MINUTES
DEKALB COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION
Wednesday May 20, 2026

The Regular Meeting of the DeKalb County Plan Commission was called to order at 7:00 p.m. in the
DeKalb County Commissioner’s Courtroom by Plan Commission President, Jason Carnahan.

ROLL CALL:

Members Present: Jason Carnahan, William Van Wye, Kellen Dooley, Suzanne Davis, Angie Holt, Jerry
Yoder, Frank Pulver, and Elysia Rodgers.

Members Absent: Tyler Lanning and Sandra Harrison

Staff Present: Plan Commission Attorney Andrew Kruse, Director/Zoning Administrator Chris Gaumer,

and Secretary Meredith Reith

Community Representatives Present: Mike Makarewich

Public in Attendance: Jim Smith, Sarah Delbecq, Susan Lawrence, Chris Krafft, Ben Krafft, Judy Kraffi,
Jonas Edgar, Dennis Schlie, Tim Haynes, Terry Yarde, Jared Malcolm, Andrew Provines, Bob Sullivan,

Rick Gerke, Russell Greim, Margie Bortner, Jack Bortner, Scott Seiler, Beth Seiler, Corey Fogle, Karen
DeForest, and Susan Catterall

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

Jason Carnahan led The Pledge of Allegiance.
PRAYER:

Jerry Yoder led in prayer.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Motioned by Angie Holt to approve the April 8, 2026 meeting minutes. Seconded by Kellen Dooley.
Kellen Dooley added that he had one correction and the change will be made. None opposed. Motion
carried.

CONSIDERATION OF CLAIMS:

Jason Carnahan inquired about any comments, questions, or motions to approve April 2026 claims,
totaling $92,151.15.

Angie Holt motioned to approve claims seconded by Jason Carnahan. None opposed. Motion carried.
OLD BUSINESS: None
NEW BUSINESS:

Petition #26-18 — During this hearing, the Plan Commission will consider a Text Amendment to establish
Development Standards & Definitions for Animal Feeding Operations & Diversified, Small-Scale
Agriculture. Various minor revisions may be necessary to make these amendmenis (IE: page numbers,
section numbers, etc.)

Chris Gaumer reported that the Ordinance Review Committee met to evaluate how DeKalb County
currently regulates animal feeding operations, particularly those falling below IDEM’s confined feeding
operation thresholds. He explained that the proposed updates primarily include new definitions for
Animal Feeding Operations and Diversified Small-Scale Agriculture, removal of “hobby farming” from
the ordinance, as it was previously defined but not addressed elsewhere as a permitted or regulated use.
Consolidation of hobby farming into AFO classifications to simplify and clarify the ordinance structure.

Mr. Gaumer highlighted the proposed animal unit thresholds for AFO classification:



¢ Cattle/Calves: 25-299

s Swine/Sheep/Goats: 50-599
e Poultry: 100-29,999

» Horses: 10499

Proposed development standards include 100-foot setbacks from all property lines (front, side, and rear)
and 300-foot setbacks from adjacent residential zoning districts. He noted that these standards were
developed to address operations below IDEM CFO regulations, where local oversight is currently limited.
Mr. Gaumer also outlined the existing review process for these facilities through the Improvement
Location Permit, which includes review and approval by: Health Department (septic, if applicable);
Highway Department / INDOT (drive access); County Surveyor & Drainage Board (drainage); Soil &
Water Conservation District (erosion control and stormwater compliance) No permits are issued until all
applicable departments have approved the project. He stated that the Committee explored multiple
regulatory approaches, including minimum acreage requirements with or without increased setbacks,
increased setbacks alone. Ultimately, the Committee determined that the most effective approach was to
implement increased setbacks combined with defined animal thresholds and updated use classifications.
Mr. Gaumer noted that the Committee met at least three times to discuss these issues in detail. He then
opened the floor for questions and comments from the Plan Commission.

Mrs. Holt added that on the list of properties that you included with the packet, those would be considered
AFOQ’s then under the new standard. She asked how this would work.

