Commissioners for further 
proceedings to produce additional findings of fact regarding 
the denial of the rezoning request. 

The Appellate Court seems to endorse the Circuit Court’s request 
for discussion on the following issues: 

1. Whether the “known commercial nature and use” of the 
property was considered as evidence of a mistake. 

2. Whether a statement in the record that the zoning maps 
“followed typ. ag. storage uses so downzoned” was 
considered. 

3. Whether the Commissioners considered the Planning 
Commissions’ finding that A-1 zoning created “an 
unsuitable lot for agricultural purposes.”    



Agreement with Counsel 

The County and counsel for Black Water Relics have agreed to: 

1. Re-open the hearing for this matter to allow both sides to 
present evidence and argument. 

2. Limit the scope of the rezoning request to the 0.78 acre 
parcel of property originally in Black Water Relics’ 
rezoning request and to exclude “parcel 89”. 
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Public Hearing held before  * Commissioners present:
The Worcester County 
Commissioners held          * Anthony W. Bertino, Jr.
on the        * Caryn Abbott 
17th day of October, 2023,  * Joseph M. Mitrecic
Worcester County, Maryland  * Madison J. Bunting, Jr.

     * Theodore J. Elder
     * Diana Purnell
     * Eric Fiore

---------------------------/

REPORTER'S OFFICIAL TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

IN RE:  Rezoning case No. 444
In the matter of Black Water Relics, Amy Kelly 

     APPEARANCES:

         On behalf of the Worcester County Commissioners:

  ROSCOE LESLIE, ESQUIRE

         On behalf of the Applicant:

  HUGH CROPPER, IV, ESQUIRE

Also present:  Weston Young, Chief Administrative officer 

  Candace Savage, Deputy Chief Admin Officer 

  Jennifer Keener, Director DRP

    Matthew Laick, Deputy Director DRP 

  
Court Reporter:  
Valerie M. Dawson 
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     P R O C E E D I N G S 

MR. LAICK:  So I'm here to present to you findings 

of rezoning case 444.  I believe we need to get sworn in for 

that before we start.  

MR. LESLIE:  Would everybody who's going to be a 

witness in today's proceedings please stand up?  

Do you swear to tell the whole truth and nothing 

but the truth at today's hearing? 

(Answers in the affirmative.) 

MR. LAICK:  Thank you, Roscoe.  

Good morning, everybody.  As I said, I'm here to 

present you case 444.  The Applicant is Black Water Relics, 

LLC.  And they are represented by Mr. Hugh Cropper.  

The petitioned area consists of 1.79 acres and is 

located at 4432 Market Street in Snow Hill.  This is 

approximately a quarter mile north of Moat Road.  

In the 1960's this property was zoned B-2 General 

Business.  In 1978, it remained B-2 General Business.  In 

1992, it was rezoned to A-1 Agricultural District.  In 2006, 

it was annexed into the Town of the Snow Hill as part of the 

Summerfield annexation and remained with Snow Hill until 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

 4

2019.  Because of that it was not evaluated in the 2009 

rezoning.  

They are requesting a reclassification to C-2 

General Commercial District based on a mistake made in the 

1992 rezoning, and that's because it was not re-evaluated in 

2009.  

In consideration with the findings and testimony 

provided by the Commission, the Planning Commission 

concluded that there was a mistake in the 1992 rezoning.  

This mistake was kept intact when the property was 

de-annexed from the Town of Snow Hill.  Rezoning the 

property will correct a mistake that was made and the 

property conforming -- and would make the mistake and the 

property would conform in the C-2 District.  

The proposed rezoning is consistent with the 

growth area land use category of the comprehensive plan.  

Therefore, based on their review, the Planning 

Commission concludes the change in rezoning would be more 

desirable in terms of the objectives of the comprehensive 

plan and gave a favorable recommendation to the rezoning 

case number 444 seeking a rezoning from A-1 Agricultural 
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District to C-2 General Business, or General Commercial 

District.  

That's my presentation to you.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Are there any questions 

from the Commissioners?  

What does C-2 allow, if you could just be...

MR. LAICK:  Jen, could you help up me with that?  

MS. KEENER:  C-2 is our Primary Commercial 

District and allows a variety of uses from retail, office, 

warehousing, contractor jobs, there's a threshold on 

commercial retail but it's our most prevalent commercial 

zoning district in Worcester County. 

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  So it would be more heavily 

commercial than, say, C-1?

MS. KEENER:  Correct, yes, C-1 has thresholds on 

the amount of commercial you could have -- 

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Okay.  

MR. KEENER:  -- how many uses. 

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Any further questions?  

(No response.)

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Okay.  At this time I'll 
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open the floor for public comment.  If you wish to speak, 

please come to the podium and state your name and address 

for the record.  

MR. CROPPER:  Good morning.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Good morning.  

MR. CROPPER:  The delay wasn't too bad, we got a 

lot solved out in the hallway as well.  Hopefully you got a 

lot solved in the back room.  

For the record, my name is Hugh Cropper.  I 

represent Black Water Relics, Amy Kelly, who is here with 

me, who's the managing member of that LLC.  

