Public Comments



Introduction Narrative:

If you buy into this being an Agrarian Occupancy, the facility is exempt from the
Model Codes of the State of North Dakota except Mechanical/Plumbing Codes and
Electrical Codes.

However, consider the intensity of use and size of these buildings (the Gestation
Facility alone is more than 2x and approaching 3x the size of a football field — see
Photo #5.1), the potential of negative environmental effects, and the Life Safety of
the workers in this facility. In an effort to protect the lives of the workers, mitigate
the potential costs in loss of property and insurance claims, and to protect the
environment, we ask that the following concerns in the application, concerns over
the quality of the design documentation, and ultimately concerns of the
configuration and details of the design itself, be carefully considered prior to the
issuing of the permit itself, and that notwithstanding if a permit is issued, when
considering and stipulating the official Approval Conditions of the permit.

If this commercial facility is permitted, and these concerns are not addressed, and
where appropriate, integrated into the Approval Conditions of the Permit, who will
safeguard this Community?

A building of this size and intensity, in any other setting, would have serious code
requirements to protect the Health, Safety and Welfare of the Public. If approved,
we demand that the State Health Department use whatever tools (Approval
Conditions) are available to truly live up to The NSHD purpose and mission
statement:
“The mission of the North Dakota Department of Health is to protect and
enhance the health and safety of all North Dakotans and the environment in
which we live.”






Concerns on the Permit Application



Concerns on the Permit Application — Technical Specifications

When reviewing the technical portions of the illegal permit application, there are

some real concerns regarding the care and quality of the work. One would expect a
nearly flawless submittal (in terms of technical aspects), due to the intensity, size,
and exposures of this facility.

General Quality of the Submittal:
17 locations where material requirements are not included/referenced

2 conflicts in the material requirements

Specific Issues: Section 5: Technical Specifications of the (illegal) Permit

Application
Page 4.
Page 5:

Page 6:

Page 7:
Page 9:

Page 10:

Page 12:

No references for “Methods 1, 2, or 3”.

Testing — no frequency of tests specified.

'II

“strip 4”- 6” of topsoil” is noted on the drawings — soil

borings note 6+” - Placing fill on organics is a potential for
consolidation and differential settlement.

Conflict with geotextile splice overlap on page 7, 18” or
2477

“If Proctor Density tests are to be performed on-site...”
Why wouldn’t they be required?

Nine different notations to material requirements that are
not included in the documents or referenced to a Standard

Compressive Strength is not specified.

Incorrect reference to “Section 24”.



Page 14:

Page 15:

Page 16:

Page 17:

Page 18:

Page 19:

Page 20:

Page 22:

Page 23:

Expansion Joints/Control Joints referenced to locations on
the drawings and are not indicated on the drawings.

Waterstop specified by reference that is not included - the
waterstop is a critical assembly for this facility. It should be
definitively specified and should be subject to inspection.

Reference to Section 24 which does not apply (two
locations).

Rates of application for curing compound are meaningless
without a Product/material specified.

Non-shrink grout not specified.

Reference to “Nebraska Department of Roads” as a
standard is not likely known by North Dakota Contractors.

Rebar material requirements are referenced to non-
existent Specifications.

ACI Standard 318 only is referenced. ACI 350R-89 is
referenced in the North Dakota Livestock Program Design
Manual, and is appropriate for the quality of care that the
concrete in this facility should meet and should be
included.

Inspection of rebar is not included, however is critical to
insure quality.

Insure that ACI 350R-89 is met in regards to placing and
coverage/protection.

Incomplete directive under 3.10.1.6.



Page 24: Pipe bedding is not specified.

Page 25: Reference to Bedding “if required” - Bedding is a
requirement to prevent settlement at fill areas.

Page 29: Redundant specification back to 2.6.

The above referenced items, as any one item do not pose a significant issue as long
as they are remedied though a revised submittal. Collectively, however, they
indicate a pervasive tendency that this technical specification was submitted as a
nonresponsive boiler plate effort, or a submittal lacking professional quality control.
Whatever the reason for the volume of errors, it raises concerns about the balance
of the work product.

Concerned Citizens of Buffalo requires a stringent review as to whether this
submittal meets minimum standards for its approval, however, as a minimum, all
corrections must be made prior to the issuance of a permit.



Site Review Concerns



Site Review Concerns
40 Acres/1,263,690 S.F. Approx. 400,000 S.F. Impervious Surface Area/32%

The drainage of this 40 acres currently sheet drains into established field
cuts/tillable drainage swales. Not all of the 40 acres drain into the same singular
point that the proposed site modifications now cause (photo #5.2).

Please review the comments from Roger Kluck, P.E., civil engineer (Exhibit 5A,
attached) regarding deficiencies in the storm water/runoff
design/calculations/requirements.

The (illegal) Permit Application site plan indicates a 5 row shelter belt/tree planting
surrounding the 40 acre site, and Part 9C: Order Control Plan, Article G. Best
Management Practices , Paragraph 4 of the (illegal) Permit Application states
“Vegetative barriers is proposed as a part of the plan to reduce odor” is also part of
the (illegal) Permit Application. The concern is that there are no planting
schedule/planting details/specifications in the permit application to establish this
“vegetative barrier” and it will not get installed unless mandated. In the event it
would be installed, it would be several years before it would have in any impact of
beneficial service unless substantial specimen plants are utilized and maintained.

Please find the recommendations (Exhibit 5B, attached) that must be implemented
in the Approval Conditions (from a qualified landscape company) as to the type, size,
and spacing of plant materials, to make this a meaningful effort. Ongoing
maintenance would also be expected under the Approval Conditions.

The (illegal) Permit Application indicates that water will be gained from onsite wells,
these are not located on the plans (to insure safe setbacks from compost structures
and runoff areas). It has been confirmed that the Applicant has approached Cass
Rural Water for service to the site. It is assumed that the water usage will be in the
magnitude of 500,000 gallons per day. Concerned Citizens demand, in the event
that rural water is used, that a statement from Cass Rural be obtained to indicate
this does not endanger the reliable supply of water to the City of Buffalo and the



surrounding water users and that any utilization/installation cost of this service be
borne by the Applicant, and not passed on to the current users.



Ground Water/Subsurface Construction/Foundation Concerns/Site Elevation

Ground Water

The deep manure holding pits of the GDU/Isolation Facility and the Gestation Facility
have a subgrade elevation of 1138.8 (with drain tile outlet elevation of 1137.0) and
the water table, according to the soil boring logs (within only 2 hrs wait time —
normally, especially in clay soils, the drilling company comes back 12 to 24 hrs later
to establish the “static level”), indicate elevations of 1141.1 and 1142.9. This means
that the “deep holding pits” have exposures of 4.1’ and 5.9’ (respectfully) into the
water table. Again these water table depths were documented with only a 2 hr wait
time and were executed during what can be characterized as a “dry late summer
and fall”.

The presence of this ground water presents additional very concerning issues. One
of these concerns is that the shallow ground water has not been tested for its
content. The following article elaborates on that issue and on the other concerns.

Subsurface Construction

From the permit application, 2” granular subgrade fill is documented under the deep
pit slabs. The drain tile is 4” diameter connecting into 6” diameter end tile. The 4”
tile runs longitudinal under the facilities on 40’ centers.

From the (illegal) Permit Application it is stated;
“Leak Detection:
Drain tile will be placed under the deep pits of the gestating barn and the

isolation barn that will serve a dual purpose: (1 ), it will collect any clean water
from outside the deep pits, thereby acting as a leak detection system, and (2),
it will collect and clean water from outside water sources from applying
pressure to the walls as well as premature deterioration of the concrete.
Water collected in the drain tile will be collected in a shallow containment
pond.”



That statement acknowledges the potential for leaks in the pits. Thus the real threat
of the sump water being “effluent” and not “clean water”. There is a concern that if
a leak develops, there is no way of addressing it without a very interruptive
structural repair effort, say nothing of the timeliness of actions before the leak is
detected and acted upon.

Concerned Citizens demand the following concerns be addressed by adding the
subsequent resolutions/mitigation efforts be added to the Approval Conditions.

Due to the extremely high potential of hydrostatic pressure under the deep pit floor
slabs, increase the granular subgrade to at least the depth of the tile (4” or 6”
respectively) it is feeding, reduce the spacing of the tile to 20’ centers, and require
that the granular fill be a free draining “pea rock” or similar material. These changes
will be necessary to reduce the hydrostatic pressure from beneath the pit slabs, and
to carry away any “leaks” from the pit that may contaminate the ground water.

Further, to reduce the potential for ground water and surface water runoff, the
sump water must be treated like “effluent” and be “completely contained” not just
retained. It cannot be allowed to run across the property to the south. This
containment pond must meet the requirements outlined in the ND Department of
Health, North Dakota Livestock Program Design Manual, Section 5 and any other
applicable requirements of that publication.

As mentioned previously, this sump water has not been tested for salts, alkalinity,
etc. The permit application design will have this water running across the
neighboring agriculture crop land (to the south). This must not be allowed for two
reasons; first, it has the potential to “poison” the topsoil and reduce crop yields by
adversely affecting the PH balance in the soil. Secondly, it will result in an almost
continuous flow of water into field drainage cuts that already collect the bulk of the
upstream water and make the SW % of Section 4 one of the last fields that can be
accessed in the spring due to wetness. Allowing the increased flow of surface water
and adding shallow subsurface water will exasperate this existing condition making
it impossible to till and plant in a timely manner each spring, thus negatively
impacting the neighbor’s crop operations (see photo #1 for confirmation of the



water flow). The Owner of that agricultural land is committed to take separate legal
action to protect this from happening.

Foundation Concerns

The pit construction (slabs and walls) will be subject to considerable forces both
hydraulic (from the manure within and from ground water) and from surloading of
the adjacent site. Further the concrete with be subject to severe sulfate exposure
due to the contained manure and potential contaminated ground water. These
concrete assemblies are required by the North Dakota Livestock Program Design
Manual to meet the requirements of ACl (American Concrete Institute Standards)
318-89, ACI 350-89 and ACI 351R-93/AWWA (1994).