Mr. Gaumer addressed that the list that is incorporated in your packet is the list that we currently have
from 2020 to 2026. Anything after March is what we’ve received complaints about. He wouldn’t say
complaints but based off just speculation and hearsay more so than actual complaints on projects. He
stated that what he did bere was just show the sites that we currently have in existence, what their
minimum acreages are, what the building square foot size is, the head count, and then how far they are
from the nearest foundation of a residence.

Frank Pulver addressed the ones that are highlighted. The grey rows were before complaints, and the last
complaint would be the Graber one.

Mr. Gaumer addressed that, as he said before, complaints wasn’t the word he wanted to use it would be
considered questions and concerns about these projects.

Mr. Pulver asked about regards to setbacks.

Mr. Gaumer explained that there has been some in regard to setbacks and along with the disposal of
deceased animals, manure storage, manure management, and where the projects are in general.

Mrs. Holt added that we had discussion on the committee about the foundation versus the property line.
She asked Chris to explain where we ended up with having setbacks from property lines.

Mr. Gaumer addressed that we ended up a hundred feet from the property line versus the residential
structure, We decided this partly because we realized the setbacks from property lines made more sense
from an enforcement standpoint then from the residences foundation itself.

Mr. Camnahan added that you can see on the list that the distance to the nearest residence exceeds what we
have proposed already. There all over a hundred feet and one is at hundred feet. We determined that the
lot size that had potential to get these buildings is getting smaller. This was kind of our thought that if the
lot is going to get smaller, we wanted to make sure there was a buffer. So, it’s not jammed into a corner of
somewhere where it wouldn’t be ideal to have it.

Mr. Gaumer added that the community did some calculations, just to figure out what the average size of
these operations are, which doesn’t just include the building, but includes the building, the areas that they
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need to maneuver, truck traffic, manure storage, and any generator facilities, this is about 4 to 5 acres.
This would work out that you would need a total of 10 acres with our 100 ft. setbacks, that only gives you
about 4.9 acres left to build on. So, you know, even with these standards, someone’s still going to need
average 10 acres to put these projects.

William Van Wye added that the only reason we put it back 100 ft is that they had access to all sides of
the barn. Instead of the 10 ft, we wanted them to have access to the building.

Mr. Gaumer expressed that potentially, it depends on if there’s an existing primary structure on the
property. If there’s one existing then yes, it could be 10 ft, but typically they will be farther away than that
just because of the last few we’ve seen. The engineered drawings have come in with a significant area
between them because of the drainage areas that are on either side of the buildings.

Kellen Dooley asked how the number of animals was determined.

Elysia Rodgers answered that we looked at other counties and what they had done such as Kosciusko,
LaGrange, and Steuben. There are other counties that have ordinances in place or are working on their
own as well. This was just kind of an average number of what they had passed or worked on passing at
this point.

Mr. Gaumer added that we looked at these numbers meant by going from a hobby farm or what we’ve
changed to diversified small-scale agriculture to where you’re not making a commercial profit on it.

Mr. Carnahan added that some of it was just what made sense to have 10 cattle for 4H or freezer beef, but
if you have 400 or 200 you know that’s going to be something that’s more commercial than eating that
many. We had discussions at the committee as to what could be used and shown in a year.

Mr. Gaumer stated that the committee did look at things we just can’t enforce. We can’t enforce potholes
on county roads. This is something that the Commissioner’s and Highway Department would have to
enforce. We don’t have the manpower to enforce where the manure will get sold and placed on properties.
There are other state and federal guidelines and authorities that can enforce those things that we just need
to stay out of. As a county we decided that just wasn’t something the county needs to get into as far as
enforcement and regulation on.

Mr. Van Wye stated that there’s several other counties that are arguing with IDEM and the Cem Lab that
this is their responsibility. The waterways that they’re supposed to protect and they are trying to get them
to step up more. He expressed that there’s other counties that are battling this issue that don’t have the
authority to handle these problems.

Mr. Pulver asked are you saying that the state is understaffed and don’t have the people.