We originally applied to rezone .78 acres, about 

eight-tenths of an acre.  That property is improved by 

another ten thousand square foot former commercial 

structure.  Its small drain field and the rest of it is 

essentially asphalt right out to the road.  

So, by just a little bit of explanation I'm going 

to use as an exhibit the, this is just the county tax 

printout on the property, and you'll see why I need this in 

a second.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you.   
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MR. CROPPER:  Yes, sir.  

To follow-up on what Matt said, and I'd ask that 

the staff package, the complete package, be offered into 

evidence as a joint exhibit and be part of the record in 

this case.  

So, to follow-up on what was said, this .78 acres 

was zoned B-2 General Business District in 1965.  

Consistent, the testimony will show, with its commercial use 

at the time.  In 1978 it was again zoned B-2 General 

Business District.  March 10, 1992, and I was here for that 

rezoning, it was down-zoned to A-1.  So it was commercial 

for 27 years, it was commercial consistent with its 

commercial use.  

I was here in 1992, and I can tell you, in 1992 

there was broad brush elimination of commercial zoning in 

Worcester County because Worcester County was overloaded 

with commercial zoning.  

I remember as a young lawyer there was, I was 

shocked to know, in Mr. Fiore's district I was shocked to 

know that where the road splits to go to Assateague, there 

was 25 acres of commercial that was there, for example, was 
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B-2 that was eliminated.  

So, in 1992, the staff broad brush eliminated a 

lot of commercial out of the county.  And I suggest that the 

baby got thrown out with the bath water, and this property 

got down-zoned to A-1 at the time, despite the fact that it 

was probably still in commercial use.  

In 2006 it was annexed into Snow Hill as part of 

Summerfield.  And to just give you more description of that, 

I was also here for that, at the time of annexation the Town 

of Snow Hill rezoned it to Residential District and 

required, which required the consent of this Commission and 

the Commissioners voted unanimously to allow Snow Hill to 

rezone it to residential.  

So, from 2006 to 2019 it was not -- it was part of 

the Town of Snow Hill governed by their zoning code as 

residential.  When it came back in in 2019, I suggested that 

it should come in as residential because the County 

Commissioners had voted to make it residential.  Quite 

frankly, I represented a number of clients at the time, most 

of whom were farmers, and they told me that they were happy 

to see their farmland come back as A-1 for property tax 
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purposes.  

So, again, a broad brush approach, everything that 

got de-annexed came back as A-1 except for the east side, 

I'm sorry, the west side of Market Street, which came back 

as R-1 Residential.  

So, this property was commercial B-2 for 27 years.  

It was residential for 13 or 14 years.  It has been either 

commercial or residential longer than it's been ag.  It was 

only ag from 1992 until 2006, and then again from 2019 to 

the present.  

So, it has a short history of being agriculture.  

And, again, it was both commercial for twice as long as it's 

been agricultural and residential for at least as long.  

As I said, the property is .78 acres.  

And I'm glad you asked that question, Mr. Bertino, 

what can you do in a C-2 use?  There's a lot you can do in a 

C-2 use.  But there's not much you can do on .78 acres that 

is not connected to public sewer right now.  Very, very 

limited use.  

But there's even less that you can do in an A-1 

District.  I've been accused before of trying to rezone poor 
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farmland and using that as an excuse to rezone, but I'll 

tell you what, you can't farm this property.  It is 

completely consumed by a building, asphalt, and a drain 

field.  It is not suitable for farming in any way, shape, or 

form, or really any of the A-1 uses.  

When we appeared at the Planning Commission, not 

only did they support this, not only support this rezoning, 

they saw it as a positive in terms of the comprehensive 

plan.  And the Planning Commission recommended that the one 

acre next door be rezoned as well to accommodate parking, 

any potential expansion of the drain field or that sort of 

thing.  

What I'll mark as the next exhibit is the 

information sheet on the next property.  

So, I just -- we accepted the Planning 

Commission's amendment and the Planning Commission's desire 

for economic growth and for a successful business at this 

location.  But I can tell you that, here today, we are only 

asking, or I should say we would be satisfied with the 

rezoning of the .78 acres, which is what we originally asked 

for.  
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If you see fit to allow for expansion, that would 

be great.  I thought the Planning Commission had a great 

idea, that one acre that's sitting really doing nothing, it 

would be great to have parking on it, it would be great to, 

if they ever needed reserve area or to expand the septic, it 

would be great if they have to do forestry, landscape, all 

the kinds of things you have to do when you do a site plan, 

but it's not, their true use is an antique store, and 

they're happy with the .78 acres.  

With that, I'd like to call Amy Kelly to come up 

and talk a little bit.

         EXAMINATION OF MS. KELLY BY MR. CROPPER:

BY MR. CROPPER:  

Q. Now, you and your husband own Black Water Relics, 

correct?

A. That's correct.  

Q. And you have a store in Pocomoke.  Could you tell 

us about that?