Mix design, rebar coverage and placement are all in question. With the amount of
initial curing shrinkage, due to lack of control joints, and temperature movement
(5+” as calculated under the Design/Plan Analysis portion of this report), due to the
size and lack of expansion joints, the concrete structure will see a deterioration after
only a couple years of seasonal temperature stress and movement. As per
publication ACI 350 — Requirements for Concrete Exposed to Sulfate-Containing
Solutions, Table 4.3.1, the mix design (required to be 5000 PS| compressive strength
and sulfate resistant additives — pozzolan, utilized), pit liner, rebar coverage and
placement all must be integrated into the Approval Conditions to reduce potentials
for deterioration of the concrete structure and subsequent environmental
contamination. It is an engineering fact/standard of care, that when loading can be
expected from either side of a foundation wall, a double matt (inner and outer)
should be utilized to contain the tensile forces on each of the opposite face of the
wall and to minimize elongation of rebar to minimize how much a crack can open —
thus minimizing leaks. The (illegal) Permit Application does not include a double
matt. Further, itis common practice (and also contained in the North Dakota
Livestock Program Design Manual, page 36) to protect “steel and other corrodible
material”.

To meet this requirement, the Permit Application would require epoxy coated rebar
and misc. embedded items (anchor bolts, embedded angles etc.) be fabricated of



stainless steel items in the Approval Conditions to protect this facility (if approved)
into the future. None of these requirements have been meet.

One of item, which may seem insignificant, is the specification, location and details
for water stops both at construction joints (joints between concrete pours) and
assembly joints (joints between walls and stabs etc.). These assemblies are critical
to contain contamination from “leaking” into the ground water. These assemblies
need to be of high quality, carefully specified and detailed, and finally, inspected.

Site Elevation

The biggest singular requirement that must be placed into the Approval Conditions,
is to require that the site elevation (individual deep pit structures) be raised above
the established ground water table. Failure to do so will immerse the manure pits
well into the established water table and expose the water table to an inferior
design destined to leak and cause contamination. The invert of the drain tile should
be at least 1" above the reported water table due to seasonal variation and some
“freeboard” to protect the ground water from potential contamination. This
translates into setting the subgrade of the GDU/Isolation Facility and the Gestation
Facility to approximately 1145.0, effectively getting the pits and the associated
drainage assemblies approximately 1’ above the established ground water elevation.



Additional Construction Concerns



Additional Construction Concerns

Differential Settlement

The Farrowing Facility footings and foundations (shallow pit) bear on fill material,
the Gestation Facility footings and foundations (deep pit) bear on excavated ground
(undisturbed). Further, the soils directly below the fill (under the Farrowing Facility)
have a very low bearing capacity rated at 5 blows per foot — as noted from the “N”
Values (Blows/Ft) from the Soil Boring Logs.

Given the size of these facilities, and the vastly differing bearing characteristics of
the soils, there is a very high potential of differential settlement within the footprint
of each facility and between the facilities. There is a 10” connecting PVC sewer pipe
that connects these two facilities (100’ apart), and it is set at .5% slope and is gravity
fed. The potential for problems include constant plugging to outright pipe
shear/failure and subsequent ground water contamination.

Water Table Level/Borings

As previously mentioned, the static water level was documented in a time frame of
2 hrs after the initial drill. In clay type soils is can take a minimum of 24 hrs, to as
long as a week, for the water level to stabilize to its static or uninterrupted levels.

Within the North Dakota Livestock Program Design Manual, under Section 4. SITE
SELECTION AND ASSESSEMENT STANDARDS, Article 4.3.2 Site Assessment
Requirements, it states:
“There shall be a minimum of three soil evaluations in the manure storage
structure area...”
This requirement has not been met at the deep pit of the GDU/Isolation Facility nor
the Fallowing Facility — both of which not only receive the manure, but also
contribute to the storage capacity of the facility.



Facility Plans

Given that this structure is an “agrarian” occupancy, and that it is not subject to a
local jurisdiction of authority, in terms of general building code enforcement,
however, due to the size, use, and intensity of its function, and potential of risk to
animals, people and environment, NDDH must require that basic building plans of
the superstructure be submitted for some level of review. Only site design and
foundation details have been submitted under this permitting exercise. This when
one of the buildings will be subject to over 5” of temperature movement in its
foundation, and over 7” of temperature movement in the metal structure above
(see expansion calculations at the beginning of this section).

Critical construction activities and assemblies such as excavation (inspection of
trenches), rebar placement, concrete forms, waterstops, etc. all should be subject to
special inspections and/or independent inspections from a qualified construction
inspection agency.

Mechanical/Ventilation
No information is included in the Permit Application that deals with specific
movement of the air through the facility, especially from the manure pits.

Bio-filtration is not included in the submittal under Section 9A: OPERATION &
MAINTENACE GUILDLINES, Article IV. (Oder Control). It has been mentioned several
times by supporters of this facility, that claim to have knowledge of this fact, that,
the facility will be use “odor filtration” and that “...odor will not be a problem -
These are lean and green and there are “after burners” that eliminate the smell...”.

Given that assurance, the Concerned Citizens demand that Bio-filtration of the
exhaust air leaving these facilities be installed and maintained as an Approval
Condition.



Electrical
No information is included in the Permit Application that deals with specific
conditions of the electrical service and system:s.

The following excerpt comes from the University of Minnesota Extension Fact sheet
of September 5, 2012:
Foaming on the manure surface in deep-pit barns is not a new phenomenon,
but until recently spontaneous foaming was rare. Foaming incidence has
increased significantly since 2008 and concerns over the potential hazards
posed by foam have risen accordingly.

It is a very well-known condition that in the Midwest there have been problems with
manure foam forming over the top of the manure when in deep storage pits. These
recent studies have looked at the effectiveness of using rumensin to treat these pits.
Spreading of the manure containing this chemical has not been approved.

The following is also an excerpt from the above referenced publication:
Note that neither Rumensin 90 nor Coban (both trade names for rumensin) is
environmentally approved to be added to manure in a pit if the nutrients will
be added to the land.

The following excerpt is from a white paper titled “Op Ed: Fundamental Problems”,
dated September 2010, by Bob Watson and included in the publication “Unintended
Health and Environmental Consequences of CAFO Agriculture” by Bob Watson and
Larry Stone:
Based on the conversations with producers at the World Pork Expo, this op-ed
concerned the problem of foaming in pits beneath hog confinements,
exacerbating the already serious problem of dead pigs and flash fire caused by
hydrogen-sulfide and methane

The concern for flammable build-up remains in these pits and with documented fires
which results in almost total loss of livestock. One such fire which occurred May 11,
2015 near Jasper Minnesota, resulted in the death of two workers that were
cleaning the facility, and a total loss of structure.



A report from the Kansas Chapter of the Sierra Club titled “Pig Confinement
Technology Risks Deadly Fires” dated August 12, 2013 states;
In 2011 and 2012 there were at least 22 hog barn fires in the U.S. and Canada
that killed over 28,000 pigs.

Given the real exposure/existence of explosive/flammable gases being released and
subsequent potential of flash over fires, it is imperative to consider classifying all
electrical devices — that is making lights, switches, motors, etc. explosion proof.
Given these conditions, the Concerned Citizens demand that all electrical devices be
“Class 1 Division 1” (explosion proof) as an Approval Condition.



Summary



Summary

Like the review of the technical specifications there are a multitude of concerns,
however unlike the technical specifications, any one of the above referenced
design/configuration concerns, can pose a significant issue to create serious risks to
animals, environment, and people. Collectively, they create a facility that cannot be
permitted to move ahead and again give cause to deny the approval of this illegal
permit application due to the pervasive tendency of these multiple concerns.

Again, the Concerned Citizens of Buffalo request a close review as to whether this
submittal meets minimum standards for its approval. In the case of the afore
mention design/configuration concerns, ALL corrections/modifications must be
included as an Approval Condition, prior to the issuance of a permit to protect
animals, environment, and people from serious risks.



| EE FAAASE

The first page of this permit application lists the elevation at 1,142 feet. Next is site drainage.
The permit application states “that the facility drains south with the help of surface drains located
in the field. The drains flow into the road ditch a half-mile south of the site. The road ditch flows
south under the road into other ditches, into Buffalo Creek, and eventually into the Maple River
18 miles southeast.”

True, it does end up in the Maple River by way of the Buffalo Creek. However, it takes a
different route to get there. I will show you that with elevation and natural drain maps. But first I
would like to share a little history with you. Most of our farmland starts a half mile east of the
proposed site. We also have land west of the site. The main farm is 1.5 miles southeast, with two
houses onsite. My nephew’s new house, built last summer, is 1.5 miles straight east (they built
their dream home near the farm and are expecting their first child in June). My house is 1.5 miles
northeast. Pipestone was obviously more concerned about a vineyard than their neighbors who
are downwind and downstream. I want you to realize today the type of people we are dealing
with. (Do anything for ourselves and we don't care how it impacts the neighbors or the
community.). Pipestone is quietly sneaking in and trying to build this hog farm. I asked Rodney
Hogan (who owns Red Trail Vineyard) just a little over a mile northeast of the proposed site, did
they come and talk to you about this proposed hog farm? Rodney said, and I quote, “Yes, they
talked to me last spring (spring 2015) because they were concerned about my vineyard”. So we
were quite surprised when the permit application turned up in the paper on December 28, 2015.

I have a few more facts to share. Dr. Barry Kerkaert would not return my calls until Randy
Melvin texted him to call me. Randy could not answer my questions, as he has never had any
type of livestock on his farm. We grew up with livestock on our farm, and as most of you know,
we had a farrow-to-finish operation for 30 years. When we pumped our small lagoon, our
neighbors knew it. When Dr. Barry called, he answered many questions. I told him he needed to
explain those things to our neighbors. Both he and Randy agreed to sit down and talk with a few
of the people here. I was not OK with just that. I wanted them to come here and answer questions
for everyone. When Dr. Barry finally agreed, he suggested I invite all the local Buffalo
businesses too. He spoke at a public meeting on January 18, 2016 in Buffalo. The final date to
get our letters of concern to the Department of Health was January 26, 2016, just over a week
before we had any questions answered.

Our farm is located just to the east of this proposed site. It is on the west side of the third beach
of Lake Agassiz. Because we have “beachfront” property, the elevation drops. From the
proposed site at the southeast corner of the northwest quarter of section 4, 139 — 54 (Howes), you
show the elevation as 1,142 feet. Page four says the bottoms of the pits are a proposed relative
elevation of 1,138.8 feet. This map shows the ditch and the drop. Approaching the Ayr road, the
field elevation drops to 1,130 feet. So, the bottom of the huge manure pit will be about nine feet
higher than the field elevation next to the Ayr road. (Cass County Rd #3) The total drop in that
half mile is 12 feet. Let’s continue through the Ayr exit culvert and go east in the 1-94 ditch (past
our farmstead) 1.75 miles to the bottom of our pasture — slough, as we call it. Below the beach
line, the elevation is 1,079 feet, for a total drop of 63 feet. This main ditch goes to the southeast.
The water from this site does not go south like you say it does. Look at the color of this higher
elevation. To the west, this ditch goes south, but it brings water from north and west of the site.



