


DEKALB COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
PLANNING  BUILDING  GIS 

301 S. Union St., Auburn IN  46706 

Planning: 260.925.1923    Building:  260.925.3021    GIS:  260.927.2356    Fax:  260.927.4791 

AGENDA 
DeKalb County Plan Commission 

Commissioners Court – 2nd Floor DeKalb County Court House 

Wednesday, June 17, 2026 
7:00 PM 

To view the livestream, click here:  https://tinyurl.com/YouTubeDCPC

1. Roll call 

2. Pledge of Allegiance 

3. Prayer 

4. Approval of Minutes: May 20, 2026 

5. Consideration of Claims: May 2026 
Payroll  $28,082.87 
CDW-G InDesign  $423.91 
Lassus  $338.98 
Mileage – Cameron Rice  $67.65 
Verizon $83.43 

 WestWood Car Wash  $20.00           ____ 
TOTAL:   $29,016.84 

6. Old Business: None 

7. New Business:  

Petition #26-19 – Marc Troyer requesting a Development Plan for a confined feeding 
operation for approximately 80,000 chickens & associated accessory uses. The property is 
located at 4023 County Road 53, Butler, Indiana and is zoned A2, Agricultural.  

Petition #26-20 – Lakewood Park Baptist Church, Inc. requesting a Zone Map Amendment 
of approximately 183 acres from R1, Low Density Residential to IN, Institutional. The 
property is located at 5555 County Road 29, Auburn, Indiana 

Petition #26-21 – During this hearing, the Plan Commission will consider a Text 
Amendment to the Development Standards for Article 5, 5.16, FW-05: Fence and Wall; 
Institutional, Commercial and Airport Commercial Districts. This amendment is proposed to 
add language regarding fences around sports fields, sports courts or sport facilities to be 
exempt from the height requirement. Various minor revisions may be necessary to make 
these amendments (IE: page numbers, section numbers, etc.) 

8. Reports from Officers, Committees, Staff or Town/City Liaisons 

9. Comments from Public in Attendance 

10. Adjournment 

Next Meeting: July 15, 2026 

https://tinyurl.com/YouTubeDCPC


If you cannot attend, please contact Meredith Reith 
mreith@co.dekalb.in.us  | (260) 925-1923

*PLEASE ENTER THROUGH THE NORTH DOOR OF 
COURTHOUSE LOCATED ON SEVENTH STREET. 

**No cellphones, tablets, laptops, or weapons are permitted. 

mailto:mreith@co.dekalb.in.us
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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 Krafft, 
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 amendments (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: 
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 Cattle/Calves: 25–299 

 Swine/Sheep/Goats: 50–599 

 Poultry: 100–29,999 

 Horses: 10–499 

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 
AFO’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 here 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. Carnahan 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. 

Mr. 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. 
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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.  
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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.  
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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.  

Mrs. 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 barn 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. 
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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 
moratorium 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.  
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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 20TH 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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Jason Carnahan  William Van Wye 

Kellen Dooley  Suzanne Davis 

Angie Holt Jerry Yoder 

Frank Pulver 

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 meeting at 8:18 p.m. 

____________________________ ________________________________ 

President – Jason Carnahan Secretary – Meredith Reith 





completion shall occur within seven years and one, one year extension may be granted by the 
Zoning Administrator.  See Section 9.08 H 
 
By my signature, I acknowledge the above information and attached exhibits, to my knowledge 
and belief, are true and correct. 
 
Applicant’s Signature: _________________________________________________________________ 
    (If signed by representative for applicant, state capacity)            Date 

MoenchAdm
Image

MoenchAdm
Text Box
Agent                4/9/2026
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DEKALB COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION CASE NUMBER: 26-19 
 
This Staff Report is prepared by the DeKalb County Planning Department to provide information to the Plan Commission to 
assist them in making a decision on this Application.  It may also be useful to members of the public interested in this 
Application. 
 
SUMMARY FACTS: 

PETITIONER: Marc Troyer 

SUBJECT SITE: 4023 County Road 53, Butler 

REQUEST:   Development Plan 

PURPOSE: A confined feeding operation for approximately 80,000 chicken & associated 
accessory uses 

EXISTING ZONING: A2 – Agricultural  

SURROUNDING LAND North: Farm Ground/Residential (A2)  
USES AND ZONING:  South: Farm Ground/Residential (A2)  
 East:  Farm Ground/Residential (A2) 
 West: Farm Ground/Residential (A2) 
ANALYSIS: 
9.08:  Development Plan:  Purpose and Intent: The purpose to outline the procedure employed by the Plan 
Commission when considering a petition for the approval of a Development Plan.  Further, the intent of the 
Development Plan section is to ensure that the statutory requirements established in the Indiana Code for the 
consideration of a Development Plan petition are met. 
 
Compliance with the Development Standards: 

Article 2, Section 2.05: A2 District Permitted Uses: 
 Confined Feeding Operation 

Article 2, Section 2.30: A2 District Development Standards: 
 Minimum Front Yard Setback: 50 feet (310.69 feet proposed) 
 Minimum Side Yard Setback: 30 feet (1872.37 feet – north & 528.94 feet – south proposed) 
 Minimum Rear Yard Setback: 30 feet (377.12 feet proposed) 
 Maximum Impervious Surface: 20% (3% total proposed) 
 Maximum Height: 35 feet (20 feet proposed) 

Article 5, Section 5.10: Entrance Drive: 
 Utilize existing driveway 

Article 5, Section 5.11: Environmental Standards: 
 A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) approval from the DeKalb County Soil & Water 

Conservation District is required prior to any permits being issued.  

Article 5, Section 5.12: Fence/Wall Standards: 
 N/A 

Article 5, Section 5.21: Height Standards: 
 Meets Standards  

Article 5, Section 5.23: Landscaping, General: 
 N/A 

Article 5, Section 5.30: Lighting Standards: 
 N/A 
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Article 5, Section 5.33: Outdoor Storage: Non-residential Districts: 
 N/A 

Article 5, Section 5.38-5.39: Parking Standards: 
 N/A 

Article 5, Section 5.43: Setback Standards: 
 Meets Standards (See Section 2.30 above) 

Article 5, Section 5.44: Sewer/Water Standards: 
 No Septic System proposed 
 Water supplied through private well on site  

Article 5, Section 5.47: Sign Standards: 
 No signage plans submitted. 

 
JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS: 

The Petitioner has complied with the rules and regulations of the Plan Commission in filing appropriate 
documents: 

1. Application completed and filed on April 14, 2026 
2. Legal notice published in The Star on June 5, 2026 and Affidavit given to staff. 
3. Certificate of mailing notices sent and receipts given to staff. 
4. Letter from the County Board of Health, dated May 29, 2026 
5. Letter from County Highway dated April 29, 2026 
6. Letter from the DeKalb County Soil & Water Conservation District, dated May 4, 2026 
7. Letter from the Drainage Board, dated May 7, 2026 
8. Airport Board report, if applicable not applicable 
9. The real estate being developed is in Zoning District A2 – Agricultural, which permits the requested 

development. 

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT: 

When considering approval of a Development Plan, the DeKalb County Plan Commission shall — under Section 
9.08 G(6 & 7)  of the DeKalb County Unified Development Ordinance — determine the following: 

1. Does the Development Plan meet the minimum design standards listed in Section 9.08: Development 
Plan? 
Yes, all minimum design standards are met.  See Staff Report and non-objection letters from the DeKalb 
County Highway Dept., Health Dept., Drainage Board & Soil & Water Conservation District.   