A. We purchased a building in Pocomoke that was 

vacant for over 15 years, rehabbed it, and turned that into 

a successful antique store, Black Water Relics.  We're open 
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three days a week, and we've been open for three years 

serving the area selling antiques and also buying antiques 

from the community. 

Q. And that is located in the corporate limits of 

Pocomoke? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And you've been through the permit process with 

the Town of Pocomoke and you're all set there? 

A. Yes, we worked with Brenda Lee and got all the 

needed permits, have an occupancy permit, and everything has 

been okay. 

Q. Now, we've had the discussion, you understand if 

this property is rezoned, somebody could put anything that 

would fit there in the commercial zoning, but it's your 

strong desire and intent to put an antique store? 

A. That's correct, the Black Water Relics antique 

store is, mostly our items that we are presenting to 

purchase, we are approached by the community many times 

about people wanting to have consignment antiques, so they 

would rent a space on the floor from us, pay us rent, place 

their own items that are priced, and we would sell them and 
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pay them for the items that are sold each month.  

So we have a long list of people who would be 

interested in a consignment antique store at this location, 

keeping up with the progress of how things are going, along 

with our process. 

Q. And this is why, although you would be happy if 

the Commissioners rezoned the entire 1.7 acres, which 

includes the acre next door, you're okay with the .78 acres? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Because it is your -- and we've been through the 

code and about the only thing you can fit on there given the 

constraint is an antique shop -- 

A. That's correct. 

Q. -- or some type of retail? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And it does have limited septic? 

A. Exactly.  

MR. CROPPER:  Okay.  I might need you again, but.  

MS. KELLY:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. CROPPER:  Next I'd like to call our surveyor 

Greg Wilkins.  
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          EXAMINATION OF GREGORY WILKINS BY MR. CROPPER:  

BY MR. CROPPER:  

Q. Would you give us your name and tell us what you 

do for a living?  

A. Gregory P. Wilkins.  I'm a professional land 

surveyor. 

Q. Are you registered in the State of Maryland? 

A. I am. 

Q. And how long have you been a surveyor? 

A. Professional surveyor since 2009. 

Q. And how long have you been in the surveying 

business? 

A. 35 years. 

Q. And did you survey this property? 

A. I did. 

Q. Okay.  And in your 35 years of experience you've 

worked with the comprehensive plan? 

A. I have. 

Q. And you've worked on hundreds, if not thousands, 

of surveys in Worcester County? 

A. I have.
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Q. And you've worked on many, many surveys in this 

area? 

A. I have. 

Q. And you've done site plans for many, many site 

plans for commercial uses? 

A. I have. 

Q. And in those site plans you deal with well 

locations, septic locations, forestry, and that sort of 

thing? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And you work almost daily with the zoning code and 

the comprehensive plan? 

A. I do. 

Q. With that being said, this property is located in 

a growth area under the comprehensive plan; is that correct? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And it's the growth area that's south of the Town 

of Snow Hill? 

A. Correct. 

Q. It's in your package but I'd like to offer a 

little bigger version.  And I'll represent to you this is a 
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Xerox of the actual land use map that I bought at the County 

Commissioners office back in 2007.  

And, Greg, the orange is the growth area; is that 

correct? 

A. Yes, sir.   

Q. And this property is squarely, squarely in the 

center of the growth area?  

A. It is. 

Q. And under the comprehensive plan, bear with me 

here a second, the growth area designates areas outside of 

incorporated areas that are suitable and desirable for 

future planned growth? 

A. Correct. 

Q. They also include the repurposing of existing 

locations? 

A. Correct. 

Q. These areas of the county are for planned new 

development and will accommodate most of the new growth? 

A. Correct. 

Q. Do you think that the growth area designation is 

consistent with the proposed rezoning? 
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A. I do.

MR. CROPPER:  I'll show you the page out of the 

comprehensive -- this is the page out of the comprehensive 

plan that describe growth areas. 

BY MR. CROPPER:  

Q. Greg, the property is currently zoned A-1 

Agricultural District? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And it's your testimony and opinion that it is 

really not suitable for any A-1 Agricultural District Use? 

A. It is not. 

Q. Particularly by virtue of its 30 plus year use as 

a, what appears to be a previously commercial use? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And what I'm going to show you next is the zoning 

map.  And we see the small parcel on the zoning map.  

But as I discuss this, and I'll go ahead and pass 

it out so the Commissioners can follow along.  

It is directly across from several hundred acres 

of R-1 Residential zoning, would you agree?

A. Yes, I do. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

 18

Q. And do you think that some, when you have several 

hundred acres of residential zoning like that, do you agree 

that some commercial is necessary to serve that area? 

A. I believe so.  

Q. And do you agree that the comp plan says that the 

Summerfield growth area is designed and planned for six to 

seven hundred residential units? 

A. I do.  

Q. And do you agree that accessory commercial would 

be necessary for those six or seven hundred units? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. And if we look at -- 

MR. CROPPER:  Did I give everybody one?  I've got 

an extra one. 