They are two separate ditches. Look at this small yellow ditch. The water in this ditch comes
from the neighbor’s (Jerry Marck’s) southwest quarter and it enters the [-94 ditch 80 feet east of
this culvert that takes water south into the [-94 south ditch. This spur runs north into the main
southeast ditch that comes from the proposed site, and this ditch enters the 1-94 ditch 133 feet
east of the culvert that goes under the westbound ramp. The water under this westbound ramp
travels east about 348 feet and then south under both lanes, and then goes back west 348 feet to
find the south exit culvert under the eastbound ramp. Water in this country flows southeast. It’s
nearly impossible for the water to flow back west. These culverts are west of the outlets of the
ditches, so what’s the point? Jerry Marcks’ ditch has some flow south under the ramp, but with
133 feet between the ramp culvert and the southeast ditch, most of the water flows to the east
(downhill) through a culvert that takes it east (under Cass County Rd #3) along the north side of
[-94’s (westbound) ditch and along our service road. Many times, the service road to the
southwest of the exit has water run over it, but it’s not coming from the proposed site. That water
comes from the west and northwest further upstream. I’ve seen this for most of my life, going on
58 years.

Because of the drop and the narrow road ditch between the westbound lanes, and the two houses
(I-94 westbound lane is the old Highway 10, and they didn’t expand the north ditch when 1-94
went through) the water screams to the east and has sometimes caused wet basements. So, the
North Dakota Department of Transportation installed three dams near the culverts to divert the
water so more of it went east on the south side of [-94’s eastbound lanes. Heavy rainfall still
allows a lot of the water to go by our farm again. Because of the drop, water goes over the dams
faster than it can get through the culverts.

Where am I going with all of this? Excessive rainfall could make their containment pond
overflow. Sump pumps will dump into that pond from the drain tile under and around this pit.
Manure waste will leak overtime from this 758 ft by 169 ft pit, because a concrete structure that
large will crack. So, contaminated water from this containment pond will be pumped out onto the
land and flow southeast past our farm and end up in the flat slough bottom that has wetlands in it.
Who will be held responsible when these wetlands are contaminated by a commercial hog
operation? Yes, they say there will be a dike surrounding it. Dikes can break under heavy
rainfall. Some large CAFOS (Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations) like this have pumped
manure over the dike into the fields just to save their dike. A major spill from the pit (which has
been built essentially above ground due to the high water table) at this site should be a concern,
as well as ground water contamination. Again, do you really want to issue a permit here and run
the risk of contaminating wetlands? I have a National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS)
maps showing that the slough bottom is very flat and the water just sits there. The water
eventually ends up in Buffalo Creek, just not the way presented in the plan. To me, it looks like
you have not done your homework. Plus, is there no concern for the neighbor (Jerry Marcks)
who is farming the quarter of land that is directly downstream of this pond and the entire site?
When this pond needs to pump a little water/excess nutrients off of the site, it will be pumped
directly onto a neighbor who had no idea this hog farm proposal was even in the works. This
neighbor will be significantly impacted by excess contaminated water flowing across the land
that he is farming.

Rolling Green Family Farms is trying to sneak its way into North Dakota before anyone realizes

it. You may feel they have done enough to sneak in under the current state laws, but I encourage
you to check into all the complaints they have encountered in South Dakota. This isn’t their first



rodeo. Why do you suppose they brought legal counsel (Sean Simpson) to the first meeting? By
the way, again, we had to demand that they would open up this meeting to the public. If this is
supposed to be such great thing for all of us neighbors, community, and the state of ND, why did
they keep it so secret?

Notice this blue line. This ditch is called an intermittent stream (NRCS determines this by how
much water flows through it, more than an average ditch). The highest spot in this section 29
pushes 1,200 feet, The RR tracks breaks up this stream. So starting at the tracks the stream
elevation is 1,170 feet. As it goes to the SE, it goes into my CRP in sec 34 (they classify my
CRP a filter strip because of the intermittent stream see yellow on map), then into our pasture in
sec 35 where we have a running well depositing into a shallow dugout for the cows. It continues
east through more filter strip CRP, crosses the beach line, and dumps into my other pasture stock
pond in the SW 1/4 of sec 36. It continues on downhill nearby the old farmstead shallow well
and then into Garsteig’s Dam just a mile further downstream. Elevation near that old well in the
pasture is about 1,066 feet. That's a 104 feet drop in just over four miles. This well has an 18
inch culvert going down, not sure how deep they dug it but it is a very shallow well and the
water level is only down 8 feet from the surface. Again being it’s off the old beach line (in the
sand as we call it) it has a high water table. The bunkhouse where the man used to live is still
used for storage on our farm.

As you see these two quarters outlined in red, there is a good chance manure will try and be
knifed in there also. Same farmer farms these qtrs as well as sec. 29 and NE sec. 32. The
potential contamination here is a very large concern.

Known fact is that land closest to the manure source gets over-fertilized. (been there, done that).
Even when it is knifed in the soil there is some that lays on top and spilled on headlands. If the
fall soil conditions freeze early they may try to get a permit to lay some on the surface. What
else can they do when they need room in the manure pit. Even though phosphorus does attach to
the soil, it can move by surface runoff. Whatever lays on top of the soil can move. Over 40% of
the soil they applied for as acres to knife-in their manure is mapped Hamerly-Tonka soil. This
type of soil is very limited in its ability to take-in the manure and have the soil and plants use it.
In other words, 40% of the soil they plan to apply manure to is not suitable to take the manure
(see USDA Web Soil Survey — Manure Management). This type of soil has a high water table
and can be often saturated. This means plants will not typically be growing as well in these areas
and so manure applied here will not be taken up as readily. In these conditions, nitrogen will
likely denitrify and be lost to the atmosphere or potentially contaminate the water it is applied
into. Because the water is not able to leach away, it sits there on the surface or top foot of the
soil with the manure in it. So on these soils you are looking at more of a surface water
contamination issue, because these soils are poorly drained. The water can not move down and
away very fast, so the manure can also not move down and away in the soil. The poor growing
conditions of these plants here will not utilize very much manure. (Good growing healthy plants
do not like wet feet.). Over-applying N and P levels not only can cause contamination but also
will raise the salt levels in the soil. ND has plenty of saline soil we don't need anymore. Also,
numerous old farmsteads exist in these fields where manure will be applied. This is a concern,
because these old wells were just bulldozed over and not properly sealed. Over-application of



manure will lead to water contamination through these unsealed, buried old wells. Lastly, the
geology of this immediate area of the county (near the beach ridge) indicates there are eskers
below the ground where this great amount of manure will be stored and applied. These
sandy/coarse underground soil lens are significant features of the soil that make the water
movement below this area prone to more rapid lateral movement. Unique soil conditions
causing unknown water movement below this site and below the fields that will be applied, is
very concerning.

Look close here there are four old farmsteads where extra manure could easily be put down.
Just over a mile away in the NE qtr. Of sec. 6, the Von Banks still water their garden and
flowers with their shallow well. Yes and by the way you do not have on file the history of this
well just like many more in the area? Your list of wells in the application is very incomplete.
That should be a concern to you. Also there is a shallow well in the SW qtr. Of sec. 10 in
Tower township that the family still uses and less then a half mile away the plan is to apply
manure there (8,000 gallons/acre). The shallow well is four foot square with a pump in it that
pumps to the house and also to outside hydrants. That water has been drank in the past. These
photos show the old farmsteads.

Is it true, that the ND Dept of health has not been out to look at this proposed site and
surrounding areas that are a great concern for us as neighbors, the local community, and the great
state of ND?

I have talked to three custom manure applicators from MN. Denny from Alexandria MN, Todd
from Villard MN, and Brian from Long Prairie MN. All three prefer to pump the liquid manure
rather then truck it because trucking is more expensive and also very hard on local gravel roads.
The going rate can start out .013 to .022/ gallon pumped. They like to pump 8,000 to 12,000
gallons/acre. 8,000 gallons/ac is the minimum because otherwise it is too hard on the hose that
gets dragged through the field behind the applicator. (Compare a nice round basketball to a half
inflated football, which one rolls easier)? Another farmer I talked to, Ron from SD who has
pumped a lot of liquid manure confirmed with me you can't go less than 8,000 gallons/A. These
applicators get paid by the gallons pumped not the acres they go over. VRT (variable rate
technology) works great in the commercial fertilizer industry, you only pay for the amount of
fertilizer you are needing. Again the applicators will not cut their rate because of the hose issues,
so many acres are over-applied and so the farmer in many cases is paying for the extra fertilizer
that he does not need and the environment is also negatively being impacted. For example if the
soil test calls for more N and doesn't need any P, you apply your 8,000 gallons to get your N
needs covered but then you over-apply the soil with P and over time you can "burn" out the soil.
And also salt levels will increase (saline soil). There are many scenarios you can come up with
but the bottom line is the closest acres get over-applied and that can cause contamination to the
soil and ground water. Knifing manure in is a good way to apply it but seepage and spillage are
two concerns. From this huge pit, where the plan is to pump 8,000,000 gallons a year, the cost
could be $104,000. Up to $176,000. If they have to truck a lot of it. On their plan of 1,100 A./
year that works out to be between $94 and $160/ Acre. Example: today's local fertilizer prices
for 150 bu. Corn work out to be $121./A. They said at the public meeting their manure would be
charged to the farmer between 60% and 70% of the local going rate of commercial fertilizer. Do



the math, yet another example how they "fudge" the numbers to make it sound good, again to
"snow" the farmers and the state of ND to help sneak their way into our state before we realize
what is coming. The 3,300 acres that are needed (1,100 A./ year, three year rotation) are spread
over 24 qtrs of land. The first year 8 gtrs. Are within 2 to 3 miles but also need to cross BNSF
railroad tracks. The second year 8 qtrs. Range from 2 to 7 miles (ave. 5 miles) and will have to
cross 1-94 and state highway 38. The third year 8 qtrs. Range from 4 to 10.5 miles ( ave. 7.5
miles) and will have to cross state highway 38, BNSF railroad tracks, and the Maple River. This
helps explain why it will cost so much to apply this manure in this area, it will be cost prohibited
to use. So where and what are they going to do with all that manure? They have not looked
ahead very far. They do think they will be able to apply it more locally to neighbors fields.
Interesting though they have not talked to the majority of their neighbors about this. Boy do
they have a surprise coming. I myself almost feel sorry for these people that are that naive.
What is good for us and crap on our neighbors. If it is supposed to be so good for all of us why
was it kept such a secret?