Mr. Gaumer answered that he wasn’t sure and he believed that the state is who they are. You can call
them to regulate open dumping and they’re not going to come out and do anything about it. He expressed
that the members of this board have more interactions with the state then he would on these topics. He
further explained what could happen to begin enforcing manure storage, animal numbers, and run-off. It’s
just impractical to begin enforcing these concerns.

Jerry Yoder added that this is where these ones that are in gray here is where the neighbors had been
policing those different buildings and they felt it wasn’t quite right. He believed that this what would
happen with the rest of the buildings. By putting a restriction of 100 ft. off the property line and that’s not
going to take care of complaints, you will still receive complaints.

Mr. Kruse mentioned that when he was there with the committee, wasn’t odor part of the discussion, but
he believed with different types of farming there can be different levels of odor. This is why you would
want it more than 10 ft from a property line.

Mr. Carnahan asked if there was any more discussion from the board. Hearing none. He opened the public
portion of the hearing up to any comments or questions for or against this petition.
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Tim Haynes approached the podium and stated that his farm is not currently on the list, though he
believes it should be based on prior numbers. He indicated that the proposed 100-foot setback does not
appear to be an issue. However, he asked how the setback applies in relation to the driveway or parking
area specifically whether those features affect the 100-foot measurement.

Mr. Carnahan clarified that the setback is measured from the property line to the building itself, not to
driveways or parking areas.

Mr. Haynes also raised questions regarding state agency oversight. He noted that the State Chemist’s
Office currently regulates certain operations and asked whether adopting a county ordinance with
specified thresholds would shift responsibility for monitoring animal counts to the county. He questioned
who would be responsible for verifying compliance if concerns arise. He added that, currently, operations
above certain thresholds are regulated by IDEM, while others fall under the State Chemist’s Office.

Mr. Gaumer responded that adopting the ordinance would, in fact, place some responsibility on the
county. He explained that enforcing animal counts such as monitoring 27,000 animals continuously, 24
hours a day is not practical. He further asked the Committee to consider how the county should respond if
complaints allege that operations exceed thresholds, such as claims of 30,001 chickens.

M. Kruse stated that one step in such cases would be to report violations to IDEM if thresholds are
exceeded.

Mr. Gaumer agreed but reiterated that the county would also have enforcement responsibility under the
ordinance.

Mr. Haynes acknowledged that he understood how the proposed numbers were determined and stated he
did not oppose them. However, he expressed concern about verification. As a producer, he questioned
how he would be expected to prove compliance. While he can document production levels on his robotic
dairy farm, he asked whether other operators would simply be expected to self-certify that they remain
under the threshold.

Mr. Kruse replied that if there is a reasonable belief of a violation, the county would pursue it as an
ordinance violation. In serious cases, this could involve court action to obtain permission to verify animal
counts.

Rick Gerke approached the podium and described a nearby chicken barn constructed approximately one
year ago. He stated that a 100-foot setback is insufficient to mitigate odors, which he said can travel up to
half a mile. He expressed concern for nearby residents, including those with respiratory issues such as
asthma and lung conditions. He noted that several homes in close proximity have been affected and
emphasized that residents have lived in the area for decades, while the barn owners are newer to the area.
He urged officials to personally evaluate the locations of these facilities and stated that setbacks do not
adequately contain issues such as odor or water runoff.

Mr. Gaumer reminded attendees that the Committee’s focus is on setbacks and definitions, not on
permitting the use itself. He clarified that agricultural operations are permitted by right under current
regulations, with existing setbacks of 30 feet or 10 feet from the property line. The purpose of the
discussion is to strengthen those standards.

Russell Greim stated that his family has lived on their property since 1978. While he understood that
agricultural uses were present when the property was purchased, he expressed concern about changes in
agricultural practices specifically the shift to more intensive operations. He argued that a 100-foot setback
does not adequately protect property values or quality of life. He emphasized that county officials have a
responsibility to protect residents and their property, regardless of whether they live in a rural area. He
also pointed out that the proposed ordinance does not clearly address acreage requirements for such
operations and urged the Board to consider stronger setbacks and limits to prevent overcrowding of
livestock.