BY MR. CROPPER:  

Q. And if we look at with this, I know that the 

zoning map is in the package, but, again, this came right 

off the county website, which is a larger view, we see that 

not only is it adjacent to R-1, there's all types of zoning 

around here.  

A. That's correct. 
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Q. And we even see, as we move north we even see a 

spot of, the little parcel to the north, that's R-1, that 

little square, presumably because it's not suitable for A-1? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. These two little pieces are really, and I think 

this is an important point, these are the only small little 

pieces of A-1 zoning near Snow Hill on this map? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. That everything else is either R-1 or, again, 

it's, even as we move, the very next property when we move 

north on West Market Street, we see the little one-acre 

piece is R-1? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And you agree with my history and Matt's history 

of the zoning, that it was C-2 in 1965, C-2 in 1968, and 

then down-zoned in 1992? 

A. I do. 

Q. And based on your experience in Worcester County 

and your opinion, was that a mistake? 

A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Should the property have stayed commercial? 
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A. I believe so. 

Q. And, again, I've talked about the property, but 

tell me what's on the property right now.  

A. It's a large warehouse and an asphalt parking lot 

and then a narrow strip of raw ground in the back which has 

a drain field. 

Q. And based on your site planning experience and the 

size of the parcel, if it is rezoned back to commercial 

zoning, C-2, would it accommodate really anything other than 

retail or an antique shop? 

A. I don't believe so. 

Q. Really, you can't put a restaurant there, you 

can't put a Royal Farms? 

A. No, no. 

Q. All those things would require, any expansion 

would require forestry and landscape and parking? 

A. And more sewer. 

Q. And more sewer.  And storm water management? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. Now, it is, interestingly it is S1-W1 in the water 

and sewer plan?  
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A. Correct. 

Q. But the sewer line does not make it there yet? 

A. No, it does not. 

Q. And you and I had the discussion and you suggested 

that this was an ideal place for business because it's not 

out on the highway and it would serve the Town of Snow Hill? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. It would bring, people would go here and they'd go 

into the Town of Snow Hill and spend money and that sort of 

thing? 

A. Correct. 

Q. So it would be consistent with the comp plan where 

it talks about economic development, and particularly 

economic development in our towns that do need the money? 

A. It would. 

Q. And under the Worcester County code, to even 

qualify as a farm you've got to have five acres? 

A. That's correct. 

Q. And we're not even close.  

A. No, sir.  

MR. CROPPER:  That's all I have for now.  I may 
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need to call you back up, but if you want to have a seat. 

Next I'd like to call Chris McCabe.  

While I do that, I just want to remind you of 

another letter, I got the package and it may have shown up 

in your package, but this is the letter I wrote that just 

describes -- and we'll mark this as an exhibit -- describes 

when the property came back in, when the property came back 

in to Worcester County.  And I guess the purpose of this is 

to show that it was really five parcels, five parcels came 

back in in 2019.  And the majority of it was owned by my 

farmer clients, and it was 305.56 acres.  

So, this all, this, again, the baby got thrown out 

with the bath water.  This came in with 305 acres.

         EXAMINATION OF CHRIS MCCABE BY MR. CROPPER:

By MR. CROPPER:  

Q. Chris, tell us about your background and what you 

do.  

A. I am Coastal Compliance Solutions.  We do land use 

and environmental permitting.

Q. And in doing that, have you testified before the 

Board of Zoning Appeals, the Planning Commission, and County 
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Commissioners? 

A. Oh, yeah. 

Q. Both with respect to environmental issues and 

comprehensive plan issues? 

A. Yes.  

Q. And you were employed formerly by Worcester 

County? 

A. I was. 

Q. And what was the date of that employment? 

A. February of 2003 through 2012. 

Q. And you were born and raised in Snow Hill? 

A. I was.  

Q. Went to high school in Snow Hill? 

A. I did. 

Q. And I've asked you to do some research about the 

background of this property? 

A. Yes.

Q. Okay.  What did you find out? 

A. So I was -- I remember some of it growing up, but 

I was able to ask questions of some folks who have history 

here, and it was, and one of those folks is my uncle who is 
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97 years old and has lived here his whole life.  He said 

that it was the Shockley Humphrey's grocery outlet when it 

was originally built.  So it was a baby Lankford Sysco to 

begin with in, well, somewhere around 1959 to 1960.  And it 

was that into the 1970s when it was used as a shirt storage 

warehouse for the Eli Cleaner folks in town.  And then it 

eventually ended as an airplane storage parts warehouse, was 

the last of the knowledge that we could find out through, 

not only him, but Mayor Mike Pruitt, who's also, is my 

cousin, and some other folks in town.  So, that's the 

history that I have.  

I remember driving by it my whole life and seeing 

activity there, but at the time I was young, I didn't 

realize what it was. 

Q. And for part of the time Mr. Bill Blanks sold 

chemicals and that sort of thing?  

A. That's what, that's what we think, too, which is 

Helena Chemicals now, or was Helena Chemicals, it was his 

warehouse that we understand for some period of time. 

Q. But even that wouldn't be an agricultural use as 

defined by the code, that was a commercial sale of chemicals 
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to farmers? 