In conclusion many of us, having had small hog farms for a number of years, know the day-to-
day issues and problems that can happen. So when a hog operation is enlarged to this extent
(100 times larger than ours was) the issues will be exponentially larger. We are concerned with
how these issues and problems will be handled and/or not handled with regard to possible
contamination to the ground water and adjoining farmland. Will this become a super fund
cleanup, a Rolling Green Family Farms cleanup or will our township or county have to cleanup.

We are very concerned. Is the ND Dept. of Health going to monitor this?



Opening Statement: My name is Lee Fraase. My concern is the elevation

drop, water runoff, and soil contamination and how it will affect our farm and the
neighbors farms. Not only are we downwind but we are also downstream! My
brother and I had a farrow to finish operation for over 30 years and this proposed
hog farm is 100 times bigger than what ours was. This 15 million dollar site will
only pay $320. In property taxes.

Southeast Drainage

The elevation at the proposed site is 1142'. Because of the water table, the bottom
of the 8.6 Mgal pit is at the proposed elevation of 1139'. The elevation in the SE
corner of this field is 1130'. So there is a 12' drop in this 1/2 mile and that means
the field next to the county road is 9' lower than the bottom of this huge pit. Yes,
they plan to build a dike around the site but dikes can break. Or worse

yet the huge Enviropork farrowing facility at Larimore ND in June 2000,
experienced over 20” of rain in 24 hours and in order to keep the pressure off of
the dikes, they were forced to pump the manure over the dikes onto the adjacent
fields and eventually running into the river. (Photo #1)

If a leak would happen most of it would be coming down 1-94 ditches by our farm
and down through Lake Agassiz 's second beach line and settling in the flat shore
bed of Lake Agassiz. This elevation is 1079'. That's a 63' drop in these 2 1/4
miles. (Photo #2)

This map shows how the water flows SE from the proposed site (see the darker
colors, means higher elevation, it does not go south (show ditch on big

wall) a shallow containment pond is planned to catch runoff water from the site
and also drain tile will be placed under and around pits to collect any dirty water
which may escape from the pits and pumped into this pond. Where will this water
go when the pond is full? There could be times that the pond could be being
pumped out 24 -7. My first concern is how Jerry Marcks (who is the first
downstream neighbor) will get to the NE corner of his quarter to farm it, plus what
will this contaminated overflow water do to his land and my land further
downstream. (Photo #3)

This map is more detailed on where the ditches actually go. Water runs
downhill, just ask Fargo. If you look close, this small ditch comes from
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Jerry Marcks SW 1/4 of, and comes into the highway ditch just east of this I-

94 culvert. More interesting the main ditch from the proposed site comes into the
highway ditch 133' east of this ramp culvert (which is downhill of the culvert). So
all of the proposed site water moves quickly to the east and collects along

the county road flowing eastbound, not southbound, like the permit application
claimed (Explain south water flow through interchange). (Photo #4)

Air plane photos next. (Photo’s #5 & #6)

As the water goes east (in between our service road and the north highway ditch)
there are 4 culverts and three small dams here that help divert the water to the
south highway ditch, but we still get some of this

water by our two farm houses and farmyard. When I 94 went through in the fifties
they would not move the houses instead they jogged the right of way. So water
seepage in these basements has been a problem since then because of the narrow
right of way ditch. Now being this water could be contaminated, this is even more
of an issue. The water then continues east, dropping over the old Lake

Agassiz beachline and settling in to the very flat Lake Agassiz shore bed. This
shore bed drops less than 1’ per mile as it heads south to the Buffalo Creek. (Photo
#7)

This map shows the very flat Lake Agassiz shore bed in our pasture, which
contains some wetlands and our stock pond. (Photo #8)

This same flat Lake Agassiz shore bed continues south with very little elevation
change and more wetlands. (Photo #9)

North Intermittent Stream

Also, north of the proposed building site is an intermittent stream (NRCS
determines this by constant flow of water for long periods of time) that flows
southeast through my land, across my CRP filter strip, near my house, next to one
open running well, and drops down across the old Lake Agassiz beach line

and dumps into my stock pond. This land drops 104 feet in four miles. After this
drop, this intermittent stream then continues dropping east through my pasture and
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right by my shallow open well and then flows into Garsteig’s dam, which is part of
the Buffalo Creek. (Photo #10)

The land in pink are upstream of my land and is signed up to have manure applied
to it. Spillage, seepage or just surface runoff (that's how phosphorus moves) will
occur especially if applied to the soil surface after an early freeze up. You do
mention setbacks, Will you be out there measuring the correct footage on these
setbacks? All the applicator has to go by is that white line you drew on the water
quality risk assessment maps. (Photo #11)

This map shows the path the runoff from the site and this intermittent stream come
together as part of the Buffalo watershed and both go into the Maple River. (Photo
#12)

See old well pictures

The shallow open well in my pasture, is from an old farmstead, but because it has
not been converted to farmland it has not been bulldozed over, like most old
farmsteads were. See the 18" culvert and two weeks ago the water level was &'
below the surface. (Photos #13, & 15)

There are many old farmsteads on the land that is signed up to have the manure
applied on it. These old farmsteads had out-buildings which would indicate
livestock was being raised, meaning shallow wells were most likely dug and used.
These old farmsteads are currently being farmed over and are signed up to have
large amounts of manure (8,000 gal/ac) applied over them. Were these shallow
wells properly sealed when the farmstead was bulldozed over? A neighbor one
and a half miles west from the proposed building site uses their well water to water
their garden and flowers. (Photo #16)

There also is a neighbor’s farm yard that is located a half of mile away from a field
that is signed up to take manure. This neighbor continues to pump his well water
into his house for certain uses and also for uses around his farmyard. The Maple
River also runs through this field where manure is signed up to be applied to. This
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location and one other has drain tile installed in it and both drain into the Maple
River. (Photo #17)

Note the following aerial photos identifying 4 of the old farmsteads. (Photos #18,
#19, #20, #21 & #22)

This map indicates the very unique geological and soil features in this area because
of the glacial Lake Agassiz. They are called Eskers, they are

significant sandier lens of soil beneath the surface, see here in Sec 29. Sec 29 has a
lot of elevation around that 1200' (I have been told this is the highest spot in Cass
county). Whatever water/nutrients that enter the soil from above in these areas
could enter these soil lens below and move more rapidly downhill eastward
towards the intermittent stream. It should be a concern when applying large
quantities of liquid manure. (Photo #23)

After talking with three different custom manure applicators, 8,000 gal/ac is the
minimum rate that they can apply. This is concerning because as Randy Coon as
already mentioned, over 40% of these soils signed up to have manure applied to
them are very limited in their ability to handle manure. So, even if the custom
applicators agreed to cut the application rate down, more acres would be

required. Some of the acres that have been signed up are at unrealistic distances
from the proposed hog farm site (one site over 10 miles away) and will

likely not even be used. It is a known fact the closest land to the site will be over
applied. Pumping through hoses is the preferred way but there is a limit how far
you can pump this manure, especially when you have to try and cross [-94, state
highway 38, BNSF Railroad tracks and the Maple River. Trucking costs a lot
more than pumping and over half the fields would need to have it trucked. To put
this in perspective, to haul away a qtr. Of harvested corn, you would need around
25 semi loads. To apply a qtr. Of land with this hog manure, you would need
around 125 semi loads! Tough on the township roads? So in closing over half of
the acres signed up are unrealistic acres and if these acres were applied, the cost
would not be the 60-70% range of commercial fertilizer like we were told. And if
it is applied there is definite risk to the watersheds as outlined in my presentation.
Thank you for your time and you must deny this illegal permit.
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CONCERNS

Reviewing the Rolling Green Family Farms nutrient management plan has resulted in several areas of
concern. Items identified in the text of this document will be summarized and presented as concerns
and concerned questions. The identified items are:

1)

2)

3)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

Land easement application forms are incomplete

Legal descriptions and acreage errors on the Water Quality Risk Assessment Maps

Crop rotations were not listed making it difficult to determine nutrient needs

Soil test levels of Phosphorus should be used to determine manure application rates

Available acreages appear to be overstated --- township setbacks are not on maps and land for

the facility are included as eligible acres

NRCS waste management soil ratings were not addressed

Pollution from the manure application will ultimately end up in the Maple River which feeds
into the Red River

Hamerly-Tonka soils are rated “very limited” for application of manure and food processing
wastes --- they account for 1,408.6 acres of the total listed for manure application

Application of liquid manure on tiled land --- what is the policy in other states

10) Who is going to monitor and enforce the nutrient management plan?

----over application
----- setbacks

...... water pollution



Nutrient Management Using Liquid Hog Manure

A large confined animal feeding operation (CAFO) produces vast amounts of animal wastes. The
hog CAFO proposed for the Buffalo, ND area will have storage pits with a holding capacity of 10.2 million
gallons. Estimating the gallons of liquid manure produced annually is dependent on the number of hogs
their weight, whether it is a gestating sow or a sow with a litter, and the amount of water used for
cleanup, etc. For a facility the size of the one proposed in the Buffalo area an estimated 7.0 million
gallons of liquid hog manure will be produced per year. Disposing of this quantity of manure is a
significant problem, and using it as fertilizer for grain crops is essentially the only solution.

’

Using liquid hog manure as a crop fertilizer does present problems. Manure fertilizer is not a plant
nutrient balanced product. In other words, the ratio of nitrogen (N) to phosphorus (P} is such that
applying enough N for crop nutrient requirements will result in excess P being added to the soil. Itis
possible for P to reach levels high enough to cause it to move off-site and get into surface water.
Accordingly, Linderman (2012) recommended North Dakota producers apply enough manure to meet
the P requirements of the crop and use commercial fertilizer to bring the N to desired levels. Similar
recommendations have been made for Minnesota (Schmitt and Rehm 1992) with application rates
based on soil tests for P. Although the soil tests submitted as part of the Nutrient Management Plan
(Appendix D) indicated a “low” phosphorus risk, environmental concerns would suggest using the
University recommenctions for nutrient management. Liquid hog manure also contains potassium (K).
Nutrient content for commercial and manure fertilizer are measured differently. For example, a
common commercial fertilizer is 11-52-0. This fertilizer contains 11 percent N, 52 percent P,and no K. A
ton (2,000 pounds) of this fertilizer has 220 pounds of N, 1,040 pounds of P, and no K. Liquid hog
manure is typically expressed as pounds of N, P,0s, and K,0 per 1,000 gallons.