2. Is the Development Plan consistent with the Comprehensive Plan? 
Yes, commercial agriculture development is encouraged in areas zoned appropriately. 

3. Does the Development Plan comply with the standards of this Unified Development Ordinance? 
Yes, the Development Plan is in compliance with the Development Standards of the Unified Development 
Ordinance.  See Staff Report and letters from the DeKalb County Highway Dept., Health Dept., Drainage 
Board & Soil & Water Conservation District.   

 

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS/COMMENTS: 
Staff is recommending approval of the Development Plan and recommends the following conditions:   

Conditions of Approval  

1. The Plan Commission retains continuing jurisdiction of this Development Plan to assure compliance with 
all terms and conditions and/or impose additional conditions deemed necessary for health and safety. 
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2. This Development Plan is approved for a confined feeding operation for approximately 82,000 chicken & 
associated accessory uses. 

3. Development to commence within three (3) year and be completed within seven (7) years.  See UDO 
Section 9.08 H. 

4. No Certificate of Occupancy or Certificate of Completion shall be issued until the applicant files written 
evidence of compliance with any conditions of the DeKalb County Board of Health, DeKalb County 
Highway Dept., DeKalb County Drainage Board or DeKalb County Surveyor, DeKalb County Airport, 
DeKalb County Soil & Water Conservation District, or other agency as applicable. And further, where 
applicable, file written evidence of compliance with Federal or State agencies where identified in the 
findings or conditions. The Zoning Administrator to determine when conditions have been met. 
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BENCH MARK DATA (MD0329):

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
The following described Real Estate in DeKalb County in the State of Indiana, to-wit:
The East half of the Southwest Quarter of Section 20,(Township 34 North, Range 14
East, in Dekalb County, Indiana.

EXCEPT the following described tract:

Beginning at the Southwest corner of the East half of the Southwest Quarter of said
Section, Township and Range; thence North on the West line of the East half 208.7
feet; thence East parallel with the South line of the Quarter Section 208.7 feet;
thence South 208.7 feet to the South line of the Quarter; thence West 208.7 feet on
said line to the beginning point, containing one square acre.
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GENERAL NOTES:

1. REFER TO THE INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (INDOT) STANDARD
SPECIFICATIONS, LATEST EDITION, FOR BASIC MATERIALS AND CONSTRUCTION METHODS.
THE SECTIONS BELOW FOR VARIOUS ITEMS ARE TO CLARIFY THE INTENT OF THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS PROJECT. PLEASE NOTE THAT OTHER SECTIONS OF THE INDOT
STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS MAY ALSO BE APPLICABLE.

2. ALL RADII SHALL BE 5 FOOT UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE ON PLANS.

3. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY EXACT LOCATION AND INVERT OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION.

4. STORM SEWER PIPE OF OTHER MATERIAL OR MATERIAL NOT MEETING THESE
SPECIFICATIONS SHALL REQUIRE THE PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE ENGINEER.

5. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT INFORMATION TO THE APPROPRIATE JURISDICTIONAL
CONTACT SHOWING CONFORMANCE WITH THESE SPECIFICATIONS UPON REQUEST.

PAVEMENT CONSTRUCTION:

1. THE INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS, LATEST
EDITION, SHALL APPLY TO WORKMANSHIP AND MATERIALS IN CONSTRUCTION OF
SUBGRADE, PAVEMENT, CURBS AND WALKS.

A) PREPARE THE SUBGRADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDOT SECTION 207. NO TRAFFIC WILL
BE PERMITTED ON THE PREPARED SUBGRADE PRIOR TO PAVING.

B) BITUMINOUS PAVEMENT IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDOT SECTION 403.

C) FINISHING EARTH GRADED SHOULDERS, DITCHES AND SLOPES IN ACCORDANCE WITH
INDOT SECTION 208.

CONCRETE PAVEMENT AND WALKS:

1. SEE DETAIL FOR TYPE AND DETAILS.

2. CONCRETE SHALL BE READY MIXED PORTLAND CEMENT AND WATER CONFORMING TO
ASTM C-150. AGGREGATES SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM C-33. COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF
CONCRETE AT 28 DAYS SHALL BE 4000 P.S.I. WHERE REQUIRED, REINFORCEMENT SHALL BE
WELDED STEEL WIRE FABRIC CONFORMING TO ASTM A-185.

3. ALL EXTERIOR CONCRETE SHALL CONTAIN 6% ± 1% AIR ENTRAINMENT.

APPLICATION:

A) PLACE CONCRETE ONLY ON A MOIST, COMPACT SUBGRADE OR BASE FREE FROM LOOSE
MATERIAL. PLACE NO CONCRETE ON MUDDY OR FROZEN SUBGRADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH
INDOT SECTION 604 AND 605.

B) CONCRETE SHALL BE DEPOSITED SO AS TO REQUIRE AS LITTLE REHANDLING AS
PRACTICAL. WHEN CONCRETE IS TO BE PLACED AT AN ATMOSPHERIC TEMPERATURE OF 35
DEGREES OR LESS, PARAGRAPH 702.10 OF THE INDOT SPECIFICATIONS SHALL APPLY.

C) EXCEPT AS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED, CURE ALL CONCRETE BY ONE OF THE METHODS
DESCRIBED IN INDOT SECTION 501.17.

SITE NOTES:

GRADING NOTES:
GENERAL GRADE NOTES:

1. REFER TO THE INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (INDOT) STANDARD
SPECIFICATIONS, LATEST EDITION, FOR BASIC MATERIALS AND CONSTRUCTION
METHODS.  THE SECTION BELOW FOR VARIOUS ITEMS ARE TO CLARIFY THE INTENT
OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THIS PROJECT.  PLEASE NOTE THAT OTHER SECTIONS
OF THE INDOT STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS MAY ALSO BE APPLICABLE.

2. FILL MATERIAL SHALL CONSIST OF EARTH OBTAINED FROM CUT AREAS, BORROW
PITS OR OTHER APPROVED SOURCES.  EARTH SHALL BE FREE FROM ORGANIC
MATTER AND OTHER DELETERIOUS SUBSTANCES AND LARGE ROCKS.  THE FILL
MATERIAL SHALL BE PLACED IN LAYERS NOT TO EXCEED SIX INCHES FOLLOWING
COMPACTION.  PROPER MOISTURE CONTENT OF FILL MATERIAL WILL BE SUCH TO
ACHIEVE SPECIFIED COMPACTION DENSITY.  ALL FILL BENEATH PAVED AREAS,
FLOOR SLABS AND FUTURE BUILDINGS SHALL BE COMPACTED TO AT LEAST 95% OF
THE MAXIMUM DRY DENSITY PER ASTM D-1557, FIELD COMPACTING TEST SHALL BE
RUN ON EACH LIFT, IN FILL SECTIONS, AND THE REQUIRED COMPACTION ON EACH
LIFT SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH INDOT SECTION 211.

3.  MAXIMUM LAWN SLOPE IS 3:1.

4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT ALL UTILITY COMPANIES TO LOCATE MAINS,
CONDUITS, SERVICE LINES, ETC. IN THE AFFECTED CONSTRUCTION AREA EXISTING
UTILITY STRUCTURES ARE SHOWN HERE IN ACCORDANCE WITH AVAILABLE
INFORMATION.  THE LOCATION AND PROTECTION OF UTILITY STRUCTURES, THEIR
SUPPORT AND MAINTENANCE DURING CONSTRUCTION (IN COOPERATION WITH
APPLICABLE UTILITY COMPANY) IS THE EXPRESSED RESPONSIBILITY OF THE
CONTRACTOR.