A. Correct. 

Q. That's like selling a farmer a tractor or a farm 

implement or that sort of thing? 

A. Correct. 

Q. We have never in our research found that it has 

been used as an ag accessory building to a farm? 

A. Not that I could find out. 

Q. And you've seen the property, obviously? 

A. Yes.

Q. And as an environmental consultant, I know this is 

probably a silly question, but for the record, there's no 

non-tidal wetlands on the property? 

A. No.

Q. And there is no environmental conditions that 

would prevent the property from being developed as a 

commercial property? 

A. No, not in its current state, no. 

Q. And you worked for the county in 2006 when we were 

doing the Summerfield annexation? 

A. I did. 
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Q. And that involved a lot of issues which involved 

you and your office? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And you remember the 2006 annexation and the vote 

to change the zoning from ag to residential? 

A. I do. 

Q. And that did happen and you were here, you were 

part of the county at that time? 

A. I was, yes. 

Q. And do you believe that the, based on your 

background, that the agricultural, the A-1 zoning is a 

mistake? 

A. I do. 

Q. It's a mistake that occurred March 10, 1992? 

A. Yes. 

Q. And that the C-2 General Commercial District would 

be more consistent with the objectives of the comprehensive 

plan? 

A. Yes.

Q. Which include its growth area designation as well 

as many, many other features of the plan? 
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A. Yes.

Q. And as somebody who grew up in Snow Hill, I just 

want to say this for the record, there's no traffic issues 

on West Market Street? 

A. Not that I'm aware of. 

Q. As a matter of fact, they could benefit from a 

little traffic with people spending money? 

A. Yes.  As a matter of fact, I used to ride my bike 

to Shad Landing State Park on that road.  

MR. CROPPER:  Thank you.  

Next, if Mr. Rick Pollitt, the Town Manager, wants 

to come back up?  Well, he wasn't up the first time, but.

And I notice, Mr. Pollitt, that when they swore 

people in you were a little shy, so you may need to be -- 

I'm not sure if you got sworn in or not. 

MR. POLLITT:  I wasn't sure, as public testimony 

then -- 

MR. CROPPER:  Let Mr. Leslie swear you in.

MR. POLLITT:  -- but I'm here at your disposal. 

MR. LESLIE:  Do you swear to tell the truth, the 

whole truth, and nothing but the truth? 
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MR. POLLITT:  I do.  

MR. LESLIE:  Thank you.

MR. CROPPER:  I'm going to let you speak on your 

own, but go ahead.  

MR. POLLITT:  Well, thank you.  

I'm Rick Pollitt.  I'm the Town Manager here in 

Snow Hill.  Mayor Pruitt would be here, but he's attending a 

Municipal League Fall Conference at College Park today; 

otherwise, he would be here giving you his enthusiastic 

recommendation in favor of this rezoning.  He asked me if I 

would come and just share his sentiment that, as a born and 

raised native of Snow Hill, been here all his life, he's 

intimately familiar with the history of the property, the 

various uses, the different zoning iterations that it's gone 

through over time, and he just wanted me to share that he is 

totally in support of a new business coming to our area.  

He feels that it's an appropriate use of the 

property.  It's something that would be appealable to the 

folks here in town.  And thinking forward, that any money 

that would come to be spent supporting this business could 

come right in, as Mr. Cropper said, people would come into 
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Snow Hill and support our economy.  And, frankly, in that 

light, what better way to recognize Economic Development 

Week than to open up a new opportunity for economic 

development for our town and our area?  

So, that was the sentiment of the Mayor and I'm 

pleased to offer that to you.

MR. CROPPER:  Thank you, Mr. Pollitt.  

And then, if I could ask Sheriff Chuck Martin to 

come on up.  

MR. MARTIN:  It might take a minute.  

MR. CROPPER:  Take your time.  

Sheriff Martin needs no introduction, so I'll just 

move out of the way.  He's a very capable public speaker on 

his own. 

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  Good to see you, Sheriff.  

MR. MARTIN:  Good morning to all of you.

I come today to let you know that this building 

has a place in history in this county.  It was during my 

grade school years that my uncle worked at this warehouse.  

He was one of the controllers of it, he came in and then he 

came out of it.  I can recall when they opened it up that I 
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was in there as a guest of his, and it didn't quite look as 

big as it is right now.  It is huge when you look at it from 

the inside.  

In 1973 I joined the State Police and was given 

the responsibility of patrolling that area on many, many 

days.  Never have I seen anything in the way of criminal 

activity within that area.  It was always well-disciplined 

by the neighbors, and they enjoyed it being a part of their 

livelihood.  Frequently people were able to get in there and 

buy whole canned lots of goods straight from the warehouse 

to subsist their smaller incomes.  

In 1994 I left the State Police and was fortunate 

enough to be elected sheriff of this county for four terms, 

sixteen years is the longest tenure of any sheriff ever in 

the history of this county.  

Again, there were no problems at this building.  

It's an area that is patrolled by a common good that the 

neighbors have for each other.  