Susan Catterall, a Steuben County resident, stated that she works with an environmental group covering
the tri-state area. She noted that she has recently filed multiple complaints in DeKalb County with both
the State Chemist’s Office and IDEM, including one case serious enough to prompt next-day
investigation. She shared water testing results showing elevated ammonia and phosphorus levels far
exceeding acceptable standards following rainfall runoff from a facility. She emphasized that pollution,
including manure storage and water contamination, must be considered alongside animal counts. She
urged the Board to strengthen the ordinance to address these concerns.

Bob Sullivan expressed concern about changes occurring in the county and acknowledged that increased
setbacks are a positive step. However, he stated that the proposed distances are still insufficient. He raised
a question regarding a proposed 300-foot setback from residential areas, asking whether it applies only to
R1-zoned districts or to any property containing a residence.

Mr. Gaumer confirmed that the setback applies only to R1 zoning districts.

Mr. Sullivan suggested that setbacks should also consider adjacent residential properties, regardless of
zoning designation.

Jonas Edgar stated that he has lived in the county for 44 years and raised concerns about multiple unlisted
operations on the east side of the county. He questioned whether these are regulated or exempt. He
described potential impacts on his property if neighboring parcels some as small as 5.7 and 9 acres are
developed for similar uses. He stated that current setbacks are inadequate and expressed concern about a
lack of manure management. He also indicated that significant community support exists for stronger
regulations and suggested that setbacks similar to those used for solar developments be considered.

Scott Seiler thanked the Committee for its work and described the proposed ordinance as a good starting
point. However, he expressed concerns based on experience with a nearby operation, stating that issues
related to manure storage, drainage, and odor have materialized as previously feared. He emphasized the
need for greater setbacks and stronger protections for nearby residents, particularly in relation to existing
homes.

Dr. Jim Smith stated that his family has owned property in the county since 1855 and that he is an
international swine consultant. He raised two key questions: Whether the Committee has considered
adjacency, noting that multiple smaller operations located near each other can collectively function as a
CAFO. Whether the Committee has explored buffering strategies, such as tree plantings or windbreaks,
similar to those used in other states to reduce airborne particulates and visual impacts.

Elizabeth Seiler recalled previous community efforts to increase oversight of agricultural developments.
She emphasized that many of these operations function as commercial enterprises rather than traditional
family farms. She expressed concern about the potential for property subdivision and the concentration of
high-intensity agriculture. She urged increased scrutiny and broader review, potentially involving
additional governing bodies.

Corey Fogle suggested an alternative approach to enforcement. He proposed evaluating structure size as a
proxy for animal capacity, noting that similar-sized buildings typically house similar numbers of animals.
He suggested that limiting building size could provide a more practical method of regulation than
attempting to monitor animal counts directly.

Mr. Carnahan asked if there were any further comments from the public. Hearing None. He closed the
public portion of the hearing. He asked if the board had any more questions.

Mr. Gaumer added that we did receive a correspondence letter from the Seiler’s and was forwarded onto
the whole Plan Commission. He expressed that he can read the letter if needed or the Plan Commission
can acknowledge that they received it.

The Plan Commission was okay with acknowledging the letter and including a copy in the packet for the
record.



Mr. Carnahan asked if there were any further comments or questions from the board before moving to the
Finding of Fact.

Mrs. Holt stated that two common themes had emerged from the discussion, one of which was
enforcement. She noted that enforcement is not the primary focus of the current discussion; however, the
Plan Commission does make an effort to adopt regulations that are reasonably enforceable. She explained
that the committee had considered certain ideas but ultimately chose not to include provisions that would
be impractical to monitor or enforce. She further identified manure management as another key concern
raised. She noted that this issue also relates largely to enforcement. Mrs. Holt then asked for clarification
on how manure control and related concerns are addressed within the existing review framework.
Specifically, she requested additional explanation of what is included in the review of animal feeding
operations and the role of the Drainage Board and other departments in overseeing these components.