5. ALL SPOT ELEVATIONS ARE TO FINISHED GRADE.

6. ALL EXISTING MANHOLE CASTINGS TO BE ADJUSTED TO FINISH GRADE.

7. COMPACT "B" BORROW BACK FILL REQ'D. OVER ALL UTILITIES IN PAVED AREAS.
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RESPONSIBLE PARTY FOR EROSION CONTROL
NAME: MARC TROYER
COMPANY: - - -
ADDRESS: 8608 SR 2

HICKSVILLE, OH 43526
PHONE: 419-487-0037

EROSION CONTROL NOTES:
SOIL EROSION CONTROL SUMMARY:

1. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL SODDING, INLET PROTECTION, AND FILTERS AS SHOWN.

2.   MASS GRADE THE SITE (SIDES OF SWALES, MOUNDS AND PONDS TO BE SODDED OR
SEEDED AND MULCHED IMMEDIATELY UPON COMPLETION). TEMPORARY SEEDING SHALL
BE RECOMMENDED FOR ALL SWALES AND DISTURBED AREAS THAT CANNOT BE FINAL
SEEDED WITHIN A TIME PERIOD THAT WILL PREVENT SOIL EROSION, FOR TEMPORARY
SEEDING THE CONTRACTOR SHALL UTILIZE A FAST GROWING SEED OF EITHER OATS,
ANNUAL RYE GRASS, WHEAT OR RYE DEPENDING UPON TIME OF YEAR. DISTURBED AREAS
SHOULD BE KEPT TO A MINIMUM AT ALL TIMES.

3. CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTROL MUD ACCUMULATION ON ALL STREETS SURROUNDING
THE PROJECT BY INSTALLING STONE SURFACE AT ALL LOCATIONS WHERE CONSTRUCTION
TRAFFIC LEAVES THE SITE.  DUST SHALL BE KEPT TO A MINIMUM BY UTILIZING SPRINKLING,
CALCIUM CHLORIDE, VEGETATIVE COVER, SPRAY ON ADDITIVES OR OTHER APPROVED
METHODS.

4. MAINTAIN ALL FILTERS DURING CONSTRUCTION TO PREVENT ANY BLOCKAGES FROM
ACCUMULATED SEDIMENT.  ADDITIONAL SEEDING MAY BE REQUIRED DURING
CONSTRUCTION AS SPECIFIED BY ENGINEER OR SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE. RIPRAP
SHALL BE PLACED IN AREAS OF HIGH VELOCITY STREAM FLOW (MINIMUM SIZE 1/3 CU.FT.).
PAYMENT FOR ADDITIONAL RIPRAP NOT SHOWN ON PLANS AND SEEDING SHALL BE ON A
UNIT BASIS.

5. CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL ALL STORM SEWER INLET FILTERS AS STORM SEWER
SYSTEM IS INSTALLED.

6. ALL PROPOSED STREET AREAS TO BE PAVED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE AFTER SUBGRADE
IS PREPARED.

7. CONTRACTOR SHALL REMOVE ALL  TEMPORARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS
ONLY WHEN THERE IS SUFFICIENT GROWTH OF GROUND COVER TO PREVENT FURTHER
EROSION.

8. ALL SWALES SHALL BE SEEDED AND SODDED (AS INDICATED ON THE EROSION AND
SEDIMENT CONTROL PLAN) IMMEDIATELY AFTER FINAL GRADING.

9. ALL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH  THE
INDIANA HANDBOOK FOR EROSION CONTROL IN DEVELOPING AREAS, MOST RECENT
EDITION.

MAINTENANCE:

INSPECT PERIODICALLY, ESPECIALLY AFTER STORM EVENTS, UNTIL THE STAND IS
SUCCESSFULLY ESTABLISHED. (CHARACTERISTICS OF A SUCCESSFUL STAND INCLUDE:
VIGOROUS DARK GREEN OR BLUISH-GREEN SEEDLINGS; UNIFORM DENSITY WITH NURSE
PLANTS, LEGUMES, AND GRASSES WELL INTER-MIXED; GREEN LEAVES; AND THE
PERENNIALS REMAINING GREEN THROUGHOUT THE SUMMER, AT LEAST AT THE PLANT
BASE.)

PLAN TO ADD FERTILIZER THE FOLLOWING GROWING SEASON ACCORDING TO SOIL TEST
RECOMMENDATIONS.

REPAIR DAMAGED, BARE, OR SPARSE AREAS BY FILLING ANY GULLIES, RE-FERTILIZING,
OVER- OR RE-SEEDING, AND MULCHING.

IF PLANT COVER IS SPARSE OR PATCHY, REVIEW THE PLANT MATERIALS CHOSEN, SOIL
FERTILITY, MOISTURE CONDITION, AND MULCHING AFTER RE-PREPARING THE SEEDBED.

IF VEGETATION FAILS TO GROW, CONSIDER SOIL TESTING TO DETERMINE ACIDITY OR
NUTRIENT DEFICIENCY PROBLEMS. (CONTACT YOUR SWCD OR COOPERATIVE EXTENSION
OFFICE FOR ASSISTANCE.)

IF ADDITIONAL FERTILIZATION IS NEEDED TO GET A SATISFACTORY STAND, DO SO
ACCORDING TO SOIL TEST RECOMMENDATIONS.

EROSION CONTROL NOTES:

PRIOR TO ANY WORK BEING DONE, A TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE AND SILT
FENCING SHALL BE INSTALLED.

AFTER COMPLETION OF A STORM STRUCTURE, THE CURB INLET PROTECTION SHALL BE
INSTALLED IMMEDIATELY.

UPON COMPLETION OF SWALES AND SIDE SLOPES, CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL THE
EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS.

ALL AREAS NOT DENOTING PERMANENT SEEDING OR FIBER BLANKETS SHALL BE
TEMPORARILY SEEDED.

THE EARTHWORK CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING THE EXISTING ROADWAYS
CLEAR OF DIRT AND DEBRIS.

ADDITIONAL EROSION CONTROL MEASURES MAY BE REQUIRED BY INSPECTOR AS
CONDITIONS WARRANT.

EROSION PROTECTION DURING CONSTRUCTION AND SEEDING:

1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ADEQUATE EROSION PROTECTION MEASURE DURING
CONSTRUCTION SUCH AS, BUT NOT LIMITED TO:

      A) SILT FENCING
      B) MULCH AND SEEDING
      C) SOIL STABILIZATION FABRIC

2. DETAILS AND PLACEMENT SPECIFICATION FOR ABOVE ITEMS ARE AVAILABLE ON REQUEST
FROM THE ENGINEER.

3. ALL CONSTRUCTION AREAS ARE TO BE SEEDED IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING GRADING.

4. WOOD CELLULOSE FIBER, STRAW OR MULCH SHALL BE APPLIED AT A RATE OF 3/4 TONS
PER ACRE AND SHALL BE REQUIRED FOR ALL SWALE, LAKE SLOPE AND STREET SEEDING.