Nutrient content of liquid hog manure varies greatly with pounds of N per 1,000 gallons ranging
from 15 to 50, pounds of P ranging from 8 to 20, and pounds of K ranging from 8 to 20 (Saskatchewan
Soil Conservation Association 1997). Numerous studies have estimated the nutrient value of liquid hog
manure. Table 1 presents the estimates for two studies from North Dakota State University and one
from the University of Minnesota. The nutrient content for N, P,0s, and K;0 reported in the Linderman
study was used for this analysis. Nitrogen in the liquid hog manure contains both inorganic and organic
matter. The inorganic form of nitrogen in manure is found as ammonium nitrogen (NHs-N) which is
immediately available to plants. The relationship between the inorganic and organic content of the
liquid hog manure can vary greatly, but Schmitt and Rehm (1998) estimated that 50 percent of the
nitrogen would be available in the first year, 35 percent in the second and third years, and 15 percent
would be lost. (All supporting documents referenced and relating to this analysis are presented in
Appendix C.)



Table 1. Pounds of Nitrogen, Phosphorus, and Potassium Estimated by Selected Studies, and Values
Used for this Analysis

Source N P,0s K0
---------------- Pounds per 1,000 Gallons

Linderman (2002) 27 27 15

Weiderholt et al. (2005) 26 26 20

Schmitt and Rehm (1992) 36 27 22

Selected for Analysis 27 27 15

Obtaining land application easements, soil testing, liquid manure nutrient testing, application of
the liquid manure, and a nutrient management plan are the key components of disposing of the animal
wastes. A copy of the land easement contracts is presented in Appendix A. Based on the incomplete
information provided on five of the six contracts, it is difficult to determine what crops are to be grown
and possible crop rotations. Acres reported on the land easement agreement appear to be total
cropland acres or Farm Service Agency cropland acres. Without the listing of the crops to be planted on
the contracted actress, it is difficult to determine how much liquid manure can be used beyond year
one.

Water quality risk assessment maps for each of the fields contracted for liquid hog manure
application are presented in Appendix B. These maps show the boundaries for each parcel and indicate
the total cropland acres. Setbacks are included but only include water ways and noncropland areas such
as permanent wet areas, shelterbelts, and farmsteads. No setbacks are indicated for compliance with
township ordnances. Subtracting the risk assessment reported with from the total cropland acres
provided the setback acres (Table 2). Also, acres for the CAFO location (NW %-4-139-54) have not been
removed from the fertilization application acres. The legal description for fields 18 & 19 are incorrect,
causing further confusion. Total acres for field 16 & 17 add up to 207.4 acres. Errors and omissions in
this data set complicate the calculation of how many acres are available for liquid manure application.

Appendix D presents the nutrient management plan and associated soil tests. Soil tests indicate
the N, P,0s, and K20 nutrient levels in the soil, and realistic yield goal nutrient requirements are
presented. The realistic yield goal nutrient requirements are available for corn, soybeans, and edible
beans. Soil test results for four selected fields are presented in Table 3. The soil tests indicate that the
P20s levels for the four fields range from “very low” to “medium”, and one field has KO levels that are
“high” and the other three were “very high”. Table 4 presents the nutrient levels needed for corn to
produce yields of 140 bushels per acre or more. Similar data were available for soybeans and dry edible
beans are presented in Tables 5 and 6, respectively.




Table 2. Water Quality Risk Assessment Map Acres, Setback Acres, and Listed Acres for Liquid

Manure, 2015

Field Number Map Acres Setback Acres Listed Acres
1&2 285.6 5.1 280.5
3 156.4 -~ 156.4
4 &5 293.7 10.9 282.8
6 78.9 0.9 78.0
7&8&9 306.4 15.1 291.3
10 157.7 17.5 140.2
11 158.2 0.2 158.0
12 114.0 1.7 112.3
13&14&15 498.5 10.1 488.4
16 & 17 1514 4.5 146.9
18& 19 301.9 1.2 300.7
20 57.6 - 57.6
21 140.5 32.8 107.7
22 &23&24 566.0 8.3 557.7
25 153.1 3.1 150.0
Total 3,308.5

Table 3. Soil Test Results for Four Selected Fields Contracted for liquid Hog manure Application

Field Number N P,0st K,0?
---(Ibs)--- --~(ppm)--- --~(ppm)---
1 24 2 182
6 28 4 166
17 42 8 239
22 42 10 125

*Phosphorus (ppm) rankings of 0-3 are in the very low category, 4-7 are low, 8-11 are medium, 12-15 are
high, and 16+ are very high (Franzen 2013).

*potassium (ppm) rankings of 0-40 are very low, 41-80 are low, 81-120 are medium, 121-160 are high,
and 161+ are very high ( Franzen 2013).

Table 4. Required Nutrients for Corn With A 140 Bushel Per Acre or Above Realistic Yield Goal, for
Four Selected Fields :

Field Number Yield Goal N P,0s K20
---bu/acre--- ---Ib/acre--- ---lb/acre--- ---Ib/acre---

1 146 175 102 170

6 141 169 98 164

17 148 177 103 172

22 162 194 113 188




Table 5. Required Nutrients for Soybeans With A 37 Bushel Per Acre Realistic Yield Goal, for Four
Selected Fields

Field Number Yield Goal N P05 K20
---bu/acre--- ---lb/acre--- ---Ib/acre--- ---lb/acre---
1 37 - 57 81
6 37 - 57 81
17 37 - 57 81
22 37 - 57 81

Table 6. Required Nutrients for Dry Edible Beans With A 1,476 Pounds Per Acre Realistic Yield Goal,
for Four Selected Fields

Field Number Yield Goal N P05 K20
---bu/acre--- ---Ib/acre--- ---Ib/acre--- ---lb/acre--
1 1,476 74 34 51
6 1,476 74 34 51
17 1,476 74 34 51
14 1,476 74 34 51

Determining the fertilizer application rates requires several calculations. For nitrogen, there could
be a credit from the previous crop. Crops such as soybeans, edible beans, peas and lentils, and chick
peas typically have a nitrogen credit (Franzen 2013). The nitrogen credit for these crops has been
estimated to be 40 pounds of N per acre. Nitrogen required would be the N level necessary for the
realistic yield goal less the existing N in the soil less the N credit. This would give the pounds of N
required, but as previously stated, about half of the N in liquid hog manure is available the first year.
For soil tests with P in the “very low” or “low” category, the full amount of P,0s required could be
applied. Application of liquid hog manure results in 80 percent of the P,0s available in the first year.

An example will help illustrate the calculations. In order to obtain a 146 bushel per acre corn yield on
field 1, the nutrients required would be 175 pounds per acre of N, 102 pounds per acre of P,05(because
the soil test indicated “very low” parts per million) and no K;O (because soil levels are already “very
high”). Nitrogen required would be 174 pounds less the 24 pounds already in the soil less the 40 pounds
soybean credit (assuming the corn is planted on a field that was soybeans the previous year). A total of
111 pounds per acre of N should be added to the soil. As previously stated 50 percent of the N in liquid
hog manure is available in the first year, so the 27 pounds of N per 1,000 gallons of manure actually
provides 13.5 pounds of N the first year. A total of 8,222 gallons would be needed to be applied to meet
the N requirement. The 27 pounds of P,Osin the liquid manure is only 80 percent available to the crop
in the first year, so the product has 21.6 pounds of P,0s per 1,000 gallons. A nutrient requirement of
102 pounds of P.0s per acre would require 4,722 gallons to be applied. If the 8,222 gallons of manure
necessary to reach the N goal were applied, 178 pounds of P,Os would be added to the soil and be
available in first year. This far exceeds the maximum recommended level of 102 pounds per acre. If the



manure were applied using the P soil test to determine the gallons per acre, 1,482 acres would be
required to use the 7 million gallons of liquid hog manure produced per year.

If the application of the liquid manure was based on the recommended P level soil tests, the 7
million gallons of liquid manure could be disposed of in year 1, based on the acres available (Table 2).
Without knowing what crops are going to be planted and the rotations, it is difficult to guarantee the
same result in subsequent years. At a minimum, the manure would have to be applied to the same land
every second year based on the available acres. Soils in this area are naturally high in K, so typically no
K20 would need to be applied. The liquid hog manure would add K to soils every other year with this
scenario, building K levels to a point where it could contribute to soil salinity. Also, the acres may be
overstated because of the plant citing acreage was included and no township setback acres are included
in the nutrient management plan.

Another potential problem for the acreages is the National Conservation Resources Service Manure
and Food Processing Waste soil ratings. These ratings are based on soil properties that affect
absorption, plant growth, microbial activity, and erodibility. The ratings cover manure and food
processing waste in solid, slurry, and liquid form. These ratings go from 0.0 to 1.0, with a 1.0 rating
being classified as “very limited”. The “very limited” category includes soils that have one or more
features that make it unfavorable for the specified use. These limitations generally cannot be overcome
without major soil reclamation, special design, or expensive installation procedures. Soil maps showing
the “very limited” areas for each field contracted (by quarter section) are presented in Appendix E. For
the land that has been contracted for manure application, 1,408.6 acres are classified as 1.0, or “very
limited” (Table 7). These soils are classified as Hamerly-Tonka and characterized by slow water
movement or ponding. Applying liquid manure to these soils could present serious environmental
problems.

A map showing the locations of the land contracted for application indicates manure would have
to be hauled as far as 8 miles to the northwest and 6 miles to the south. Also, applying liquid manure to
tiled land is currently new to North Dakota. Much of the tilled land identified in the acreage contracts
drains directly into the Maple River, which in turn ends up in the Red River. This could become an
international problem if nitrogen and phosphorus leach or erode into the local waterways. It is also
important to know who will be responsible for monitoring and enforcing sound environmental
regulations. Based on the data currently available, it does not appear that the nutrient management
plan for this CAFO is sustainable.