Mr. Gaumer expressed that part of it is that the Plan Commission’s zoning ordinance is for sighting of
structures and uses. With this we can’t review drainage, what the Health Department reviews, driveway
locations, and the Soil Water pollution prevention plan. We rely on those other departments to review
those applications and have those technical skills to approve those. It does go to the full drainage board,
which is the three commissioners plus two residents of the county, for drainage plan approval. We did
discuss how do we review or how do we enforce complaints that come from people spreading the manure
or manure being stored for extended periods of time when there’s already state enforcement agencies for
those issues. And he believed that the people here can speak to this way more eloquently than he can
about this.

Mrs. Holt added that we’re writing this with the expectation that people are going to follow it and that
there’s a whole course that takes place and different enforcement agencies that are responsible to enforce
this. And we will do everything we can to make sure that they are held to compliance.

Mr. Yoder added that he believed that it’s the smaller operations that IDEM isn’t involved in that maybe
is what we should be looking at a little closer as far as the building structures where they can hold their
manure or in a tank or in a certain area where they’re not going to have run off. He believed that we could
do something there as far as the actual building, for manure retainment.

Mr. Gaumer asked the committee of the four members that where there to step in and discuss that because
it was all discussed as to how we would do that. Does the Plan Commission want to get into manure
management practices.

Mr. Carnahan stated that this is a very slippery slope of regulating already permitted uses down to minor
detail because then we must do that on every use, not just ag. Every use would need to be monitored as
well. We don’t have the power to do what we do nor, the manpower. We can’t send Chris into a factory
and say, “Well I think your particulate levels are too high.” You know, that’s not anything that we’re here
for. And he wasn’t aware how we would regulate an already permitted use clear down to that level. If
somebody that has 10 cattle can pollute just as quick as somebody with 400.

Mr. Yoder added that this is what he thought that if they put up a small building, it should still have some
containment areas for the manure so it’s not let out.

Mr. Carnahan stated that he didn’t disagree. I just don’t know how we can control that.

Mr. Yoder stated that would be in the land use when they apply for with their building they should have
drawings and tell you what they’re going to put in for holding tanks or holding bunkers.

Mrs. Rodgers added that this would be under the development plan and we don’t look at that until that
development plan comes through. This wouldn’t be a part of the initial process.

Mr. Yoder asked if this would be part of the permitting. That would be part of it that we would look at
later.



Mr. Gaumer addressed that this would have to be a requirement by the Plan Commission as part of the
plan. The Plan Commission can add anything they would want to this text amendment. They could come
down and say that retention needs to be in the front versus the back. They would need to have manure
holding areas that are concrete.

Mrs. Holt asked what the development plan currently requires at a minimum?

Mr. Gaumer answered the basics and showing the drainage plan, SWPPP plan if over an acre and most
are. They would need to have this information, but if you want to take Jerry’s recommendation, it would
need to be added to this so we can make sure we’re checking that box.

Mrs, Davis asked about what the county soil and water does. Like Susan mentioned before water testing
and finding high levels of contaminants that get into the waterways. Is there any testing done?

Mr. Gaumer stated that this would be the Health Department.

Mrs. Rodgers added that the DeKalb County Soil and Water Conservation District basically helps to
manage programs to help with soil health, with water health, with conservation across the area. They have
some programs where they do go out and monitor, but it’s not like the Health Department where if there’s
an issue on water quality itself, that would fall under the Health Departments jurisdiction.

Mors. Davis asked that if somebody finds somebody doing testing around any of these operations, if they
found high levels, would they turn it over to Health Department.

Mr. Kruse answered that he would think the Health Department and maybe IDEM. These would be his
first two thoughts and haven’t had to deal with any.

Mrs. Rodgers added that she knew there’s been a couple of concerns expressed about barn size and
equaling lot size and such as well, but there are industry standards, there are Humane Society standards
on square footage per animal out there. There’s many university studies on it that looking at these barn
sizes, they just don’t put up on a whim. They look at those square footages, they utilize development
individuals, engineers to help develop these barns to meet the humane square footage. So, it’s not just
cramming as many animals into a small space as possible. These are the industry standards for square
footage for those animals. So, that’s why we get some of these barn sizes that we do.