NOTE:

EXISTING DRIVEWAY TO BE USED FOR CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE.
(SEE SHEET C101 - OVERALL SITE PLAN)
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B11 Maintenance guidelines for each proposed storm water quality measure
B10 Measures utilized for work within water  bodies
B9 De-watering applications and management methods
B8 Grade stabilization structure locations and specifications
B7 Storm water outlet protection location and specifications
B6 Run off control measures
B5 Sediment control measures for sheet flow areas
B4 Sediment control measures for concentrated flow areas
B3 Specifications for temporary and permanent stabilization
B2 Stable construction entrance locations and specifications

B1 Description of the potential pollutant generating sources and pollutants, including all
potential non-storm water discharges

A31
Location of any in-stream activities that are planned for the project including, but
not limited to, stream crossings and pump arounds

A30 Construction support activities that are expected to be part of the project
A29 Location of all on-site and off-site soil stockpiles and borrow areas

A28
Location of all proposed site improvements, including roads, utilities, lot delineation and
identification, proposed structures, and common areas

A27 Locations of specific points where storm water and non-storm water discharges will leave
the project site

A26
Locations, size, and  dimensions of all storm water drainage system such as culverts,
storm water sewer, and conveyance channels

A25 Locations and approximate boundaries of all disturbed areas
A24 Proposed final topography
A23 Total expected land disturbance expressed in acres
A22 Size of the project area expressed in acres

A21 Locations where storm water may be directly discharged into ground water, such as
abandoned wells, sinkholes, or karst features

A20 Existing permanent retention or detention facilities, including manmade wetlands,
designed for the purpose of storm water management

A19 Location of all existing structures on the project site
A18 Location(s) where run-off discharges from the project site prior to land disturbance
A17 Location(s) where run-off enters the project site
A16 Existing site topography at an interval appropriate to indicate drainage patterns
A15 Identification and delineation of existing cover, including natural buffers

A14 Identification of any other state or federal water quality permits or authorizations that are
required for construction activities

A13
Identification and location of all known wetlands, lakes, and water courses on or adjacent
to the project site (construction plan, existing site layout)

A12 Soils map of the predominate soil types

Identification of discharges to a water on the current 303(d) list of impaired waters and
the pollutant(s) for which it is impairedA11

A10 Name(s) of the receiving water(s)
A9 Identification of a U.S. EPA approved or established TMDL
A8 Land use of all adjacent properties

A3 Narrative of the nature and purpose of the project

A7 Boundaries of the one hundred (100) year flood plains, floodway fringes, and floodways
A6 11x17-inch plat showing building lot numbers/ boundaries and road layout/names
A5 Legal description of the project site
A4 Latitude and longitude to the nearest fifteen (15) seconds

A vicinity map depicting the project site location in relationship to recognizable local
landmarks, towns, and major roadsA2

Index of the location of required plan elements in the construction plan C303A1

C201

C101

C101

C303
C000
C101

C000

*
C101
C303
C303
C303

C302

C201

SECTION
Construction Storm Water General Permit Index Sheet

SHEETTITLE

Entity that will be responsible for operation and maintenance of the post-construction
storm water measures

C5 Maintenance guidelines for proposed post-construction storm water measures
C4 Sequence describing storm water measure implementation
C3 Plan details for each storm water measures
C2 Description of proposed post-construction storm water measures
C1 Description of pollutants and their sources associated with the proposed land use
B15 Material handling and storage procedures associated with construction activity

B14 Material handling and spill prevention and spill response plan meeting the requirements
in 327 IAC 2-6.1

B13 Provisions for erosion and sediment control on individual residential building lots
regulated under the proposed project

B12 Planned construction sequence that describes the implementation of storm water quality
measures in relation to land disturbance

C303

C303

C303

C201
C201
C201
C201
C101

C201

C101
C302
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C302/C303

C201

C201
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C303

C302
C302
C302
C302
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C302

C303

C303

C303

C303
C303
C303

C303
*

C302

A3 - Narrative of the nature and purpose of the project:
The project consists of two new barns with grazing area and stone apron. The existing property will
maintain with the new items integrating into the site. Associated with the new improvements will be
storm water management system consisting of overland flow, swales and a single outlet pipe.
(Shown on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

A11 - Identification of discharges to a water on the current 303(d) list of impaired
waters and the pollutant(s) for which is it impaired:

From the EPA list, the condition of Metcalf Ditch is not currently listed as impaired, but has recently
(2026) been submitted to EPA for review as noted on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

A8 - Land use of all adjacent properties:
North - Agricultural East - Agricultural
South - Agricultural West - Agricultural

(Shown on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

A10 - Name(s) of the receiving water(s):
The receiving water from this project site is Metcalf Ditch (INA0354_01) which is part of the Buck
Creek Watershed (041000030504). (Shown on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

A9 - Identification of a U.S. EPA approved or established TMDL:
The receiving water from this project site is an Big Run (INA0352_05) which is part of the Big Run
Watershed (041000030502).  This watershed contributes to the St. Joseph watershed. Therefore
TDML established for waterways contributing to the St. Joseph watershed include Escherichia
Coli (E. coli). (Shown on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

A15 - Identification and delineation of existing cover, including natural buffers:
The site is primarily a row crop agricultural site. There is a house and several out buildings on the
site as well. Metcalf Ditch bisects the property north and south. The area around the house and
buildings is grass covered and dotted with mature trees. The delineation of the various surface
coverage are on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A13 - Identification and location of all known wetlands, lakes, and water courses on
or adjacent to the project site (construction plan, existing site layout)

Metcalf Ditch traverses the project site. (Shown on C101 - Overall Site Plan)
A14 - Identification on any other state or federal water quality permits or
authorizations that are required for construction activities:

This phase of the project scope will not require any additional federal or state water permits as
noted on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

A21 - Locations where storm water may be directly discharged into ground water,
such as abandoned wells, sinkholes, or karst features:

There are no locations on property where storm water may directly discharge into the
groundwater as illustrated on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A30- Construction support activities that are expected to be part of the project
Any construction support area will be within the limits of disturbance and used as directed by the
contractor.  Since they are within the limits of disturbance, there will be no impact sensitive areas.

A29- Location of all on-site and off-site soil stockpiles and borrow areas:
There will be no soil stockpiles located on site as shown on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A31- Location of any on-stream activities that are planned for the project including,
but not limited to, stream crossings and pump arounds:
There are no in stream activities associated with this project.

B2- Stable construction entrance locations and specifications:
The existing stone drive will serve as the construction entrance as noted on Sheet C302.
B3- Specifications for temporary and permanent stabilization:

The provisions for temporary stabilization during construction as well as permanent stabilization
are included in the drawing set. The information contains specific stabilization techniques for the
conditions of the site as well as timing of installation.
For temporary construction stabilization, it is the Contractor responsibility to maintain the
stabilization during the construction duration and until permanent stabilization is installed.
For permanent stabilization, it is expected installation to occur immediately after final grading of
the soil surface.  Permanent stabilization is to be maintained by the Owner until 75% effective
cover is established on the soil surface.

The stabilization is noted on C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

A4 - Latitude and Longitude:
The latitude is 41° 23' 12" North and longitude is 84° 56' 28" West. (Shown on C000 - Cover Sheet)

B4- Sediment control measures for concentrated flow areas:
The concentrated flow is protected on the bank with straw bale check dams every 100 feet as
noted on C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

B5- Sediment control measures for sheet flow areas:
Sediment control for sheet flow is handled at the project perimeter with silt fence. For collection
swales of sheet flow areas, straw bale check dams are used.  These items are referenced on
C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

B6- Run-off control measures:
Sediment control for sheet flow is handled at the project perimeter with silt fence. For collection
swales of sheet flow areas, straw bale check dams are used. These items are referenced on
C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

B7- Stormwater outlet protection location and specifications:
The concentrated flow is protected on the bank with straw bale check dams as noted on
C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

B8- Grade stabilization structure locations and specifications:
The grade transition areas of surface to collection swales is protected with erosion control
blankets as illustrated on C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

B9- Dewatering applications and management methods:
There are no dewatering applications required for this project.  (Noted C303 - Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan)

B10- Measures utilized for work within waterbodies:
This is not applicable to this project. (Noted C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

