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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Carolyn Otto <carolyn42@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 6:25 AM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: CAFO

Categories: Green Category

This letter is to state my opposition to the CAFO proposition.I have read some of the studies about 
the unfair and untenable losses to small businesses, the probable loss in tax revenues, 
manufacturing and tourism profits for the county, and the air and water pollution that would impact the 
area. I am extremely against allowing this to occur in our community. Please consider the needs of 
the entire county and not just a few special interests. 
Carolyn Otto 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: ccaldie@tls.net
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 4:46 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey

Hi Jeff, 
I feel that CAFOs are not good for the health and well being of our community. It is proven that they pollute our air, land 
and water. 
Building one near a park, well, or most of all Anderson Falls is a bad idea. Working at a school, I feel a larger distance 
should be considered. 
The committee minority opinion closest reflects my viewpoint. 
I gave the commissioners a letter reflecting my viewpoint. At the least, please consider a compromise to the 
minority/majority opinions and have greater compromise setbacks which will be safer and better for the general public.
Thank you for listening. 
Sincerely, 
Cathy Caldie, 6580 South 650 West, Columbus, IN 
812 552‐9612 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Chuckandsandyhainz <hainz@tls.net>
Sent: Thursday, January 28, 2016 3:32 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: CFO and CAFO ordinance changes

Good day Mr. Bergman, 
 
I am a home owner in the “2 mile Zone” of Bartholomew County.   Over the past year I have followed progress made by 
a study committee asked to recommend changes to the zoning ordinances that govern siting of what I view as industrial, 
or factory farming operations.   
 
Recently the Republic had a summary of the progress of the study committee.   I also have read the proposed new 
ordinance and the minority report of the study committee.   As are result of these pieces of information I would like to 
make several concerns known.   I hope these concerns can be alleviated in the final ordinance presented by your 
organization.  The proposed new ordinance that I have read does not so do. 
 

1.      I would hope that the siting of any large scale, industrial, CAFO type operation would require public notice and 
review.   Notification of the intent should be made to all nearby property owners at least 90 day before allowing 
the operation to proceed. 

2.      It Is not clear to me how enforcement of rules governing safe and neighborly operation of the CAFO are to be 
enforced.   A large bond should be required of the operator that would be forfeited if the operation is not in 
compliance.   

3.      It is likely that a siting of a CAFO near my home would lower the market value of my home.  Who is expected to 
suffer this loss.   I would suggest that the CAFO owner should be required to compensate me for that loss.   

 
I used the word industrial earlier in this message because I do see a clear difference between various types of 
agricultural practices.  A large orchard operation was operated on the land adjoining my home property for many 
years.  The orchard was operated in a way to be an excellent neighbor.   
 
Please help the county continue to be a place where healthy, friendly coexistence of various land uses is continued. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Charles E. Hainz 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Charles Mitch <cmitch01@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 1:34 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: Written statement for the Feb. 10 County Plan Commission Hearing on proposed CAFO 

ordinance amendments

Categories: Green Category

Hello Jeff, 
                Below is my written statement to be submitted to County Plan Commission in consideration of the February 10 
Hearing on proposed CAFO ordinance amendments.  Please include this with the information provided to them before 
the Hearing.   
 
Thanks, 
Charlie Mitch 
 
 

        *             *             *             *             *             * 
 
 

Charles Mitch 
                                                                                                        3210 Grove Parkway 
                                                                                                        Columbus, IN 47203 
                                                                                                        February 1, 2016 
Bartholomew County Plan Commission 
123 Washington St. 
Columbus, IN 47201 
 
Dear County Plan Commission Member, 
 
I am submitting written objections to the proposed CFO and CAFO ordinance zoning amendments to be considered 
by the Bartholomew County Plan Commission.  I specifically object to the proposed amendment to make CFOs and 
CAFOs a Permitted Use instead of as  a Conditional Use, as under the current ordinance.   
 