I am fortunate enough to ask you to approve the 

work of this couple, the Kellys, in that I don't even, I 

think about it now but some time back I found that she is a 
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worker at the State Police Forensic Lab in Pikesville.  She 

plans to retire in the near future, and I'm thinking that 

she would make a welcome addition for this county.  

And Howard, her husband, deals with antique cars, 

has always rebuilt them, and provided a very well-known 

product to the public for purchase.  And that's a part of 

what will be going on in this building.  

Thank you ever so much for considering it.  I hope 

we will have a positive response from you.  And I wish you 

all the best of luck in your tenures in your present 

positions.  

Thank you.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you, Sheriff.  

MR. CROPPER:  Thank you, Sheriff.  

That's it for our testimony, unless you have any 

questions.  If there's any questions about the annexation or 

the de-annexation, I have lots of comment so I don't want to 

bore you with those because I think it's pretty clear, it's 

pretty clear what happened.  

I think it's pretty clear that there was a mistake 

on March 10, 1992.  Again, at that time it was, the county 
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got rid of lots of commercial rezoning as a very broad 

brush.  The comp plan believed there was too much commercial 

for the county, and this got thrown out as part of that 

broad brush approach, and it should have remained 

commercial.  

This property has eleven thousand, a ten or an 

eleven thousand square foot building on it that's in good 

shape, not falling down, but it's not being used.  That 

property needs to be, it needs to be repurposed.  For 40 

years this property has not been zoned agricultural, of its 

tenure it's been zoned 27 years commercial, it's been zoned 

13 years residential.  

At the very beginning I passed out the, my very 

first exhibit, other than the staff report, was the SDAT 

information sheet for this .78 acres.  And you'll see, it 

says up in the upper left-hand column the use is still 

listed, and I circled for you, still listed as commercial.  

Ms. Kelly said when she bought the property, she 

went on the county, or went on the State website and saw the 

use as commercial.  She had bought an old abandoned building 

in Pocomoke and fixed it up, looked at this and saw it was 
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commercial.  She did not, there was not a realtor involved, 

she wrote and found the property and approached the people 

and bought it and relied on that and believed she could do 

the same thing she did in Pocomoke.  

That's important for two reasons.  Number one, 

that's why she did it.  It's really not here nor there 

because the real issue is, was it a mistake and is it 

consistent with the comp plan?  

But I just want to say, in these challenging, you 

know, economic times that you're dealing with, here is an 

opportunity to take a piece of property, you change the 

zoning and this assessment is going to go way up, it's going 

to go to 225 that she paid for it.  And when she fixes up 

the building, it's going to go more than that and you're 

going to have money to spend on other things.  

If the property stays A-1, I assure you the next 

thing I'm going to do is write a letter to SDAT and 

challenge these taxes and they're going to go down to about 

ten thousand dollars.  This is a real, these are real 

opportunities to repurpose a piece of property.  

I'll tell you, in 35 years I don't think I've had 
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a rezoning in a growth area other than the annexation.  It 

was a mistake.  It had a large commercial building on it.  

It's asphalt all the way to the road.  There's nothing about 

it agricultural.  

If you look at the large scale zoning map which 

came off the county website, you'll see on that side of the 

road, these are the only two small parcels that are A-1.  

There's some scattered out in the country where people 

subdivide off their farm; but, you know, even the other 

small parcel is zoned residential.  

And I suggest to you, this has been widely 

supported, I bet if you went to 99 out of 100 of your 

constituents they would support this.  I've never had one 

that's been so well supported.  Not only the Planning 

Commission unanimously support it, Mrs. Wimbrow who wrote 

the zoning map in 1992, I mean, this is pretty, this is 

pretty strong, Mrs. Wimbrow who wrote the zoning map voted 

that it was a mistake, and it was her idea to add the other 

one acre.  

We don't need the other one acre.  The other one 

acre would be nice.  My client wants to put her antique 
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store there.  And I suggest to you that's -- 

Mr. Bertino, you asked about what you could do in 

a C-2, it ain't gonna be much.  But there's nothing you can 

do right now.  

And we think we've clearly met the legal standard.  

It's absolutely consistent with the comp plan.  Ag is not 

consistent with the comp plan.  And we appreciate your 

patience.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you.  

Is there anyone else who would like to make public 

comment?  

MANDY GLADDEN:  I would.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Okay.  

MANDY GLADDEN:  Good morning, Commissioners.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Good morning.  Were you 

sworn in?  

MANDY GLADDEN:  I was. 

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  State your name.  

MANDY GLADDEN:  My name is Mandy Gladden.  I am 

the Executive Director for the Snow Hill Area Chamber of 

Commerce.  The Snow Hill Area Chamber of Commerce is 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

 36

actively engaged in supporting the rezoning of the warehouse 

at 4432 Market Street for the Black Water Relics business.  

And we believe this kind of development can have several 

positive effects on the community, one being economic 

growth.  The establishment of a new commercial business, 

Black Water Relics, will likely create more jobs and 

stimulate economic growth in Snow Hill.  And this means 

there's going to be more opportunity to local residents and 

a boost to the Town's economy and increased revenue.  