B11- Maintenance guidelines for each proposed stormwater quality measure:
The stormwater quality is by straw bale check dams every 100 feet along the drainage swale.
(C302 - Erosion Control Plan)

B12- Planned construction sequence that describes the implementation of
stormwater quality measures in relation to land disturbance:

The construction sequence for installation of the erosion control measures and stormwater
pollution prevention devices are detailed on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

B13- Provisions for erosion and sediment control on individual residential building
lots regulated under the proposed project:

Not applicable to this project. (Noted C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)
B14- Material handling and spill prevention and spill response plan meeting the
requirements in 327 IAC 2-6.1:

The potential materials on site that could cause a spill response include fuels, petroleum
fluids or other liquids as part of the construction equipment on site.  If a spill occurs,
immediate determination of the extent and emergency response requirements should be
determined.  Immediate containment of the spill with onsite spill kits should be completed.
Once the spill is contained, contact is to be made to the Indiana Department of Environmental
Management, Office of Land Quality, Emergency Response Section: Area Code
1-888-233-7745 for in-state calls (toll free) within two hours of the spill.  The contact should
include the likelihood of damage to the waterways of the State of Indiana.  This information is
noted on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

B15- Material handling and storage procedures associated with construction activity:
All construction debris and wastes are to be loaded directly into provided roll off boxes for
proper disposal off site.  In not terms is debris or waste to be stored on site awaiting disposal
or burned on property.  Liquid wastes such as concrete wash out is to be disposed in the
appropriate concrete wash out lined roll off boxes as provided.  This includes any
mortar/masonry/concrete grout material. Once these containers are full, they are to be
removed from the site and disposed of in a licensed facility.  Roll off boxes are to be rotated
empty for full boxes for the entire project duration.

C1- Description of pollutants and their sources associated with the proposed land
use:

The post construction land use will have no potential contaminants.  (Noted C303 - Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan)

C2- Description of proposed post-construction stormwater measures:
Maintenance of grass cover including appropriate mowing and re-seeding as necessary. (Noted
C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)

C3- Plan details for each stormwater measure:
The post construction stormwater measures primarily consist of maintenance of grass cover
including appropriate mowing and re-seeding if necessary as noted on C303 - Storm Water
Pollution Protection Plan.

C4- Sequence describing stormwater measure implementation:
The sequence of installation for the post construction stormwater measure is part of construction
sequencing shown on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

C5- Maintenance guidelines for proposed post-construction stormwater measures:
An operations and maintenance manual are part of the submittal information under separate
documentation.

C6- Entity that will be responsible for operation and maintenance of the
post-construction stormwater measures:

The responsible person for the post construction stormwater measures is the property owner
as noted C302 - Erosion Control Plan.

A1 - Index of the location of required plan elements in the construction plan:
An index addressing the required elements within the drawing set is on C303 - Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.

A2 - A vicinity map depicting the project site location in relationship to recognizable
local landmarks, towns, and major roads:

A map showing the project in relationship to other areas of the county is on C000 - Cover Sheet.

A5 - Legal description of the project site:
A legal description of the overall parcel is on C101 - Overall Site Plan

A6 - 11 x 17-inch plat showing building lot numbers/boundaries and road
layout/names:

An 11" x 17" plan showing the overall property and new improvements is attached to this narrative.
A7 - Boundaries of the one hundred (100) year floodplains, floodway fringes, and
floodways:

The 100 year floodway and floodway fringe is on C101 - Overall Site Plan and is based on best
available information from the Indiana Department of Natural Resources.

A12 - Soils map of the predominate soil types:
The soils on this property are predominantly Crosby Silt Loam. A copy of the soils map is on
C101 - Overall Site Plan.

A16 - Existing site topography at interval appropriate to indicate drainage patterns:
The existing site topography has relief across the site, flowing from the West to the East, with
contours directing water South to "Big Run".  The existing and proposed contours are on C201
- Site Development Plan.

A17 - Location(s) where run-off enters the project site:
As referenced above, there is a potential run-off entering the site from the west via Metcalf Ditch.
The existing contours are on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A18 - Location(s) where run-off discharges from the project site prior to land
disturbances:

There is an existing runoff discharges into Metcalf Ditch. Proposed runoff is routed via swales to
discharge into Metcalf Ditch. The existing contours are on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A19 - Location(s) of all existing structures on the project site:
The property has a house and multiple barn/out buildings on the existing property. These
structures are shown on C101 - Overall Site Plan.

A20 - Existing permanent retention or detention facilities, including manmade
wetlands, designed for the purpose of stormwater management:

There are no existing retention/detention facilities on site, shown on C201 - Site Development Plan.

A22 - Size of the project expressed in acres:
The total project site is 79.00 acres as noted on C101 - Overall Site Plan.

A23 - Total expected land disturbance expressed in acres:
The total project area is 7.07 acres as noted on C302 - Erosion Control Plan

A24 - Proposed final topography:
The final topography is on C201 - Site Development Plan and is illustrated as spot elevations and
contours.

A25 - Locations and approximate boundaries of all disturbed areas:
The total disturbed area is 7.07 acres as noted and shown on C302 - Erosion Control Plan and
C303 - Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan.

A26 - Locations, size and dimensions of all stormwater drainage systems such as
culverts, stormwater sewer, and conveyance channels:

The stormwater is conveyed by overland flow and conveyance swales. These are on C201 - Site
Development Plan.

A27 - Locations of specific points where stormwater and non-stormwater discharges
will leave the project site:

The discharge from the site will be from Metcalf Ditch as shown on C201 - Site Development Plan.
A28 - Location of all proposed site improvements, including roads, utilities, lot
delineation and identification, proposed structures, and common areas:

All the surface improvements including buildings, impervious areas, new surface finishes,
horizontal notations, etc. are on C201 - Site Plan.

Construction Storm Water General Permit Notes - Section AConstruction Storm Water General Permit Notes - Section B

Construction Storm Water General Permit Notes - Section C

LANDSCAPING & FINAL STABILIZATION
(TOP SOILING, TREES AND SHRUBS,
PERMANENT SEEDING, MULCHING,

SODDING, RIPRAP)

STABILIZE ALL OPEN AREAS, INCLUDING
BORROW AND SPOIL AREAS. REMOVE
TEMPORARY CONTROL MEASURES AND
STABILIZE.

INSTALL NECESSARY EROSION AND SEDIMENT
CONTROL PRACTICES AS WORK TAKES PLACE.

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION
(BUILDINGS, UTILITIES, PAVING)

SURFACE STABILIZATION
(TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT SEEDING,

MULCHING, SODDING, RIPRAP)

APPLY TEMPORARY OR PERMANENT
STABILIZATION MEASURES IMMEDIATELY ON
ALL DISTURBED AREAS WHERE WORK IS
DELAYED OR COMPLETED.

BEGIN MAJOR CLEARING AND GRADING AFTER
INSTALLING THE KEY SEDIMENT AND RUNOFF
MEASURES. CLEAR BORROW AND DISPOSAL
AREAS AS NEEDED. INSTALL ADDITIONAL
CONTROL MEASURES AS GRADING
PROGRESSES.

LAND CLEARING AND GRADING
(CUTTING/FILLING/GRADING, DRAINS,

SEDIMENT TRAPS, BARRIERS,
DIVERSIONS, SURFACE ROUGHENING)

RUNOFF CONVEYANCE SYSTEM
(STABILIZED STREAM-BANKS, STORM

DRAINS, INLET AND OUTLET
PROTECTIONS, WATER QUALITY

STRUCTURES)

WHERE NECESSARY, STABILIZE STREAMBANKS
AS EARLY AS POSSIBLE. INSTALL PRINCIPLE
CONVEYANCE SYSTEM WITH RUNOFF CONTROL
MEASURES. INSTALL REMAINDER OF SYSTEM
AFTER GRADING.