I served as a member of the CAFO Regulation Study Committee, examining CAFO zoning issues in Bartholomew 
Community.  From my service on the Committee, I am aware that CFOs and CAFOs have the potential to be very 
disruptive to how neighbors use their property.  I believe that the community will be best served by leaving in place 
the requirement for Conditional Use approval, so that site specific issues examined may be examined on case‐by‐
case basis by the Board of Zoning Appeals.   For Conditional Use Approval under the current Zoning Ordinance, the 
BZA is required to make “findings of fact in writing that each of the following is true:  1. General Welfare: The 
proposal will not be injurious to the public health, safety, and general welfare of the community.  2. Development 
Standards: The development of the property will be consistent with the intent of the development standard 
established by this Ordinance for similar uses.  3. Ordinance Intent: Granting the conditional use will not be contrary 
to the general purposes served by this Ordinance, and will not permanently injure other property or uses in the 
same zoning district and/or vicinity.  4. Comprehensive Plan: The proposed use will be consistent with the character 
of the zoning district in which it is located and the recommendations of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Unfortunately, if CFOs and CAFOs are changed to be Permitted Uses, none of these criteria would be reviewed by 
Planning Department Staff as part of their decision process.  Planning Department review would be limited to 
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evaluating whether simple setback distances from residences and certain other uses have been met.  Removing the 
BZA and the four criteria for decisions from the process is contrary to the best interests of the community. 
   
 Having CFO/CAFOs classified as a Permitted Use would also be inconsistent with current Zoning Standards that 
classify animal boarding facilities and animal shelters as Conditional Uses.  Recently, a relatively small wildlife 
rehabilitation facility was required to apply for Conditional Use as an animal shelter.   It would be unfair and unjust 
to allow a CFO or CAFO, housing many more animals and generating considerably more animal waste, to be 
regulated as a Permitted Use, while the much smaller wildlife rehabilitation center is required to meet stricter 
decision criteria for  Conditional Use. 
 
A basic question for any zoning plan is who makes decisions about zoning and will the public have any opportunity 
to participate in the process.  Because of the ongoing controversy regarding CFOs and CAFOs, it is essential that 
requirements for public notice and public hearings be retained.   Decision makers need to hear the concerns of 
neighbors and of the community.  They need to have this information so that they can properly evaluate how to 
balance conflicts over how land is to be used.  To eliminate public notice and public hearings would build into the 
counties zoning ordinance, a preference for those wishing to operate CAFOs over neighbors wanting to use their 
property for other uses.  This is inconsistent with the county’s comprehensive plan, which calls for both agriculture 
and residential uses in Agriculture Zoned districts.  Residents in Agriculture Zoned districts should not be treated as 
second class citizens, less favored than those wishing to operate CAFOs.  An essential part of trying to maintain some 
balance between conflicting uses, such as CAFOs versus neighboring residential uses, is the requirements for public 
notice and public hearings for proposed CFO and CAFO applications.  
 
Doing away with public notice will also disadvantage aggrieved parties who may wish to appeal decisions made 
behind closed doors by the Planning Department Staff.  A neighbor may be prevented from making a timely appeal if 
they have no way of knowing that a decision was even made.  That kind of “catch‐22” has no place in our ordinance 
given the ongoing controversy over CFOs and CAFOs in our community. 
 
I urge the plan commission to retain conditional use permits for CFOs and CAFOs and reject the undemocratic 
proposal to do away with public notice and public hearings by changing to a permitted use scheme.  
 
I also object to other aspects of the ordinance changes recommended by the so‐called “majority” report .  I find the 
proposed setback distances to be grossly inadequate.   The “majority” report fails to provide any scientific or 
technical justification for such short setback distances.  I also object to the grandfathering of CFOs and CAFOs 
wishing to expand, by exempting them from setback distances to more recently constructed neighboring uses.  Such 
an exemption would fail to strike an appropriate balance between conflicting zoning uses. 
 
