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MEMORANDUM 
 
 
 
TO:   Bartholomew County Board of Zoning Appeals 
 
FROM: Melissa Begley, Assistant Planning Director 
 
DATE: May 20, 2014 
 
RE: William Gelfius Conditional Use Request Re-docketing Discussion 
 
 
Attached is a memo from Jeffrey Rocker, on behalf of William and Justin Gelfius.  They are requesting an 
application for a conditional use to be placed on the June meeting agenda to allow a Confined Animal 
Feeding Operation to be located on the parcel behind 20565 East 200 North.  
 
As you recall, a conditional use application for William Gelfius – Ag. Land LLC (B/CU-13-09) at the same 
location was requested to be withdrawn by the applicant before the February 24, 2014 special meeting.  
The text from the Board of Zoning Appeals Rules of Procedure regarding a “withdrawal with prejudice”, 
with the pertinent information underlined is copied below.  
 
A petition may be withdrawn by the petitioner at any time before the close of the public hearing, by oral 
request at the scheduled meeting or in writing. Any petition, which is withdrawn less than 14 days before 
the scheduled hearing, shall not again be placed on the docket for hearing within a period of one year 
from the date of the originally scheduled hearing, except upon a motion duly adopted by a majority of the 
members of the Board to permit such re-docketing.  
 
The decision to re-docket is solely at the discretion of the Board and there are no criteria for making the 
decision.  The applicant has provided a discussion of how this request is substantially different than the 
previous version.  However, this is not specifically a determination that the Board needs to make for re-
docketing. 
 
The request is listed as a discussion item.  We have informed the surrounding property owners of the 
discussion and have explained that is not a public hearing item and the Board will not be taking any public 
comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City of Columbus – Bartholomew County    

Planning Department                 

      

123 Washington Street 
Columbus, Indiana  47201 
Phone: (812) 376-2550 
Fax: (812) 376-2643 
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It is also notable that Indiana reaffirmed its commitment to agriculture on March 14, 2014 when 
Governor Mike Pence signed the following into law:  

The general assembly declares that it is the policy of the state to conserve, protect, and encourage the 
development and improvement of agriculture, agricultural businesses, and agricultural land for the production 
of food, fuel, fiber, and other agricultural products. The Indiana Code shall be construed to protect the rights 
of farmers to choose among all generally accepted farming and livestock production practices, including the use 
of ever changing technology. 

If there is an issue of interpretation here, it should be interpreted to allow the application to be 
heard. 

While I think it is clear that this application is not required to be substantially different, it is clearly 
so. My client’s application is based on a different applicant, on a 130 acre larger tract of land, and 
seeks permission to operate a facility which is half the size, 50% further from the waterways, with an 
integrated tree buffer, 50% MORE capacity for safe storage of waste, using 50% less water and 
requiring 1/3 of the truck traffic.  

As such, the applicants and I would respectfully ask that you consider this information and allow 
this application to proceed as filed. 

  

 