Mr. Dooley expressed that with that being said and going back on what Jerry had to say, if we know
roughly how many animals are going to be in a square foot area, and we have a manure containment
section based off of those industry standards that we could force them to have if they have a barn that’s so
big that the containment center has to be so big.

Mrs. Rodgers answered that you could. There are calculations to approximately figure out how much
manure each animal’s going to produce a day, a year. There are calculations that could be done to figure
out how much manure there would be. It would just be understanding how often those pits where cleaned”
out, who was taking them, and how much it would have to be stored in there at time.

Mr. Dooley added that he understands that, but at least it does something instead just having them put it
on wherever they’re going to have rainfall come and just washes it out. I mean at least it a step in the
direction of trying to contain some of the pollution or manure going into our water source.

Mr. Carnahan addressed that this process would be exactly what IDEM does for over the numbers. You're
proposing that we would do something similar, just take their numbers and scale it down per that
grouping of animal sizes. '

Mr. Dooley gave an example, we have a bamn for horses at 30 horses in the barn. We know how many or
how big that will roughly be and how much manure a day. You can calculate the amount of manure that
will be processed from 30 horses and determine the size of your storage area.



Mrs. Holt asked that if we required some sort of manure management program submitted just like the
other programs, do we have the expertise to even be able to evaluate these.

Mr. Gaumer answered that we would have to hire a third party to come in and review these.

Mr. Dooley added that like Jerry and I talked about just having a containment section, not a manure
management plan. But, you can have that like IDEM that you have this be so big that you can at least
store it.

Mr. Gaumer understands this but, it depends on how long it will sit there and how often it’s taken away.
He believed that this would probably lead to a manure management plan.

Mr. Van Wye added that you’re saying that, but see like this spring, you know, you have an operation
there and you get 11 inches of rain in 3 weeks. That will kind of hold some of the manure you’re hauling
out there. And you might want that extra storage. This has been an extremely wet spring.

Mrs. Holt added that if we required a plan, it would include the calculations for how many animals and
what the size needed to be and whether it was covered and operationally how often that would get
removed, but we’d have to have an expertise to be able to evaluate whether that’s going to be sufficient.

Mr. Van Wye addressed that we don’t have all the information that we need to add a manure management
plan requirement. He asked that more research be done before considering this for approval. He believed
that we should follow up with this in the future and review only what we had for approval tonight.

Mr. Davis questioned what the rules and guidelines were for the Drainage Board when approving these
plans.

Mr. Gaumer added that there are state guidelines that the Drainage Board and Surveyor must follow to
calculate the runoff. This would be roof size and how much rainwater is going to come off.

Mrs. Davis asked if there was any enforcement on current operations and manure runoff.

Mr. Gaumer added that there isn’t any and this would be up to the Commissioner’s if a full time person
would need to be hired to handle this.

Mr. Davis expressed that this is going to improve what we’ve done and what we had in place, but it
sounds like there’s more work to be done to make sure we don’t have contaminated water.

Mr. Gaumer addressed that he would leave this up to the committee to discuss what happened during the
meetings to see if they want to table this and move it to have more of those discussions. He added that
one thing the committee will be working on full steam ahead now is the data center ordinance that’s on
moratorjium until October. He would see this coming back before October.

Mr. Dooley added that he didn’t believe that anybody in the audience was against this. He believed that
people are wanting more standards. He didn’t see a problem with going ahead with this and then coming
back and revisiting. At least this is something starting the process of it. If we don’t approve it today and
we table it until October or November more of these can come in and get permitted in without at least
having these at the minimum setbacks that we have now. We can always come back and change it later.

Mr. Van Wye added that the one gentleman did bring a point that he never thought of is how many is too
many on 100 acres. If you do it in separate parcels but add up to 100 acres owned by the same farm.

Mr. Carnahan expressed that he’s gone back and forth on this and he’s sure that the people that are right
next to it are very anti, but would you rather have centralized animals that are controlled or scattered
everywhere. Does it make sense to put a lot of animals in a little area, especially if the manure’s going
off-site. We’re not going to be dealing with manure on-site for any of these projects. He further addressed
that a proposed acreage wasn’t addressed with this amendment.