The impact of CFOs and CAFOs on property values throughout the community needs to be evaluated.  Indiana Law 
sets out requirements for Zoning Ordinances and Amendments, including a mandate that the Plan Commission “pay 
reasonable regard to the conservation of property values throughout the jurisdiction”(IC 36‐7‐4‐603).  The proposed 
“majority” ordinance changes should be rejected because they fail to meet this statutory requirement to protect 
property values throughout the community. 
 
In conclusion, our community would best be served by the Plan Commission instructing the Planning Department to 
draft CFO and CAFO Zoning ordinance amendments that reflect the scientifically justified recommendations of the 
so‐called “minority” report. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Charles H. Mitch 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Christine Lemley <lemleyc@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 9:13 AM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Cc: Christine Lemley; Charles Mitch; Kate & John O'Halloran
Subject: CAFO Bartholomew Co. issues 2/1/16

Jeff and Columbus/Bartholomew Co. Plan Commission, 
 
CAFO operations in Bartholomew County and beyond are objectionable on scientific grounds 
supported by  
Purdue University studies relative to air, water, land use qualities. You and Plan Commission know 
what all that 
is about.   
Plan Commission must consider not only the present, but the future for our densely populated 
community. 
We must pay attention to the impact of CAFOs on not only human health, but environmental health as 
well. 
Agriculture is in minority position on this issue.  
Please consider both present and future residential growth in our county..as well as 
economic/business growth. 
Businesses and corporations will not locate in an area where residential and corporate land values 
are affected 
by effects of CAFO operations. 
 
We hope Columbus/Bartholomew Plan Commission and Zoning will consider both short and long 
term affects 
of permitting CAFO operations in our county. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Christine and Max Lemley 
Lemleyc@sbcglobal.net  
 
812.372.2166 



 



1

Bergman, Jeffrey

From: DAVID HARPENAU <jjhdah@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 1:44 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: CAFO reports

Categories: Green Category

Dear Jeff, 
 
Although I hope to be present at the February 10th CAFO meeting, I want to express several 
thoughts about the issue in an e-mail in the event that I am not able to be present.  I attended most of 
the meetings and wish that there had been more discussion among all members and eventually some 
compromise to have taken place, but that was not the case. 
 
I was most impressed with the the effort of those members who eventually wrote the minority report, 
particularly having done their homework and bringing the work of Dr. AL Heber, a Purdue University 
researcher, to the table. Heber's work and findings seemed most relevant to the discussion at hand. 
Dr. Heber's work was objective, scientific, and data-based and time tested, having taken place over 
20 years.. It seemed that the majority report members only brought their personal opinions to the 
table. Not once did they bring any objective findings etc. which supported their recommendations or 
contradicted the findings of Dr. Al Heber.  
 
To me, majority members just dismissed the report out of hand and even refused to discuss Heber's 
findings. As mentioned, their dismissals and refusals seemed primarily based on personal opinion. 
Not once did they bring any objective data to the table which refuted the findings and 
recommendations of Dr. Heber. 
 
Their position seemed very similar to those who refuse to acknowledge the reality of climate change. 
In spite of mountains of scientific evidence over decades of time, many naysayers', primarily 
politicians',  primary argument is "I don't believe it." No real truths to refute the evidence before them; 
just "I don't believe it" as if that should be enough. 
 
We as taxpayers need to expect more of our policy makes and decision makers, particularly and most 
importantly when the health of Bartholomew citizens may be put at risk or when the property values of 
homeowners may be put reduced.   
 
This is an issue where recommendations based on personal opinions should not be enough to justify 
recommendations; there is too much at stake. 
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 
David Harpenau 
812-379-2642 
3207 Overlook Court 
Columbus, IN 47203 
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Dennis Tibbetts—presentation to Barth County Planning  Feb 10, 2016

How do the people of Bartholomew County feel about this CAFO issue?  Here are 2 studies to help answer.

Farmer Survey   This CAFO issue has commonly been termed “Farmers vs Rural Residential”

We set out to find out what farmers actually thought about CAFOs.