Table 7. Field Nutrient Easement Acres Reported, Water Quality Risk Assessment Acres, and National
Resources Conservation Service Manure and Food Processing Waste Soil Type Acres Rated Very
Limited

Field Number Legal Description Land Acres Water Quality Very Limited
Acres Acres
1&2 E %2-9-139-54 284.9 285.6 1715
3 NW %-4-139-54 150.0 156.4 54.5
485 N %-36-140-55 293.0 293.7 86.4
6 W % SW %-12-139-55 78.0 78.9 43.2
7&8&9 E%-32-139-54 308.8 306.4 101.9
10 NE % -14-139-55 157.7 157.7 59.9
11 SE % -10-140-55 158.0 158.2 97.8
12 NW % -14-140-55 114.0 114.0 64.8
13&14&15 11-140-45 500.0 498.5 281.6
16 & 17 NE % -2-139-55 150.0 1514 12.4
18& 19 E % -4-139-54 300.7 301.9 215.6
20 S % -SE % -11-139-55 60.0 57.6 219
21 NW % -12-139-55 120.0 140.5 67.0
22&23&24 29-140-54 550.0 566.0 934
25 NE % -32-140-54 155.0 153.1 36.7

Total 1,408.6




Hello, my name is Randy Coon and | farm south of Buffalo. The opinions
expressed on the topic of nutrient management are solely those of the
Concerned Citizens of Buffalo and do not represent any other individual,
entity or institution. The large hog confined animal feeding operation (CAFO)
proposed near Buffalo will produce large amounts of animal waste. Storage
pits beneath the building will have a capacity of 10.2 million gallons, with an
estimated 7.0 million gallons that will need to be removed annually.
Disposing of this quantity of liquid manure is a significant problem, and using
it as a fertilizer for grain crops is essentially the only solution.

Using liquid hog manure as a crop fertilizer does present problems.
Manure is not a plant nutrient balances product. In other words, the ratio of
nitrogen (N) to phosphorus (P) is such that applying enough nitrogen for crop
nutrient requirements will result in excess phosphorus being added to the
soil. Itis possible for phosphorus to reach high enough levels to cause it to
move off-site and get into surface water. North Dakota State University and
the University of Minnesota researchers recommend applying enough
manure to meet plant phosphorus requirement. The Olson test for
phosphorus in the soil measures only the inorganic phosphorus. We strongly
recommend the nutrient management plan be required to use phosphorus to
set the maximum application rate, and the soil be tested using a total
extraction method to determine the total phosphorus (inorganic and organic)
in the soil.

Obtaining land application easements, soil testing, liquid manure
nutrient testing, application of the manure, and a nutrient management plan
are the key components of disposing of the animal waste. Determining the
sustainability of this nutrient plan was difficult because five of the six land
easement contracts were incomplete. Water quality risk assessment maps
provided incorrect legal descriptions and acreages, with one quarter section
showing over 200 acres. These maps show boundaries for each parcel and
include setbacks which consist of waterways and noncropland acres such as
permanent wet lands, shelterbelts, and farmsteads. The maps do not appear
to include the Howes Township Ordinance setbacks. These setbacks are
important because when the liquid manure is applied, the end-of-field turn
involves lifting the applicator but leaving the pump running, dropping the



manure on top of the ground. For these reasons, it would appear that the
proposed available acres are overstated.

Nutrient content of liquid manure can vary greatly. A NDSU study
recommended using an analysis of 27 pounds of nitrogen, 27 pounds of
phosphorus, and 15 pounds of potassium per 1,000 gallons for planning
purposes. Soil tests for Field #1 (which had low soil nutrient levels) showed
24 pounds of nitrogen available, 2 ppm of P.0s available, and 182 ppm of K-0
available. A realistic yield goal of 140+ bushel per acre corn would need 175
pounds of N, 102 pounds of P.0s, and 170 pounds of K20. Using phosphorus
to determine the manure application with 80 percent of the P,Osavailable,
1,000 gallons would add 21.6 pounds of P;0Os per acre.

Dividing the 102 pounds per acre required by the 21.6 pounds available
per 1,000 gallons would give a 4,722 gallons per acre rate. If 7.0 million
gallons of liquid manure were to be disposed of each year, 1,482 acres of corn
would be required. Soybean yield goals require no nitrogen, so liquid manure
should not be applied for that crop. A corn-soybean rotation would require
applying the manure to the same ground every other year. Applying the
liquid manure above the recommended rates can lead to nutrients getting
into ground water and rivers. Almost all of the proposed acres drain into the
Maple River, which further downstream dumps into the Red River. The Red
River flows into Canada which could lead to international contamination. This
illustrates the reason why it is so important to restrict application rates to
match phosphorus requirements.

The proposed location for the facility is in a very unique soils area. lIts
proximity to the Lake Agassiz shoreline has a significant effect on the area
soils. National Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) web soil survey maps
provide numerous measurements for these soils, including a Sustainability
and Limitations rating. This category is further subdivided into waste
management-manure and food processing wastes. These rating are based on
soil properties that effect adsorption, plant growth, microbial activity, and
erodibility. Rating go from 0.0 to 1.0, with a 1.0 rating classified as “very
limited”. The “very limited” category included soils that have one or more
feature that makes it unfavorable for the specified use. These limitations



generally cannot be overcome without major spoil reclamation, special
design, or expensive installation procedures. These soils are classified as
Hamerly-Tonka soils. The quarter section presented by Power Point is
adjacent to the proposed facility. The red acres are the Hamerly-Tonka soils
with the 1.0 (“very limited”) rating. Of the total acres contracted for manure
application, 1,408.6 are classified as Hamerly-Tonka with the “very limited”
rating. If the Hamerly-Tonka soils are to be considered for manure
application, we strongly recommend an environmentally responsible nutrient
management plan with strict adherence to application rules and very close
monitoring by the Department of Health to prevent pollution and
environmental problems.

Further contributing to the potential pollution problems are the amount
of tiled acres that drain into the Maple River. Another Power Point map will
help explain the concerns for tiled land. The north half of section 36 of Tower
Township is tiled land that has been include as land to be used for manure
application. NRCS maps provide information regarding Agronomic Concerns
for Pesticide and Nutrient Leaching. Hamerly-Tonka soils in this parcel are
again rated at 1.0 on the 0.0 to 1.0 scale with the 1.0 being “very limited” for
this use. About two-thirds of this parcel are rated as a 1.0, indicating the risk
of pesticide and nutrient leaching. The waterway in the southwest corner of
this land drains directly into the Maple River about one-half mile away.
Applying liquid manure to this land poses a high level of environmental risk.
We recommend these acres not be allowed to be use for application of liquid
hog manure, or at a minimum be applied in the spring and under close
supervision and monitoring by the State Health Department.

Based on the information we have been provided, it does not appear that
sufficient acreage is available to dispose of the 7.0 million gallons of liquid hog
manure produced annually. Acreage contracts may overstate the available
acres, and drain tiled land and Hamerly-Tonka soil problems have not been
addressed. Over applying liquid manure to the soils could present serious
environmental problems. It does not seem that the nutrient management
plan is achievable, or sustainable. Further compounding the problem of
disposing of the manure is the “easement map” which will be presented later.
The Concerned Citizens of Buffalo urge the North Dakota State Health



Department to stay true to their mission statement. We ask that you protect
the health of the Buffalo area citizens, the air quality, the water quality, and
the soils by rejecting this permit request.

Thank you.
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February 21, 2016

| want to address two of my many concerns regarding the 9,000 pig
operation that is to be built near Buffalo, ND:

First, | have lived in Buffalo for 36 years. Early on Don and | made the
decision not to purchase a lake cabin in Minnesota but instead to spend
our summer weekends right here in our yard in Buffalo, ND.

In the last 6 years we have been blessed with the addition of 3
grandchildren to our family. All nine of us spend not only summer
weekends but spring, summer and autumn days and evenings outside
in Buffalo, ND. Routinely our son’s and their families gather on
Sundays at our house and we spend hours together outside in our
treasured lilac surrounded lot.

As a result of that time spent outside our grandchildren have come to
enjoy an array of outdoor activities: running through the sprinkler,
splashing in the pool, squirting water guns at each other, jumping on
the trampoline, digging for worms or playing tractors in the dirt, driving
their gator around the spacious yard and growing pumpkins in the
garden. T-ball & kickball too are played providing a great source of
outdoor exercise and fresh air for them.

The hammock attached to two age old trees provides much fun for
them as does the bridge in the yard with a troll lurking underneath. |
have numerous, 20-25, yard ornaments and animal statues which allow
the kids to strategically place in the yard where ever their imaginations
allow. Three watering cans are needed as each grandchild takes the
task of watering Grandma'’s flowers seriously.



They enjoy going for fun rides around town on Papa’s gulf cart or in his
Wildcat. The decision of which park to play at is never an easy one to
make, therefore it always ends up being “both of them”. Aride in the
country out to Jerry’s farm a mile south of town to pick raspberries and
cornis a must. If raspberries and corn aren’t in season they have to go
simply to see how many rabbits are running around his farm yard.
Other Wildcat rides are taken to check nearby fields, explore shelter
belts keeping an eye out for deer in the woods and to look for eagle
nests built high atop trees. They also love the “adventure” of exploring
the trail alongside the railroad tracks, checking on the families of ducks
and geese along the way. It is not uncommon for the fresh air and
motion and hum of the vehicles to relax Chase and Connor to the point
of catching an unexpected nap on the way back home.

The facts indicate the enjoyment of our outdoor activities would come
to an end if the 9,000 pig operation is built. Our life style would change
drastically.

Second, since the news of this pig operation coming to our community |
really think about and appreciate our city water. Now, each time | run
tap water my appreciation grows. The possibility of such an operation
moving fills me with wonder: | wonder how long | will enjoy a glass of
refreshing cold tap water? | wonder how much contaminated water we
are going to drink and use before it is realized and deemed
contaminated? Will | know it is contaminated before filling the kiddie
pool? | wonder now each time | run bath water or take a shower, how
long | will have clear, clean water? | wonder how long it will be before
we have to rely on bottled water for all our needs and how much that
will cost and what hassles that will bring? | even wonder how the water



in the toilet bowl! will be affected after a 9,000 pig operation is built
near our town?

Please consider us and those like us who appreciate simply the
greatness of fresh air and clean water. Without them much of our daily

enjoyment would be taken away.

Sincerely

Sherry Peterson
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TO: N D Department of Health and Water Quality

I am an older adult living in Buffalo, ND. I’'m on prescription drugs for high blood
pressure, blood thinner, chronic sinus, allergies (on an inhaler), dry eyes, and

anxiety. | have had three TIA’s, and have been diagnosed with thickening of the
heart wall. At night | sleep with a C Pap machine to keep my oxygen level stable.