INSTALL PRINCIPAL BASINS AFTER
CONSTRUCTION SITE IS ASSESSED. INSTALL
ADDITIONAL RUNOFF CONTROL MEASURES
DURING GRADING AS NEEDED.

SEDIMENT BARRIERS AND TRAPS
(BASIN TRAPS, SILT FENCES, OUTLET

PROTECTION)

CONSTRUCTION ACCESS
(CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCES,

CONSTRUCTION ROUTES, EQUIPMENT
PARKING AREAS)

STABILIZE BARE AREAS IMMEDIATELY WITH
GRAVEL AND TEMPORARY VEGETATION AS
WORK TAKES PLACE.

BEFORE CONSTRUCTION, EVALUATE, MARK
AND PROTECT IMPORTANT TREES AND
ASSOCIATED ROOTING ZONES, UNIQUE AREAS
(e.g., WETLANDS) TO BE PRESERVED, ON SITE
SEPTIC SYSTEM ABSORPTION FIELDS IF
APPLICABLE, AND VEGETATION SUITABLE FOR
FILTER STRIPS, ESPECIALLY IN PERIMETER
AREAS.

PRE-CONSTRUCTION ACTIONS
(EVALUATION/PROTECTION OF

IMPORTANT SITE CHARACTERISTICS)

CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE:CONSTRUCTION PHASE:

INSTALLATION SCHEDULE: SEASONAL SOIL PROTECTION CHART

B

*/I/*
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*

*

*
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C
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B

G

* / I / * = IRRIGATION NEEDED DURING JUNE, JULY, AUGUST AND/OR SEPTEMBER
** = IRRIGATION NEEDED FOR 2 WEEKS AFTER SUPPLYING SOD

STABILIZATION
PRACTICE

PERMANENT
SEEDING

DORMANT
SEEDING

TEMPORARY
SEEDING

SODDING

MULCHING

JAN. FEB. MAR. APR. MAY JUNE JULY AUG. SEPT. OCT. NOV. DEC.

/////////I//////

//////I////
//////////I///////

A = Kentucky Bluegrass 100 lbs / acre; Creeping Red Fescue 100 lbs / acre; plus 2 tons
straw mulch / acre, or add Annual Ryegrass 10 lbs / acre. Fertilize as recommended by
soil test. If testing is not done, apply 400-600 lbs / acre of 12-12-12 analysis, or equal,
fertilizer.

B = Kentucky Bluegrass 120 lbs / acre; Creeping Red Fescue 120 lbs / acre; plus 2 tons
straw mulch / acre, or add Annual Ryegrass 30 lbs / acre. Fertilize as recommended by
soil test. If testing is not done, apply 400-600 lbs / acre of 12-12-12 analysis, or equal,
fertilizer.

C = Spring Oats at 3 bushels / acre. Fertilize as recommended by soil test. If testing is not
done, apply 400-600 lbs / acre of 12-12-12 analysis, or equal, fertilizer.

D = Wheat or Rye at 2 bushels / acre. Fertilize as recommended by soil test. If testing is not
done, apply 400-600 lbs / acre of 12-12-12 analysis, or equal, fertilizer.

E = Annual Ryegrass 40 lbs / acre (1 lb / 1000 sq. ft.). Fertilize as recommended by soil
test. If testing is not done, apply 400-600 lbs / acre of 12-12-12 analysis, or equal,
fertilizer.

F = Sod
G = Straw, Mulch 2 tons / acre.

B1- Description of the potential pollutant generating sources and pollutants,
including all potential non-storm water discharges:
1. Concrete Washout Area: Specific concrete washout area shall be established and labeled.

a) The specific concrete wash out will be in a provided lined roll off box at a specific
    location near the entrance to the job site.
b) The lined roll off box will be placed on stable soil with a stone approach.
c) Once the lined roll off box is full, it will be removed from the site and discarded as clean
    fill once solid. A new lined roll off box will replace the one removed.

2. Construction Mobile Equipment Fluid
a) All fueling of equipment will be managed and completed on a stone surface.
b) Daily observation of all equipment for inspection of leaks or potential leaks of any fluids.
c) Any observed fluid leaks are to be handled immediately with the equipment being moved
    to a stable stone surface and placed out of operation until maintenance is completed.
d) Spill kits are to be utilized once the equipment is moved to the stable stone surface to
    prevent leakage from penetrating the ground or impacting storm water runoff.

3. Construction Material Waste
a) All material waste is to be placed in provided roll off boxes as it is generated.
b) Full roll off boxes are to be removed and properly disposed of in a licensed facility.
c) No debris is to be stored on the ground surface at any time.

These items are noted on C303 - Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.
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      PORTIONS OF A.S.T.M. SPECIFICATION C76.
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NOTE: MANUFACTURER OF END SECTION IS IN ACCORDANCE WITH APPLICABLE
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NOT TO SCALE

PROPOSED 3:1 MAX. SLOPEPROPOSED 3:1 MAX. SLOPE

NOTES:

1. PREPARE SOIL BEFORE INSTALLING BLANKETS, INCLUDING APPLICATION OF LIME, FERTILIZER AND
SEED.

2. BEGIN AT THE TOP OF THE CHANNEL BY ANCHORING THE BLANKET IN A 6" DEEP x 6" WIDE TRENCH.
BACKFILL AND COMPACT THE TRENCH AFTER STAPLING.

3. ROLL CENTER BLANKET IN DIRECTION OF WATER FLOW ON BOTTOM OF CHANNEL.

4. PLACE BLANKETS END OVER END (SHINGLE STYLE) WITH A 6" OVERLAP. USE A DOUBLE RO OF
STAGGERED STAPLES 4" APART TO SECURE BLANKETS.

5. FULL LENGHT OF BLANKETS AT TOP OF SIDE SLOPES MUST BE ANCHORED IN A 6" DEEP x 6" WIDE
TRENCH. BACKFILL AND COMPACT THE TRENCH AFTER STAPLING.

6. BLANKETS ON SIDE SLOPES MUST BE OVERLAPPED 4" OVER THE CENTER BLANKET AND STAPLES.

7. THE TERMINAL END OF THE BLANKETS MUST BE ANCHORED IN A 6" DEEP x 6" WIDE TRENCH.
BLACKFILL AND COMPACT THE TRENCH AFTER STAPLING.
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ADDITIONAL STAPLED AS REQ'D.

INSTALLATION OF SILT FENCE:

SITE PREPERATION:

1. PLAN FOR THE FENCE TO BE AT LEAST 10 FEET FROM THE TOE OF THE SLOPE TO PROVIDE A
SEDIMENT STORAGE AREA.

2. PROVIDE ACCESS TO THE AREA IF SEDIMENT CLEANOUT WILL BE NEEDED.

MAINTENANCE:

1. INSPECT THE SILT FENCE PERIODICALLY AND AFTER EACH STORM EVENT.

2. IF FENCE FABRIC TEARS, STARTS TO DECOMPOSE, OR IN ANY WAY BECOMES INEFFECTIVE,
REPLACE THE AFFECTED PORTION IMMEDIATELY.

3. REMOVE DEPOSITED SEDIMENT WHEN IT REACHES HALF THE HEIGHT OF THE SILT FENCE AS
ITS LOWEST POINT OR IS CAUSING THE FABRIC TO BULGE.