Results of 19 farmers sampled in Clifty Township.  “What should setback be from residential lot?”

Sample # Setback suggestion Survey of farmers

t Test

Df=16

Confidence=.95

Average of Answers

Standard Deviation

Average of Answers

No answer

No answer

If we polled all the farmers then there is a 95% chance that the

average would be between 

and Whole County

Conclusion: This is not a “Farmers vs County Residential” issue.  Farmers want a much tougher ordinance

Committee Open House—Colored Dot Exercise

% of respondents who want tougher ordinance

Schools

HealthCare Facility

Worship Facility

RecreationFacility

State Highway

Residential Zoning

Residential Lot Calculated

Residential Home Calculated

Overall Conclusion: The people of Bartholomew County want a much tougher ordinance than the

one proposed.

Recommendation: Commission should send this ordinance back to staff for the addition

of backbone.
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Jean Terpstra <jterpstra1@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, January 29, 2016 3:07 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: Proposed CFO and CAFO Rule Change before the Plan Commission at the hearing February 

10th, 2016

Dear Jeff Bergman, 
  
    I am a 26 year resident and passionate supporter of Columbus, Indiana, and I have to speak out against the 
direction I see you taking this community.  I am writing in opposition to the proposed changes to the rules 
relating to CFOs and CAFOs in Bartholomew County.  While presented as if they are an increase in protection 
that will safeguard the community, they are in fact the opposite.  Any protection they claim to provide is 
illusory and deceptive, and they are wholly inadequate to protect this community.   
  
    The proposed changes are functionally a significant lessening of the protection the current system of issuing 
conditional use permits provides.  The current system requires a hearing which at least gives everyone a 
chance to review applications and identify potential problems with proposed operations before they go 
in.  The Conditional Use process allows the BZA to look at the specific operation and make additional 
conditions if special circumstances warrant it, while the new automatic approval process does not.  Removing 
the hearing requirement is the opposite of government transparency and is designed to blind‐side the 
community and silence those most directly effected by these massive, resource‐intensive and polluting, 
concentrated livestock operations.   As a community servant you and the BZA need to do the hard work of 
reviewing and evaluating each proposal specifically, not leave a rubber stamp out and available for any 
operation to use. 
  
    I am very disappointed the recommendations of the scientifically based members of the CAFO Regulation 
Study Committee have been completely ignored and discounted by the Plan Commission.  Much time and 
effort was put into determining the science and impact on air, water, health and property values, yet none of 
that is being used to create rules that work here in Bartholomew County.    I strongly recommend that instead 
of the proposed changes that actually lessen protections for our community, you implement zoning 
ordinances that require any facility to be located at the safe distances between CFOs/CAFOs and neighbors as 
described by the Purdue/Heber Model for Odor Control and other independently and scientifically‐vetted 
tools.  
  
    Bartholomew County is a heavily populated county, with lots of waterways, flood zones, people and 
businesses that require special consideration and cannot be located in the vicinity of a CFO or CAFO.  The CFOs 
and CAFOs Study Committee Majority, you, and the BZA all seem to have started with the mind‐set and 
premise that Bartholomew County wants and will have room for these huge concentrated livestock 
operations, and will host as many of them as anyone could request.  From that premise you then come up 
with rule changes that are designed to make sure there are plenty of places for them to set up.  I suggest that 
premise is misguided and will cost all of us greatly.  The better approach and assumption would be that these 
operations can only be allowed if they can be located in a way that does not endanger or lessen the quality 
of life for their neighbors and the other residents of the county.  If you work from this premise, the rules you 
set up would be VASTLY different from what you now propose.    
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    Tourism in Bartholomew County brings in twice the revenues of all our agriculture operations in our county, 
yet the costs to that industry have been completely ignored.  Tourism will suffer if we allow CFOs and CAFOs 
to proliferate unfettered. Who wants to come here if their camping trip, marathon, architecture tour, or 
sporting tournament is disrupted, or they even think it might be disrupted, by reeking fields of pig waste, 
polluted water, or foul‐smelling and unhealthy air?   Cummins and other industries here depend on attracting 
tens of thousands of highly skilled people to come live in our community from across the world. The best and 
brightest are not easily recruited to a county where property values are at risk, the quality of the air and water 
is compromised, and recreational facilities (i.e. Anderson Falls and Ceraland) are not protected. The proposal 
before the county will encourage the installation of CFOs and CAFOs at the cost of the rest of the economic 
foundation of our county. 
  
