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CB 60 – Oppose, but suggest amendments if passed. 

We have concerns about what is being defined as “industrial” in mulching, and the definition of “tree 

farm”. There has been evidence shown that mulching, when done at certain levels could cause air 

quality health problems to neighboring animals and people, fire hazards, and possible water pollution. 

Therefore, the regulations on this type of activity are very important, as is the enforcement of those 

regulations. 

One of the biggest issues nearby residents have with current mulching operations, is that a supposed 

farm, doing an ancillary use, ships in large amounts of giant tree trunks, mulches them, and ships it out. 

Your decision about the acreage limitation will greatly affect truck traffic. Please look at the tonnage 

that is made per acre, then figure out the trucking issues applicable to that tonnage and please include 

those traffic, noise and safety concerns, among others, when deciding on the acreage limitation.  

On Page 28 lines 22- 23, it seems like a ONE word change there could have a large impact. THE USE AREA 

SHALL NOT EXCEED 15% OF THE AREA ACTIVELY FARMED IN TREES OR A MAXIMUM OF 2 

ACRES.  Changing the word after "TREES" from "OR" to "UP TO", would make it so that if an Ag Pres 

parcel has no active tree farming, they cannot do mulching. I understand that “ancillary” usage 

requirements may cover this elsewhere, but these important requirements should be clear, everywhere 

in the bill. 

 

Another area to beef up is the Ag Preserve exception. CB 60 exempts tree farms, but what are tree 

farms? The bill refers to definitions in Section 103. I don’t see a definition for tree farms in Section 103, 

so that should be added. 

Also, increasing usage even in the M1 and M2 districts needs to be carefully analyzed to make sure that 

air quality, water and fire concerns are prioritized and enforcement of those regulations is feasible to 

provide, and hopefully, at the local level. 

 

It is a very valid concern that enforcement will be difficult. Neither the State nor the DPZ can easily do 

surprise inspections, and measure piles, and also determine if turn over, and watering is being done 

properly. Yet enforcement is so important when something is this potentially damaging when not 

compliant. To that end, fines for non-compliance need to be extremely expensive, daily and increasing 

over time, so as never to be allowed to be just a cost of doing business. If a land owner is going to 

disobey regulations, and even go to court to halt fines and enforcement, then there needs to be 

incentive not to take the risk of losing that case and ending up with enormous fines to pay. 