4. TAKE CARE TO AVOID UNDERMINING THE FENCE DURING CLEAN OUT.

5. AFTER THE CONTRIBUTING DRAINAGE AREA HAS BEEN STABILIZED, REMOVE THE FENCE AND
SEDIMENT DEPOSITS, BRING THE DISTURBED AREA TO GRADE AND STABILIZE.

NOTES FOR EROSION CONTROL BLANKET INSTALLATION

NOTE:
PREFABRICATED SILT FENCE WILL BE ACCEPTABLE, AS LONG
AS THE STAKES ARE DRIVEN A MINIMUM OF 16" INTO GROUND.

NOTES:
1. STAPLE PATTERNS APPLY TO ALL NORTH AMERICAN GREEN EROSION BLANKETS.

2. STAPLE PATTERNS MAY VARY DEPENDING UPON SOIL TYPE AND AVERAGE ANNUAL
RAINFALL.

3. AT SLOPE LENGTHS GREATER THAN 300 FEET OR WHERE DRAINAGE OVER LARGE AREAS IS
DIRECTED ONTO BLANKETS, STAPLE PATTERN "C" SHOULD BE UTILIZED.

4. CHANNEL LININGS REQUIRE A 2' (MIN.) OVERLAP AT LONGITUDINAL JOINTS AND SIDE SLOPES
REQUIRE A 6" (MIN.) OVERLAP. WHERE OVERLAPS OCCUR, THE UPSTREAM BLANKET SHALL
OVERLAP THE DOWNSTREAM.

5. NORTH AMERICAN GREEN S150BN TO BE USED FOR EROSION CONTROL BLANKETS.

CHANNEL
LINING

CHANNEL LININGS UTILIZE STAPLE PATTERN "C"
WITH ADDITIONAL STAPLES ON SIDE SLOPES.

GENERAL STAPLE RECOMMENDATIONS

1 STAPLE PER SQ. YD. 1 1/2 STAPLE PER SQ. YD. 2 STAPLE PER SQ. YD.

POSTS @ 6'-0"
O.C. MAX.

SILT FENCE

SILT FENCE

DETAIL AT JOINT WRAP

IF NECESSARY TO JOIN THE ENDS OF TWO FENCES,
USE THE WRAP JOINT METHOD.

NOT TO SCALE

20'-0" MIN. WIDTH (STAGING AREA)

5" STONE (INDOT CA. #2)

3" STONE (INDOT CA. #53)

FLOW BETWEEN BALES
MIN. OF 12" TO PREVENT
BALES TO BE OFFSET A

ANCHORING.

SEE TYPICAL SECTION
ABOVE FOR PROPER

FROM TOP OF SWALE TO TOP OF SWALE

CONTRACTOR SHALL INSPECT
DAILY AND MAINTAIN AS REQ'D.
TO INSURE PROPER WORKING ORDER

NOTE:

STRAW OR HAY BALES

COMPACTED SOIL TO
PREVENT PIPING.

ENTRENCH
BALES 6"

TOP OF SWALE

FLOW

THROUGH EACH BALE.

36" LONG (MIN.) 2"x 2"
HARDWOOD STAKES DRIVEN

SECTION

(2 PER BALE)

FLOWLINE OF SWALE

PLAN VIEW

TOP OF SWALE

NOT TO SCALE

MIN. 6" TOPSOIL TO ENSURE
GRASS GROWTH (EXCEPT AT PAVEMENT)

MIN. WIDTH 1.25 (O.D.)

1/
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O
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.
d"

#8 CRUSHED STONE OR EQUAL.
CLASS I MATERIAL, HAND TAMPED

OR "WALKED" IN OR CLASS II
MATERIAL TO 95% STANDARD

PROCTOR DENSITY

"B" BORROW WHEN TRENCH
OPENING ENCROACHES WITHIN
5'-0" OF AN EXISTING OR
PROPOSED STREET OR
SIDEWALK. APPROVED BACKFILL
MATERIAL OUTSIDE OF STREET
OR SIDEWALK BACKFILL LIMITS.
APPROVED BACKFILL MATERIAL
MAY BE USED UNDER PROPOSED
SIDEWALKS PROVIDED
SIDEWALKS ARE CONSTRUCTED 6
MONTHS AFTER BACKFILLING OF
TRENCH.

PIPE SIZE (D)

BEDDING BELOW
THE PIPE BARREL

27" OR LESS

3" 4"

30" TO 60"

Bc

MIN. 1.25 Bc
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 / 

2
4"

REGULAR BACKFILL

#8 CRUSHED STONE OR
APPROVED EQUAL. CLASS I
BEDDING MATERIAL, HAND

TAMPED OR WALK INTO PLACE

R.C.P. SIZED AS INDICATED ON
PLANS

REGULAR BACKFILL

6" MINIMUM
6"

66" AND UP

NOTE: BACKFILL FOR R.C.P.
WITHIN 5 FEET OF PAVEMENT
MUST BE COMPACTED TO 95%
STANDARD PROCTOR DENSITY

REINFORCED CONCRETE PIPE (R.C.P)

NOT TO SCALE
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DEKALB COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION CASE NUMBER: 26-20 

This staff report is prepared by the DeKalb County Department of Development Services to provide information 
to the Plan Commission to assist them in making a decision on this application.  It may also be useful to members 
of the public interested in this application. 

SUMMARY FACTS: 

APPLICANT:   Lakewood Park Baptist Church, Inc.  

SUBJECT SITE: 5555 County Road 29, Auburn 

REQUEST: Zone Map Amendment 

EXISTING ZONING: R1, Low Density Residential 

PROPOSED ZONING: IN, Institutional 

SURROUNDING LAND North: Residential & Farm Ground (Auburn ETJ & County I2)  
USES AND ZONING:  South: Residential (R1) 

East: Residential (R1) 
West: Residential & Farm Ground R1) 

ANALYSIS: 
The information provided in this staff report has been included for the purpose of reviewing the proposed zone 
map amendment (rezoning).  Since the rezoning process does not require a site plan, there may be additional 
requirements placed on the property through the Technical Review and/or Development Plan process to address 
development regulations, if required.   

The request is to rezone approximately 183 acres from R1, Low Density Residential to IN, Institutional.  The 
property is located at 5555 County Road 29, Auburn. See Location Map.      

The purpose of the rezone is for all properties owned by Lakewood Park Baptist Church, Inc. to be all located 
under the same zoning district as the school campus.  In total, Lakewood Park Baptist Church, Inc. owns 7 parcels 
containing 183 total acres.  Approximately 63 acres is already zoned IN, Institutional.  This area encompasses the 
school & 2 ball fields.  This leaves approximately 120 acres in the R1, Low Density Residential zoning district.  
See existing zoning map.   
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LOCATION MAP: 

Yellow Outline: Subject Area  
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Yellow Outline: Subject Area  
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EXISTING ZONING MAP: 

Purple: IN, Institutional (existing zoning) 
Light Blue: R1, Low Density Residential (existing zoning) 
Red: I2, Low Intensity Industrial  
Brown: Auburn Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction 
Yellow Outline: Subject Area 
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FUTURE LAND USE MAP: 

Blue: Community Use 
Yellow: Residential Use 
Purple: Industrial Use 
Brown: Auburn Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction 
Hatch/Cross Lines: Airport Compatible Use Area 
Red Outline: Subject Area 
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PROPOSED ZONING MAP: 

Purple: IN, Institutional (proposed zoning) 
Light Blue: R1, Low Density Residential  
Red: I2, Low Intensity Industrial  
Brown: Auburn Extra-Territorial Jurisdiction 
Yellow Outline: Subject Area 
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Differences between the R1, Low Density Residential (Existing) and the IN, Institutional (Proposed) Zoning 
Districts: 

R1: Low Density Residential: This district is established for single-family detached homes with small to 
medium sized lots. 