    The costs of huge concentrated livestock operations are not being fully born by the producers who receive 
the profits, but are instead being shifted to the rest of our community.  The overwhelming numbers of animals 
involved in the CFO and CAFO industry create gargantuan quantities of air and water pollution, property value 
declines and untold public health risks. We simply don’t have the resources to manage or clean up the mess 
that will be created by allowing these to freely proliferate in inappropriate sites, so we must carefully manage 
where they go in, or ultimately pay with tax money, with declining industry, with our health, and with our 
lives. Please consider the 80,000 of us who live here and our best interest over the tiny handful of people who 
would benefit from these huge concentrated livestock operations.  
  
    Please require that our zoning ordinances call for the safest distance between CFOs and CAFOs and 
neighbors by using the Purdue/Heber Model for Odor Control and other independently and scientifically‐
vetted tools. Please act on the premise that current homes, schools, parks, businesses, and non‐CAFO farms 
are as important as a any proposed concentrated livestock operations. Require that this industry be treated 
like any other industry and not be given a pass to earn profits while the rest of us shoulder their business 
costs.  Please reject the current proposed changes and instead implement the recommendations of the 
“Minority Report” of the CAFO Regulation Study Committee. 
  
Respectfully Submitted, 
  
Jean Terpstra,  
812‐350‐1204 
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Public health and safety questions raised by the Bartholomew County 
CAFO Committee Report – Majority Report 
 
 
I have read the report noted above and wish to comment on the 
material presented and its implications for zoning in Bartholomew 
County.  
 
Since I do not see any quantified evidence or rationale presented for 
any of the distance setbacks presented I would like to offer a series of 
questions that any citizen should expect to be answered on these issues 
by their elected representatives. Answers to these questions may be 
available; if so I would like them publically presented prior to finalizing 
a zoning rule.   
 
If quantified answers do not exist, I would expect a risk adverse 
approach would have to be adopted by our elected representatives for 
incorporation into zoning laws. This approach would pertain at least 
until satisfactory quantifiable data and analysis could be used to justify 
the setbacks suggested in the majority report. A somewhat rational risk 
adverse approach would involve using the maximum of set back 
distances adopted for each category across all counties in the State of 
Indiana. (This approach is based on the wisdom of the crowd concept 
applied where there is a lack of concrete data.) 
 
I am going to focus my questions on Public Health and Safety issues 
impacted through water quality considerations.  
 
First let’s consider possible water contamination from distribution of 
the enormous quantities of liquefied manure and urine that are 
generated from CAFO facilities. The magnitude of this waste should 
scale with the numbers of animals/hogs in a given operation; this factor 



should be considered in any zoning regulation. It would seem that a 
reasonable set of questions to insure public health would be:  

 what are the human health and safety conditions necessary to 
safely dispose of a quantity of animal waste in the agricultural 
environment and how were these determined?  

 what is the minimum acreage for distribution of animal waste 
material for a given size CAFO operation? how were these 
conditions established? 

 what controls are in place to insure that the distribution of waste 
is properly done? 

 how do the distribution conditions vary with the soil conditions 
and soil topography? 

 
Plans for distribution of CAFO waste, distribution of sites and 
monitoring of those sites should be public knowledge and updated 
periodically with random checks. It is also clear to me from failure of 
numerous self monitoring schemes across the country that monitoring 
by disinterested third parties followed by full public disclosure of 
results should be mandatory. These mechanisms for tracking the 
impact of CAFO wastes should be in place and operative before 
codification of set back conditions to the levels noted in the majority 
report.  
 