With more businesses and increased economy, 

economic activity, the County and Town can expect to see a 

rise in tax revenue, which can be used to fund various 

public service and infrastructure projects.  

Community attraction, new businesses can attract 

more people to Snow Hill, whether they're residents or 

tourists.  This can lead to increased foot traffic for other 

local businesses and potentially foster a sense of community 

pride and engagement.  

Utilization of vacant space, repurposing the 

existing warehouse to commercial use can help utilize vacant 

and underutilized space, preventing urban sprawl and 
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contributing to efficient land use.  

We believe the more business and housing that we 

can bring to Snow Hill, the more the Town can grow and 

businesses can prosper.  Therefore, the Snow Hill Area 

Chamber of Commerce is in support of this rezoning. 

Thank you so much for your consideration.   

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you.  

Is there anyone else that would like to speak on 

this subject?  

Seeing none, this public hearing is now closed.  

Commissioners.  Commissioner Mitrecic. 

COMMISSIONER MITRECIC:  So, to get this straight 

they paid 225 for each of the two properties?  

MR. CROPPER:  No, sir, together.  

COMMISSIONER MITRECIC:  Okay.  Because the SDAT 

has it 225.

MR. CROPPER:  But it's under a single deed, that's 

how they do it.

COMMISSIONER MITRECIC:  Okay.  Thank you.  

I would make a motion that we approve the request 

and accept the findings of fact by the Planning Commission.  
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COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Okay.  We have a motion to 

accept.  

Commissioner Elder.  

COMMISSIONER ELDER:  Second. 

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  We have a motion and a 

second to accept the change.  

Commissioner Bunting.  

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  Just to clear something up 

here, what could be built on this property with a special 

exception?  

MS. KEENER:  A-1 or C-2, which district?  

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  As it's zoned currently.  

MS. KEENER:  Okay.  So in the A-1 district we have 

commercial grain dryers, feed mills, grain fertilizer, 

agricultural processing plants, storage, wholesale retail 

local grown vegetable field crops, livestock purchase and 

sales yards, commercial repair, seafood harvesting and ag 

equipment, landing, storage and processing of seafood, 

aquaculture, roadside stands and garden centers for fresh 

agricultural products, saw mills, agritourism, firehouses, 

government offices, we could move down there if we wanted 
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to, assisted living facilities, day care, surface -- not 

really surface mining, but commercial riding or boarding 

stables, churches, temples and mosques, those sorts of 

things.  

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  I guess I should've asked, 

would the use that they testified to be able to be done on 

this property?  

MS. KEENER:  Not as it currently stands.  We view 

that as a retail use, so it would require a commercial 

zoning district.  

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  Since the property across 

the street is all R-1, acres and acres, and this is in the 

middle of A-1, would R-1 be more appropriate?  

MS. KEENER:  Being in the growth area, I think it 

would depend upon what the ultimate plan would be for 

annexation, even though it's R-1 on the other side of the 

road, without public sewer you can't subdivide more than 

five lots, so it would be very limited.  

And to say six hundred or seven hundred, you know, 

units is true in the comp plan if Summerfield were developed 

and realized, but it wasn't at the time.
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COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  What happens if this is 

changed to C-2 and then the next property, next door, next 

door, next door, does that C-2 set a precedent?  

MS. KEENER:  It could.  You know, you could be 

looking at the comprehensive plan and land use map within 

the next year, and you just approved the RFP for that, so 

all of this, including Summerfield and the growth area, can 

be re-evaluated in that process.  

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  Okay.  Thank you.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Commissioner Fiore.    

  COMMISSIONER FIORE:  I had a few questions as 

well, actually these are going to be for Mr. Cropper.  

Thanks, Jen. 

Mr. Cropper, when your client purchased this 

property, what year did they purchase this property?  

MR. CROPPER:  Recently.  

MS. KELLY:  February.  

MR. CROPPER:  It's on the, February, it's on the 

sheet.  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  And what was the zoning when 

they purchased this property?
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MR. CROPPER:  A-1.  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  It was purchased as an A-1 

piece of property?  

MR. CROPPER:  Yes, sir.

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  In your opinion, with the 

225,000 in, I'm adding up the acreage here, which is around 

1.5 between two parcels, about accurate, what would you, 

being that's a commercial land, what would you, if it got 

rezoned to commercial, what would you give the assessed 

value of that property with such a large warehouse on that 

property?  

MR. CROPPER:  So -- 

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  In other words, how much 

increase in property value are we looking at from, going 

from A-1 to C-2?  

MR. CROPPER:  I'm not trying to avoid your 

question, but I don't know the answer to that.

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  Substantial?  Could we agree 

on substantial?  

MR. CROPPER:  Well, not all -- I think if the 

property had been C-2, and with all due respect, they wildly 
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overpaid for it even if it is in zone C-2, because to do any 

kind of commercial development you need sewer, you need 

forestry, you need landscaping, you need parking, there's 

enough sewer line probably there for the bathroom for the 

antique shop and that's about it.  So, I mean, I see where 

you're going, would a rezoning increase the property value?  