Permitted uses within the R1 zoning district include the following (page 2-15 of the UDO).  

Accessory Permitted Uses 
 Home Based Business 

Agricultural Permitted Uses 
 Agricultural Crop Production 

Industrial Permitted Uses 
 Telecommunication Facility 

Institutional Permitted Uses 
 Public Park 
 Public Pool 

Residential Permitted Uses 
 Child Care, Home 
 Dwelling, Manufactured Home 
 Dwelling, Single Family 
 Fair Housing Facility (Small) 
 Short-Term Rental Owner Occupied 
 Short-Term Rental, Not Owner Occupied 
 Storage Buildings: Private, Non accessory 

IN: Institutional: This district is established for institutional and municipal owned lands for public purpose 
and use. 

Permitted uses within the IN zoning district include the following (page 2-27 of the UDO).  

Agricultural Permitted Uses 
 Agricultural Crop Production 

Commercial Permitted Uses 
 Dental Clinic 
 Emergency Medical Care Clinic 
 Funeral Home or Mortuary 
 Medical Clinic 
 Optical Clinic 
 Rehabilitation clinic 
 Service Organization 
 Swimming Pool 

Industrial Permitted Uses 
 Utility Facility, Above Ground  
 Telecommunication Facility 

Institutional Permitted Uses 
 Cemetery/Mausoleum 
 Child Care Institutional 
 Church, Temple or Mosque 
 Community Center 

Institutional Permitted Uses (cont’d) 
 Government Office 
 Government Operation (Non-Office) 
 Hospital 
 Jail 
 Juvenile Detention Fcility 
 Library, Public 
 Museum 
 Parking Lot, Public 
 Police, Fire or Rescue Station 
 Pool, Public 
 Post Office 
 Prison 
 Recycling, Collection Point 
 School (P-12) 
 Trade or Business School 
 University or College 

Residential Permitted Uses 
 Fair Housing, Large 
 Nursing Home
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Unified Development Ordinance Requirements 

When considering a zone map amendment, the DeKalb County Plan Commission and the County Commissioners 
are obligated — under Section 9.06 G(3)  of the DeKalb County Unified Development Ordinance  — to pay 
reasonable regard to the following: 

a. The Comprehensive Plan; 

b. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in each district;  

c. The most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted; 

d. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction; and 

e. Responsible development and growth 

JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS: 

The petitioner has complied with the rules and regulations of the Plan Commission in filing appropriate forms and 
reports. 

1. Application completed and filed on May 21, 2026
2. Legal notice published in The Star on June 5, 2026 and Publishers Affidavit received. 
3. Certificate of mailing notices sent and receipts given to staff. 
4. Non-Objection letter from the County Board of Health, dated May 29, 2026
5. Non-Objection letter from the County Highway Department, dated June 1, 2026
6. Non-Objection letter from the DeKalb County Soil & Water Conservation District, dated May 22, 2026
7. Non-Objection letter from the County Surveyor, dated May 28, 2026
8. Non-Objection letter from the DeKalb County Airport Authority, dated May 27, 2026

UDO & STATUTORY MATTERS TO CONSIDER: 

1. Is the change in zoning paying reasonable regard to the Comprehensive Plan? 
The subject area has a Future Land Use (FLU) designation of Community Use. The proposed zoning 
district & uses therein are compatible with this FLU designation.  

2. Is the change in zoning paying reasonable regard to the current conditions and the character of current 
structures and uses in each district? 
The existing development surrounding the property is farm ground & residential uses and zoned R1, Low 
Density Residential. This change in zoning will be consistent with the surrounding properties and the 
current conditions and character of current structures and land uses in the area.   

3. Is the change in zoning paying reasonable regard to the most desirable use for which the land in each 
district is adapted? 
The proposed zoning district is desirable for this property and the area. 

4. Is the change in zoning paying reasonable regard to the conservation of property values throughout the 
jurisdiction? 
The property values of the area should not be disturbed negatively.   

5. Is the change in zoning paying reasonable regard to responsible development and growth? 
In changing the zoning of the property to IN, Institutional, the Plan Commission will be promoting the 
desired use of the land while promoting responsible development and growth.  

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS/COMMENTS: 

Staff is recommending a favorable recommendation to the County Commissioners for the requested Zone Map 
Amendment.  Should there be any conditions or commitments made by the Plan Commission and adopted by the 
County Commissioners, they shall be written and recorded in the Office of the DeKalb County Recorder.   
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  DEKALB COUNTY PLAN COMMISSION PETITION: 26-21

This staff report is prepared by the DeKalb County Department of Development Services to provide information to 
the Plan Commission to assist them in making a decision on this Amendment to Ordinance Text to the Unified 
Development Ordinance – Article 9.05.  It may also be useful to members of the public interested in this 
Amendment to Ordinance Text proposal.  

PETITIONER: DeKalb County Plan Commission

ARTICLE SECTIONS: Article 11: Definitions
   Article 2: Zoning Districts
   Article 5: Development Standards

TEXT TO REMAIN

TEXT TO BE REMOVED

TEXT TO BE ADDED

PROPOSED TEXT CHANGE:

Development Standards (Article 5):
5.16 FW-05: Fence and Wall; Institutional, Commercial and Airport Commercial Districts
This Fence and Wall Standards section applies to the following zoning districts: IN; C1; C2; C3; C4; AP3
The following fence and wall standards apply:

A. Location: Fences and walls are permitted anywhere on a property and are not subject to setback 
requirements except as noted below.
1. Fences.

a. Fences shall not encroach on an existing right-of-way line along roadways.
b. Fences shall only be placed in a drainage or utility easement with written permission from the 

easement holder.
2. Walls.

a. Walls shall not be built forward of the proposed right-of-way line as noted in the Thoroughfare 
Plan.

b. Walls shall not be placed in a drainage or utility easement.
B. Height: 

1. Front Yard.  Fences and walls shall not exceed four feet in height.
2. Side and Rear Yard. Fences and walls shall not exceed eight feet in height.
3. No Primary Structure. Where no primary structure exists on the lot, fences and walls shall not 

exceed three feet in height.
4. Exceptions: Fence and wall heights may be increased when required by a federal or state provision 

or when located around a sports field, sports court or sport facility that necessitates such enclosure.
C. Prohibitions: Electrified and razor wire fences are not permitted.
D. Clearance:

a. Fences and walls shall meet all vision clearance standards in Section 5.57: Vision Clearance; 
General

b. No fence or wall shall block vision of an existing driveway.

JUSTIFICATION:
Sports fields often require taller fences than other uses to ensure safety for the sport being played. This proposal 
would exempt sports field fencing from height restrictions to improve safety for players and spectators.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommend that the proposed text amendment be certified by the Plan Commission with a favorable 
recommendation to the DeKalb County Commissioners. 

UNIFIED DEVELOPMENT ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS:
When considering a Textual Amendment, the DeKalb County Plan Commission and the County Commissioners 
are obligated — under Section 9.05 G (2) of the DeKalb County Unified Development Ordinance — to pay 
reasonable regard to the following:

a. The Comprehensive Plan;

b. Current conditions and the character of current structures and uses in each district; 

c. The most desirable use for which the land in each district is adapted;

d. The conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction; and

e. Responsible development and growth.

JURISDICTIONAL FINDINGS:

1. The petitioner has complied with the rules and regulations of the Plan Commission in filing appropriate 
forms and reports.
a. Legal notice published in The Star on June 5, 2026 and Publishers Affidavit given to staff.
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