It would appear from all the concerns that are being seen across the 
country on the impact of various farm and industrial operations on 
water sheds that it would be prudent to understand the impact of 
CAFO’s in Bartholomew County on water shed issues. 

 What evidence do we have that issues of water run off to the 
water shed from areas treated with liquefied manure and urine 
have been quantified in ways reflecting the size of the 
operations, land, soil and topography conditions of areas of 
dispersal?  



 What type of continuing monitoring and analysis of water quality 
in the immediate, near by and mid range water sheds has been 
considered and implemented in view of the magnitude of the 
liquefied manure and urine waste’s potential for significant 
health problems.  
 

Finally, What assurance, backed up by scientific data, do we have that 
the high levels of antibiotics needed to maintain some semblance of 
health among the animals and ejected into the waste stream does not 
overwhelm and degrade the health of citizens? When one considers the 
issue of increased antibiotic resistance of numerous bacterial infections 
this area is one of great concern.  
 
In view of the Flint, MI water quality fiasco one should have little 
confidence in an unmonitored, undocumented, unpublished solutions 
for a critical human health issues relating to water quality. As the Flint 
case so aptly demonstrates, when the collective political judgement 
does not consider the basic elements of science relating to the health 
of the citizenry there is little reason to believe in solutions posed.  The 
public presentation of plans, data and analysis methods of monitoring 
CAFO operations as a full system (meaning the CAFO operation and the 
distribution of its waste products) should be mandatory and be open 
for all to see before set backs are codified. 
 
We don’t need a series of “oops” moments when public officials admit 
to effecting serious health issues in their communities because of 
shoddy and incomplete analysis. So I eagerly await substantiation of the 
questions I have raised through the commissioner’s considerations. 

 
To get a greater understanding of the problem read: 



Impacts of Waste from Concentrated Animal Feeding 
Operations on Water Quality 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov 
From the National Institutes of Health 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Julia Lowe <j_lowe66@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 1:56 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Cc: kate.ohalloran@sbcglobal.net
Subject: BC Planning Commission FEB 10 meeting

Dear Mr. Bergman, 
 
Please consider the remarks included in this email. Please convey to the board and all of those 
attending the February 10th meeting that I, Julia Lowe, citizen of Bartholomew County, support the 
recommendations provided by the minority members of the Study Committee.  
 
The cost of the factory-farmed meat, eggs, and dairy we consume includes far more than the price at 
the grocery store. The overwhelming numbers of animals involved in the CAFO industry creates  
gargantuan quantities of air and water pollution, with resultant property value declines and public  
health risks. We simply don’t have the resources to manage the mess created in the long term. One  
way or the other, we, the people, will pay: with money, with health, with lives. Reject the marketing  
slogans of those making the profits (‘feeding a hungry world’ and ‘they have to go somewhere’). Let’s 
require that our county officials consider the 80,000 of us who live here. Require that our zoning  
ordinance call for the safest distance between CAFOs and neighbors by using the Purdue/Heber 
Model  
for Odor Control and other independently and scientifically-vetted tools. Require that current homes,  
schools, parks, businesses, and non-CAFO farms be as important as a yet-to-be CAFO facility. 
Require  
that this industry be treated like any other industry and not be given a pass to earn profits while the 
rest  
of us shoulder their business costs.  
 