Certainly it would increase the property value.  But I can't 

put a, I can't put a range on it.  

This is a very, it's a tough piece of property.  

Even if it was zoned C-2, again, respectfully, I think they 

would've overpaid for it.  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  And the other question would 

be, why C-2 over C-1?  

MR. CROPPER:  Because C-1 has a, each business has 

to be 2,500 square feet and can go up to 5,000 square feet 

by special exception, and the building that's there is 

10,000 square feet, so it would create a non-conformity.  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  Okay.  And what -- 

MR. CROPPER:  And I will tell you, and the staff 

can support me, I came in and originally asked for C-1.  And 

they were kind enough to advise me that it wouldn't work.  
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COMMISSIONER FIORE:  And what are the surrounding 

properties currently being used as?  

MR. CROPPER:  There's a couple houses, but the 

rest is farmland.

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  All being currently farmed?  

MR. CROPPER:  It is.  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. CROPPER:  I do need to answer, though, 

Mr. Chairman, that of the A-1 special exceptions, and I 

think Ms. Keener will support me, this property doesn't meet 

the lot requirements or setbacks for any of those.  So none 

of the -- you can't do any of those, because we don't have 

enough land.  Even if you do R-1, the density in an R-1 is 

one acre, we don't have enough to meet the, it's not -- if 

you zone it to R-1, it's even non-conforming.  

So, it really, the size of this property really 

restricts it.  Thank you.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you.  

MR. CROPPER:  We tried, look, we tried to do it as 

A-1.  Thank you.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Thank you.  
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We have a motion and a second to accept the 

change.  Is there further discussion?  

Seeing none, all those in favor of the motion?  

COMMISSIONER MITRECIC:  Aye.

COMMISSIONER PURNELL:  Aye.

COMMISSIONER ELDER:  Aye.    

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Those opposed?  

COMMISSIONER FIORE:  Aye.

COMMISSIONER BUNTING:  Aye.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Caryn, I didn't hear you.  

Are you against?  

COMMISSIONER ABBOTT:  Yes.  

COMMISSIONER BERTINO:  Okay.  Let the record show 

that the vote was three in favor, with Commissioner Fiore, 

Bertino, Bunting, and Abbott opposed.  

All right.  We're going to take a five-minute 

recess. 

(End of proceedings.)

   -0-
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COURT REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

I, Valerie M. Dawson, Registered Merit 

Reporter, certify that I recorded verbatim by 

stenotype the Proceedings in the above-entitled cause 

before the Worcester County Commissioners, on the 

17th day of October, 2023.  

  I further certify that to the best of my 

knowledge and belief, the foregoing transcript 

constitutes a true and correct transcript of the said 

proceedings.

Given under my hand this 16th day of November, 

2023, at Salisbury, Maryland. 

_________________________ 

     Valerie M. Dawson, RMR

 Court Reporter
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Worcester County Commissioners 
FROM: Charlene Sharpe, Legislative Analyst 
DATE: June 15, 2026 
RE: Bond Bill Letter of Support Request 

TidalHealth Atlantic is seeking a $4 million grant through the Maryland Hospital Association Bond Program to 
support modernization and expansion of the operating rooms at the hospital in Berlin. TidalHealth Atlantic is seeking 
letters of support to include with its application. A draft is attached.  
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June 15, 2026 

Hospital Bond Project Review Program 
c/o Maryland Hospital Association 
6820 Deerpath Road 
Elkridge, MD 21075 

Dear MHA Bond Chair and Review Committee Members: 

On behalf of the Worcester County Commissioners, I am writing to express support for 
TidalHealth Atlantic’s Surgical Suite Renovation Project and its request for $4 million in funding 
assistance.  

This project will modernize and expand surgical services through the construction of two new 
operating rooms and upgrades to existing surgical space. The renovation will address significant 
limitations within the current department, where operating rooms are undersized for modern 
surgical equipment and advanced technologies, including robotic-assisted surgery. The project 
will also improve workflow efficiency, infection prevention practices, storage capacity, and 
overall patient safety. 

The need for this investment is clear. TidalHealth Atlantic projects a 17% increase in surgical 
volume in Fiscal Year 2026, followed by an additional 23% increase in Fiscal Year 2027. At the 
same time, population growth across the region is increasing demand for specialized surgical 
services, including orthopedics, colorectal surgery, thoracic surgery, urogynecology, and robotic-
assisted procedures. 
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The renovated surgical suite will provide the space and technology necessary to meet these 
growing needs while ensuring residents of Maryland's Lower Eastern Shore have access to high-
quality surgical care close to home. The project will enhance patient outcomes, support 
physician recruitment and retention, and strengthen healthcare access throughout the region. 

I respectfully urge your favorable consideration of TidalHealth Atlantic's funding request. This 
project represents a critical investment in the health and well-being of the communities it 
serves. 

Sincerely, 

Theodore J. Elder 
President 
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