I have a half block of yard to mow and plant a vegetable garden and flower beds.
Working outdoors is my therapy. | use a three wheeler to haul tools and cut
down on walking. | also enjoy being able to hang out my laundry. After reading a
bulletin from the EPA, | am concerned about having to curtail my activities
because of particulates in the air. The bulletin mentions checking the news for Air
Quality Index. The air quality in Fargo would not likely register the toxic air we
are experiencing in Buffalo.

Since the Rolling Green CAFO owners who reap the benefits live out of state,
taking the money away from our tax payers, | don’t find the justice in endangering
our air quality and water supply.

| sincerely hope you can sympathize with our plight and deny the proposal of
Rolling Green Farms.

Janice Diemert

//W e



My name is Betty Fraase and I want to address the North Dakota Department
of Health about my concerns regarding the possibility of 9,000 pigs 1-1/2 miles

from my home.

I am 80 years old and have lived on my farm in Howes Township since I got
married over fifty years ago. I enjoy being outdoors, either mowing my yard
or working in my flower gardens. My family loves to come home to visit and

we spend lots of time outside grilling.

I have very serious concerns about this pig facility so close my house and the
manure application proposed for farmland directly across the road from my
640 acre farm and home. I have high blood pressure and a thyroid condition
which require daily medications. I worry that the foul gases and fumes will
impact my life on a daily basis making me more susceptible to anxiety and

stress, and other serious illnesses.

I want to continue enjoying the life I created here on our family farm. I do not
want my life negatively affected in so many ways. Ibeg you to deny the

permit to Rolling Green Family Farms. Please protect my health.

Betty Fraase
Buffalo, ND



To the North Dakota Department of Health,

l, Jessica Peterson, am opposed to the passing of this proposed permit for the pig
‘factory. The pig factory will bring significant damage to our community, family,
and friends. | am a resident of Tower City. | work in Buffalo, my son goes to
daycare here, and my husband and his family own a business in Buffalo. My in-
laws, niece, and nephew also live in Buffalo as do many of my friends. There is
significant research out there that proves there are health risks with breathing in
the pathogens that can be emitted in the air from pigs. There is also significant
research out there stating how most of the CAFQ’s produce way too much
manure that the land can’t handle which leads to over application of the
manure/fertilizer which the crops cannot absorb. Therefore, that may lead to run
off and contamination of our drinking water also.

Since children can take in 20-50% more air than adults they are more susceptible
to lung disease and health effects. We have young children that go to daycare in
Buffalo, we also have a preschool, and a k-3 elementary school. These kids would
be exposed to all of these air pollutants, therefore, increasing their risks of health
problems. These pollutants can travel anywhere from 40-100 miles from its
source.

Aside from all the health risks there is also a significant economic impact that
would negatively affect our community. Property values would decline and most
importantly we would lose some of our lifetime residents. My husband and | have
dreamt of buying a farm near Buffalo but that would be severely impacted by this
pig factory. My husband also farms land around the proposed site. We are very
concerned about the run off from all of the excrement’s from the pigs. With 9,000
pigs, there is significant risk of there being too much nitrogen in the soil which will
run off into our fields, which will harm our crops, and could contaminate our
water.

Please, donot pass this proposed permit. Our livelihood depends on it. My son’s
health, my families health, my health, and my friend’s health, all depend on it.

Sincerely,

a concerned resident

Jessica Peterson



To: North Dakota Department of Health

My name is Hal Grieve. | have lived in Buffalo North Dakota since 1962. | grew up in town, went
to school and church here, started my first real job here and have hoped to retire here. The
news of this factory piglet producing sow farm by Rolling Green Family Farm being built may
have me rethinking about retiring in Buffalo or North Dakota for that matter. My back door will
be about two miles away, as the bird flies, from this commercial pig farm.

First there is medical evidence saying the air born particulates can affect the respiratory system
because of the ammonia, hydrogen and methane. The presence of the odor may raise blood
pressure; create depression and PTSB because once it is here we are stuck with it no matter
what the ill effects are.

Next is the vast amount of water this facility will need and then the run off from the facility and
area fields that the manure is put on. This run off goes into the Maple River then the Red River
and on into Lake Winnipeg. There will also be questions regarding effects on ground water
under the lagoons.

Rolling Green Family Farms is anything but what its name implies. This is a corporate farm of
investors who have worn out their welcome in neighboring states and came to North Dakota
looking for and finding lenient zoning and farming laws. From what | understand it is nearly
impossible to find out who and where these investors are really from. These are not our friends
and neighbors who have devoted their lives carving a living out of the land along with raising a
few animals.

As a life resident of North Dakota and one who still lives, works, and finds the beauty in
enjoying the fresh air of our outdoors, | ask the Health Department to please deny, again please
deny the building of the proposed hog farm near Buffalo, North Dakota.

Hal Grieve
204 4™ Ave S
Buffal D. 58011



Dear North Dakota Department of Health

I am writing again to express concerns over the proposed swine operation to be built just
outside of Buffalo. Since first hearing about the concentrated animal feeding operation I've had
time to do research of my own. To find an article or report stating this type of operation is a
great opportunity for the people and communities near the operation, or had anyone living
near an operation approached someone in our community stating so, it would ease my mind.
Neither has happened.

| have lived in Buffalo for 41 years and before that three miles south of the proposed site for 17
years. | am an outside person, spending my time off outside working in my vegetable and
flower garden, taking care of the yard, reading, walking and bike riding. Most recently | have
been able to share all of this with my seven year old grandson who is with us often.

| fear my way of life as | have known it will change dramatically if the swine operation becomes
reality. And, not for the better. The respiratory symptoms from exposure to the air around an
operation this large can be nothing but detrimental to those within its path. While my daughter
has not said as much, | fear she will not allow my grandson to stay for extended periods of time
as he has his entire life. She, who is a doctor, has sent me links to many health related articles.

My mother, who lives in Buffalo, has COPD and congestive heart failure. The air quality within a
short time could have a serious impact on her life. | tried to avoid mentioning the odor but feel
it deserves attention as it will be a reality. It goes beyond just being a nuisance. How can it not
depress someone if they are not able to enjoy life the way they once had, and planned to for
the rest of their lives? Depression is real. PTSD is real. Both are medical conditions associated
with the odor from these large operations.

I am not opposed to livestock operations, only to those whose existence will negatively affect
so many people.

| am asking you consider all concerns; environment, health and social and deny the permit to
Rolling Green Family Farm. Buffalo has many things to offer it residents and those in the
surrounding area. Hopefully that continues for decades to come.

Thank you for your time.

Terryl Grieve

204 4" Ave S
Buffalo ND 58011
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To Whom it May Concern at the ND Department of Health:

My husband and I are concerned with the proposed Rolling Green Family

Farms CAFO to be located near our home town of Buffalo.

We both have health issues, including allergies, thyroid and migraines. We
understand that the gases and fumes emitted from these hog CAFO’s are

detrimental to people with health issues like ours.

We have read that the ND Dept of Health has a mission statement to “protect
and enhance the health and safety of all North Dakotans and the environment in
which we live”. We feel it is your duty to watch out for anything that will hurt
the health, safety and well being of the taxpaying, voting people of the state of
ND.

We haye attached our-l};ait-:‘?iummaries listing our issues. %

Carolyn Dostert
Alan Dostert
Buffalo, ND




Name: Carolyn K Dostert | DOB: 8/15/1961 | MRN: E1836162 | PCP:

Health Summary

Current Health Issues

Health Issue Date Noted
Hypothyroidism

Allergic rhinitis

Dysplasia of cervix

Hyperlipidemia

Encounter for long-term (current) use of other medications 01/14/2009
History of colonic polyps 01/14/2009
Acute mucoid otitis media of both ears 12/23/2015

Medications

metFORMIN 1000 MG tablet
Commonly known as: GLUCOPHAGE

Instructions: Take by mouth 2 times a day with meals. use of dose
Documented by Abstract Provider

fluticasone 50 mcg/spray nasal spray
Commonly known as: FLONASE
Instructions: Use 2 sprays in each nostril daily

Approved by Michael Sand, DO
Prescribed on 4/17/2014
Prescribed quantity: 16 g

Request a renewal

levothyroxine 125 mcg tablet
Instructions: Take 1 tablet by mouth 1 time per day.
Approved by Michael Sand, DO

https://www.mysanfordchart.org/MyChart/inside.asp?mode=snapshot

2/28/16, 7:59 PM
Page 10of 3



Prescribed on 1/21/2013
Prescribed quantity: 90 tablets

Request a renewal

ALLEGRA PO

Documented by Abstract Provider

Instructions: Take 1 tablet by mouth 1 time per day.

Allergies
Allergen Reaction
Other: See Comments Itching
Potato Itching

Environmental Allergens

Other (Specify in Comments)

Immunizations

Immunization Date

Tetanus Toxoid,not adsorbed 2/1/2006
Preventive Care

Name Status Last Done
Pap Smear Overdue since 1/19/2015 1/19/2012

Dexa/heel Scan

Overdue since 2/18/2015 2/18/2013

Flu Vaccine Overdue since 10/1/2015
Tetanus Vaccine Overdue since 2/1/2016 2/1/2006
Colonoscopy Overdue since 2/3/2016 2/3/12011

Screening Mammogram

Not due until 6/16/2016 6/16/2015

Lipid Screening

Not due until 1/18/2018 1/18/2013

hitps://www.mysanfordchart.org/MyChart/inside.asp?mode=snapshot

2/28/16, 7:58 PM
Page 2 0of 3



MyChari® licensed from Epic Systems Corporation, © 1999 - 2013.

https://www.mysanfordchart.org/MyChart/inside.asp?mode=snapshot 2/28/16, 7:59 PM
Page 3 of 3



Name: Alan David Dostert | DOB: 4/10/1961 | MRN: E1836158 | PCP:

Health Summary

Current Health Issues

Date
Health Issue Noted
Other forms of migraine, without mention of intractable migraine without 11/02/2006
mention of status migrainosus
Routine general medical examination at a health care facility 10/08/2008
Gout 10/08/2008
Osteoarthrosis, unspecified whether generalized or localized, involving 01/19/2012
lower leg
Medications

naproxen 220 mg tablet
Commonly known as: ALEVE

Instructions: Take 220 mg by mouth 2 times a day as needed.
Documented by Abstract Provider