Best Regards, 
 
  
Julia Lowe, B.S.,R.T.(R)(MR) FSMRT 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Lucy O'Neal <lucyoneal@icloud.com>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 12:06 AM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: Proposed CAFO ORDINANCE

Categories: Green Category

I own a farm in Bartholomew County. 15245 E 100 N, 47203.  
I am shocked at the conclusions of this proposal & believe the majority of residents in our high density population 
county share my dismay. Why should the profit of a few determine the air, water, and livability standards of the many?  
Why should the mistreatment of animals by a few set an example of immorality for our children. I believe we need to 
limit and eventually diminish the number of CAFOs in Bartholomew County. For now the set backs should be at least 1/2 
mile, and I believe we need to have a continuous review process with a goal of improving the quality of life for humans 
and animals in Bartholomew County. It is a short step from treating animals without kindness to treating humans 
without regard.  
Thank you for your regard, 
Lucy O'Neal 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: mariehenning@comcast.net
Sent: Sunday, January 31, 2016 6:11 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: CAFO

Dear Mr. Bergman: 
 
As a resident of the city of Columbus and the county of Bartholomew, I was disappointed to hear 
about the Livestock issues that have recently been studied.   
 
I don't believe that allowing places to warehouse animals in cages where they have no real mobility, 
where waste is allowed to run into the ground and the water supply, and where the neighbors will see 
their ability to enjoy their property and land is not good for Bartholomew County and therefore should 
not be passed. 
 
I understand this is a quick summary, but I do plan to attend the meeting and make sure that my 
objection is heard and noted.  You must protect the current citizens, property owners, and families 
that make up the community we have come to call home. 
 
I look forward to February 10. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marie Henning 
3521 Washington St. 
Columbus, IN 47203 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: KATHY REESE <luvd13too@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 11:48 AM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Cc: Mike Percy; Kathy Hershey
Subject: Reduced property values and CAFO's

Jan. 26, 2016 
 
To who  it may concern; 
  
My name is Mary K. (Kathleen) Reese  
Until just over a year ago, I resided at 3728 N. 1100 E Hartsville, IN.  
I had lived there since 1989.  
This letter is to make known the financial devastation that the Gelfius CAFO has caused me.  
I had my home, a 2400 sq. ft. house, and just under 6 acres for sale.  It took almost a year to find a buyer for the 
property.  I had several people who loved the house but refused to purchase it because of the proximity of the "Hog 
Farm."  Indeed, there was an offer pending, for much more than the amount that it finally sold for, but on the very morning 
that the Realtor was to draw up the contract, the  potential buyers called said realtor, and said...."Stop the contract. We've 
done some research, and the Gelfius hog farm is too close.  We are NOT going ahead with the offer." 
Months later, I received a very low offer, and after a great deal of thought decided to accept it.  
I knew that if I waited until spring, when there would be hogs in the building, I would be lucky to sell it at all. 
My estimate is that this CAFO, and Mr. Gelfius, have cost me between $25 to $50 thousand dollars.  
The property is 9/10ths of a mile from the Gelfius property.  
This loss has devastated my finances, and my retirement.  
Please feel free to contact me if needed.  
Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.  
Mary K. Reese 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Richard Gold <Richard@brainstormprint.com>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 4:35 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: CAFOs - we need stronger measures and greater setbacks - the risks are great

Jeff, 
 
This is Richard Gold. I am a city and county resident and am very concerned about what I read and understand about 
CAFOs and in particular what has become to be known at the "majority" proposal from the study team on CAFOs. 
 
I am opposed to the majority position and in fact think we should have more restrictive measures than those proposed 
by the minority group on the study. 
 
I am concerned on a number of grounds, but predominantly that this will injure our quality of life, reduce property 
values and make Columbus/Bartholomew County a less attractive place to locate for jobs and residency.   
 

 I believe these lesser setbacks will damage adjoining property and reduce the value of it ‐ in fact not just 
adjoining but across the county as far as the smell goes and further. So when people talk about property rights, 
smaller setbacks affect more people than those who benefit from it. 

 If property values go down, so does tax revenue for the county and city. 

 There is environmental risk to these ‐ smell, airborne disease and potential damage to the surrounding waters. 

 This will damage Columbus both as a place to live and as destination location for tourism, architecture, sports. 
The economic impact will be very negative. 