Mr. Kruse addressed that you had discussed the number of feet involved and how that would:work out on )

acreage and if you had to take a truck and turn it around. How much acreage would be needed to take-a,
semi-truck in and out.

Mrs. Holt added that we did touch on the density question a little bit in the committee and decided to part
of Jason’s point is we really weren’t in the position to move language forward, but some of the things that
other communities are doing, not necessarily nearby or in Indiana, but looking at say a square mile, have
a density calculation, with so many animal units per square mile.

Mr. Van Wye added that if you have it centralized then you would have IDEM involved because they
have over the numbers.

Mr. Yoder asked why we couldn’t put a moratorium on this to review things.

Mr. Carnahan answered that this was discussed in the committee and putting a moratorium on a permitted
use is a dangerous precedent.

Mrs. Holt addressed that this is an improvement, and she believed that any of the other things we
discussed would take a lot more assessment and research to determine whether it’s even feasible to
implement anything additional. She further expressed that it would be good to move forward with.

Mr. Pulver stated that what the committee came up with was what you considered better than what we
have. What do we have?

Mr. Carnahan answered that we have 10ft or 30ft setbacks from property lines.

Mr. Dooley addressed that this is the reason why he had the committee to look at these because these
smaller animal feeding operations are coming more popular. Before it was just big ones and now they’re
kind of skirting by and going to these little ones. This is why we must do something here.

Mrs. Davis added that she was just recently made aware of a bill that passed that was signed into law in
the beginning of March that changes the structure of IDEM. Of who’s in charge and rolls back to some
different things. She expressed that she’s tried to read the language quickly, but there’s a lot to read. We
need to see how this is going to play out, too. If we go back to this in the future, then there’s going to be
changes in what IDEM is doing counties.

Mr. Van Wye added that the governor is trying to roll back IDEM and the Chem Labs to have less
control,

Mr. Kruse read the Findings of Fact.

IT IS, THEREFORE, THE DECISION OF THE PLAN COMMISSION .THAT THIS. TEXT
AMENDMENT, PETITION #26-18 FOR ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS .& DIVERSIFIED,

SMALL-SCALE AGRICULTURE, IS HERBY GRANTED A FAVORABLE RECOMMENDATION
TO THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS ON THIS 20™ DAY OF MAY 2026. -

Motion made by: William Van Wye Seconded by: Suzanne Davis
Vote tally: Yes: 5 (Kellen, William, Suzanne, Angie, Jason} No: 2 (Jerry & Frank)

Condition of approval: Request that the committee investigate more standards for manure
management and storage regulations.

Motion made by: Kellen Dooley Seconded by: William Van Wye
Vote tally: Yes: 7 No: 0
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REPORTS FROM OFFICERS, COMMITTEES, STAFF OR TOWN/CITY LIAINSONS:

Mrs. Davis informed the board that the City of Auburn had two meetings with the way our meeting
schedule falls. They heard a petition for a new section for Bridgewater addition. It would be south of
Morningstar Road, and it would be a 43-lot single-family home and was approved. The petition in May
was for the Fortify Field House on CR 427, was to do parking lot improvement.

Mrs. Holt informed the board about a City of Waterloo meeting regarding their improvement location
permit application. She believed that they were still working on it and wasn’t sure if they had been
solidified based on the previous input from some of the other towns and cities. They did have a zoning
amendment change for Oak haven Farms and Benchmark Distribution Terminal to be able to extend the
rail line that’s currently a heavy industrial property in ETJ. There were areas zoned agricultural that they
moved to approve to heavy industrial to joining properties. It was surrounded by agricultural and there is
one residence there that’s also adjacent to the current heavy open industrial, but this zoning change was
approved.

COMMENTS/QUESTIONS FROM THE PUBLIC IN ATTENDANCE:

None
ADJOURNMENT:

Jason Carnahan adjourned the ing at 8:18 p.m.

Wyeeddh Fecth

/President — Jason Carnahan Secretary — Meredith Reith
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