 Why would be have setbacks and restrictions less than our less populated neighbors? Do we want to attract 
these CAFOs?  

 The number of animals are not linked to the setbacks.  

 Once in, CAFOs can add additional animals indiscriminately. 

 The large food/agricultural organizations who are lobbying for this do not have our best interests in mind; and 
they are the ones who benefit economically. 

 
I am also concerned about the process. Should those who recommended the majority position be allowed to vote again 
as members of the Plan Commission? 
How do we ensure that the voice of more residents are heard before we take these unprecedented steps to allow such 
minimal setbacks and encourage location of CAFOs in our community? 
Regardless of the setbacks, we should ask all CAFOs to go before the BZA to ensure that the rights of all property holders 
are protected. 
 
Thank you for your  consideration of these concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
Richard Gold 
1005 Hawthorne Drive 
Columbus, IN  
47203 
 
 



 



            9704 W Raintree Dr. 

     Columbus, IN 47201 

     January 28, 2016   

Members of the Bartholomew County Plan Commission, 

 

These comments concern the proposed CAFO regulations. 

 

Why has the CAFO Study Commission recommended regulations that are at wild variance from those 

recommended by the Purdue University experts that they consulted?  What led them to conclude after a 

few months of study that they knew more than people that have studied the issue for years?  Why do 

they not want to use guidelines based on science?  Why are they recommending “dumb‐downed” 

regulations?  Why are they not recommending “best in class” regulations rather than their proposed 

“watered‐ down” regulations?  Do the Planning Commission members want Bartholomew County to be  

Progressive or Regressive? 

 

The proposed regulations give lots of rights to CAFO operators but do not require them to accept any 

responsibilities. Why? 

 

Why are they not to be held responsible if their CAFO operations causes financial or health loss for their 

neighbors?  Do their neighbors not have any rights?   

 

Why are CAFO operators not to be held responsible if their operation pollutes the water supply of their 

neighbors, downstream residents, or cities?  If their operation pollutes the wells supplying Columbus 

residents, are city residents the ones who will have to pay the cleanup costs? 

 

Will they pay the cost of damage to county roads caused by their operations, or will county residents be 

forced to bear the costs? 

 

Why will they be allowed to operate in secrecy?  Why can their neighbors not be advised when they plan 

to build a CAFO facility? 

 

Lastly, would each member of the Commission be willing to live 500 feet from a CAFO facility with 5,000 

hogs or cattle?  If not, why are you willing to subject your fellow county residents to that possibility? 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

    Sincerely, 

 

    Terry Marbach 
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Bergman, Jeffrey

From: Annette Bottum <awinterb@iquest.net>
Sent: Monday, February 01, 2016 4:23 PM
To: Bergman, Jeffrey
Subject: Comments re: CFO/CAFO ordinance amendments

Categories: Green Category

Dear Plan Commission: 

As a retired environmental scientist who specialized in air pollution and a fifty year resident of 
Bartholomew County, I believe the Plan Commission would regret adopting the majority opinion’s 
requirements for new CFO/CAFO locations which are less restrictive than the minority opinion. 

The minority opinion is better researched, better presented, more logical and closer to being fair to all 
the stakeholders. 

The minority opinion recognizes that CAFO/CFO operations may still exist in appropriate locations. 
But setbacks to be workable must be related to the original number of animals housed and to later 
increases in the number of animals housed.  It is a matter of fairness that neighbors be notified about 
a CAFO’s intention to locate or increase numbers of animals.  Such elements have been common in 
the air permits for industrial permits. 

Potential and existing CAFO/CFO neighbors deserve protection by the Plan Commission from 
possible loss of property value, well and land contamination, and unpleasant odor particularly when 
neighbors occupied their land first.  (Is it common sense to imagine that many people would willingly 
move in next to an existing CAFO?) 

Lastly, it is alarming that recently an existing CAFO has been allowed to construct a new building 
closer than the current ordinance requirement sets forth. 

Winter Bottum 

 

 



 




















































