Allergies

Allergen Reaction

Banana Anaphylaxis (High)
Alfalfa Hives (High)

Food Allergies Unknown/Not Verified

Immunizations

Immunization Date

https://www.mysanfordchart.org/MyChart/inside.asp?mode:snapshot 2/28/16, 8:07 PM
. Page 10f 2



TDAP

11/9/2013, 10/8/2008

Preventive Care

Name Status Last Done
Colonoscopy Overdue since 4/10/1962

Lipid Screening Overdue since 4/10/2001

Flu Vaccine Overdue since 10/1/2015

Tetanus Vaccine Not due until 11/9/2023 11/9/2013

MyChart® licensed from Epic Systems Corporation, © 1999 - 2013.

https://www.mysanfordchart.org/MyChart/inside.asp?mode=snapshot

2/28/16, 8:07 PM
Page 2 of 2



To: ND Department of Health and Water Quality

The concerned citizens of Buffalo, ND have done much research about CAFO's and
how they affect the neighbors and community surrounding them. We have heard the
statements from people that maybe this is 0.k. "as long as it isn't in my back yard." We
have heard that the Ag special interest groups want this CAFO to come into our
community, not their communities. We are concerned about how much weight these
special interest groups will have regarding the location of this CAFO. We are asking
the North Dakota Department of Health to consider our health and well being, our right
(as tax paying citizens of the state of ND) to live where we, our children and
grandchildren will have healthy air to breath and water to drink. We believe in farming
and livestock, we want to protect our local farm families health and their right to
continue to have their family farming businesses grow with out the interference of an
out of state entity. As we understand it, the North Dakota Department of Health exists
to, has a purpose to and has a mission statement to protect the health and
environment of ALL citizens of ND. Again, protecting our health and the environment
we live in is your job. The concerned citizens of Buffalo, ND are asking that the
testimonies given to you today be reviewed and considered and that the ND
Department of Health send a clear message to everyone that the location of this
CAFO and any future CAFOs in the state of ND be farther away from cities and family
farms. We feel the proposed location of Rolling Green Family Farms Swine CAFO is
wrong. The proposed building site and the land where the manure will be spread are
TOO close to the family homes in our community and their locations will affect the
health and well being of all the people who live in our community.

We have heard we are waisting our time as the swine CAFO is "a done deal" and that
the ND Department of Health has already made the decision. We have also heard that
the ND Department of Health will do what they have been told to do by the "powers
that be" in Bismarck. These statements are terribly upsetting to us. We trust that the
people we send to our capitol and the people representing us, the citizens of ND, will
work for all the people, not just the ones that are members of a special interest group
that has lobbyists in our capitol. We hope that you will not approve this illegal permit,
just because it has been submitted, but that you will review all testimony and do your
job to protect the citizens of our community and our state.

Will you, the ND Department of Health, do your job, according to your own mission
statement, to protect the health and environment of the tax paying, voting citizens of
our community and every citizen in the state of ND, or will you protect the business
interests of special interest groups and out of state corporations?

Thank you, Carolyn Dgstert

)




To: The North Dakota Department of Health

| would like to thank the members of The North Dakota Department of
Health for giving us a chance to share our concerns. When | recently was
made aware of the proposed pig CAFO — friends of mine from other areas
of the state told me — “don’t waste your time as the decision has already
been made in Bismarck!” Your being here today has reassured me that the
system still works.

| am Bill Marcks and | was raised on our family farm near Buffalo, North
Dakota. After college | served in the US Army, worked in the Fargo Public
Schools and eventually returned to my home town of Buffalo about thirty
years ago. | am a past Mayor of the community and am proud to be
involved in our American Legion, the City of Buffalo Historic Preservation
Commission, the Buffalo Community Club and the City Park Board.

The proposed Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation to be located
southeast of Buffalo could be devastating to the quality of life | enjoy now
with my friends, family and neighbors in our small community of about 200.
| am alarmed by the potential for serious health risks for me and everyone
exposed to the daily emissions of such a large swine factory. | currently
take medication for high pressure and allergies and do not want my health
compromised.

Our group of Concerned Citizens in Buffalo is certainly not opposed to local
family farms with animals but resistant to corporate control and potential
devastation of our water and air quality, and much more. | challenge you
to show us communities who feel they are better off with this type of factory
farming.

It simply is not true that the employees of this hog operation will be our
neighbors, friends or families. The employees will not be family farmers.
This is much different from what makes North Dakota a leader in
agriculture. We have been leaders because of our strong family farmers
and ranchers who own their farms and understand what it means to be
connected to the community where they live and work.



As part of the Concerned Citizens of Buffalo, | have done my own research
to learn about the huge impact of this type of factory farming. | want a
voice in my destiny, for the community | call home, and a sense of well
being for my family, friends and neighbors. | strongly oppose any permit for
the Rolling Green Family Farm Swine CAFO and ask the ND Department
of Health to stop them from moving into our neighborhood and possibly
around the state.



TO: North Dakota Department of Health

My name is Liane Rakow Stout and | was born and raised in Buffalo, ND. | am very proud of the
quality of education that | received at the Buffalo Public Schools. The consolidated Maple Valley
School District has continued this tradition of quality education for the 215 children from our
community as well as our neighboring towns of Fingal, Oriska and Tower City. Education is an
important part our communities and has given us a way of life we appreciate. We have a strong
sense of caring and concern for all who live here.

Our rural life style is based on sustainable agriculture and locally owned family farms. It was a
shock to our community when we were informed by a public notice in January that a proposed
Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation (CAFQ) for 9,000 swine was to be located several miles
southeast of Buffalo. | have been involved with a group of concerned citizens who have been
reviewing and researching the complex environmental impact and health risks of this type of
operation. These are areas of great concern:

Water and Air Pollution: The potential of water pollution from the waste produced by 9,000

swine can contaminate waterways, including the Buffalo Creek, the Maple River and eventually
the Red River. The land around the building site is one of the highest elevations in Cass County.
Other states with large numbers of CAFO’s have experienced 20 to 30 serious water pollution
problems a year due to the manure application process to the fields. At the least the quality of
daily life in our neighborhoods could be seriously reduced due to the foul-smelling air. Serious
respiratory illness can result for workers, and we are especially concerned about similar health
impacts, especially to our children and are senior citizens, which includes me.

Property Values and Local Economy: Residential property values often significantly go down

when an industrial hog farm moves into the area. We do not understand how this would be good
for any growth or sustainability in our community if nobody wants to move here or continue to
live here. Once built the Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations usually have their feed trucked
in; the animal’s regularly trucked out and often low paid labor is used. This scenario robs our
community of local economic, environmental, and social benefits, plus saddles us with the costs.
We will have to pay for roads used to haul thousands of pigs and truckloads of feed, all with
reduced property taxes.

On a personally issue, | have had asthma and chronic allergies my entire life. Any respiratory
distress can put me in the emergency room struggling to take each breath. As scary as this for me,
| am horrified by the threat to the individuals who will be exposed to the daily emissions of this
type of swine factory so close to their homes.

Please carefully consider what we have to lose. | do not want a permit granted to Rolling Green
Family Farms. It will cause irreparable damage to the people in the community that | call home.

Lrone Rahas St



North Dakota Health Department

My name is Kent Beilke and | am 54 years old. | am a third generation
farmer and have lived on the home farm my whole life except for the four
years | went to college at NDSU. My farm is a true family farm and is two
and a half miles SE of this proposed hog facility. We also have and farm
land that is less than a half mile from this building site. We enjoy being
outside as much as possible. We take walks as a form of exercise, enjoy
swimming in our permanent pool and relaxing on one of our decks. | have
multiple health concerns from this project.

| personally have high blood pressure, asthma and stress. | also have
noticed in the past two months that | have edema and doctors are currently
looking for the cause. | realize stress is a part of my job but this proposed
hog facility has already caused me to have problems sleeping and many
headaches (which | have taken more aspirin in the last couple months than
| have most of my life). My wife also has multiple health issues but | will not
go into them as she has written her own letter with her concerns. My
mother, who is still very active, lives in Buffalo about three miles from this
facility. She has to be on oxygen most of the time. She enjoys riding her
golf cart and comes to our fields periodically during the farming season to
bring lunches and give rides or just to see what were doing.

The emissions from the hog manure is well documented as causing

health problems which includes respiratory problems especially in elderly,
young and people with health problems already. Stress is a huge health
issue and will certainly be a factor with people surrounding this facility not
only from health concerns but also just the quality of life and everyday
events we will worry not being able to do from day to day. It is known that
stress can play a part in all of the health issues | have mentioned above.

| also am convinced there is more evidence of the health issues of the
public from the emissions of the hog manure than there was concerning the
health issues to the public from the emissions of e-cigarettes when they
were banned. | understand the e-cigarette emissions is vastly more
widespread in ND than hog manure emissions but that does not matter to
the people living near the hogs. Please correct me if | am wrong but were
not the e-cigarettes banned because of their “potential unknown risks”.

I am also very concerned with the environmental problems associated
with these type facilities. Knifing in the manure over top of drain tile is very
concerning to me. The reason for drain tile is to remove excess water



quickly from the topsoil of the fields. | am certain under the right set of
conditions the manure and bacteria could be washed into the drain tile and
thus quickly flow to the drainage ditch which inevitably ends up in our
streams and rivers and we all know what happens after that. Do not we
want to be proactive rather than reactive. Without the drain tiled land the
permit would not contain enough acres to satisfy the requirements.

What a unique opportunity we have in ND that most states envy, the fact
that our health dept. has a huge part as to the granting of permits for these
type facilities. They have been pushing for the their own states health
departments to be able to get involved in the process because that is
where one of the biggest flaws with these facilities is, they are detrimental
to human health as well as the healith of our environment.

| would like to ask each of you to put yourself in many of the surrounding

neighbors position and ask yourself the very questions we will be asking
ourselves. Will we want to live where we currently are knowing we will be
exposing ourselves and our children to the unhealthy environment that
surrounds these large confinement barns? Will | allow my children to stay
on the family farm and raise their children, our grandchildren, near this hog
farm knowing all the health issues that come with them? Will we allow our
elderly parents to live out their lives where they have chosen or shall we
move them somewhere away from the situation that we know is not healthy
for them?

~ Iwant to thank you all for taking the time to read my concerns.
| am asking for the health department to deny the permit for this proposed
hog facility!

Thanks; Kent Beilke

Wf@%



ND Dept. of Health

My name is Eileen Beilke and | am 56 years old. My husband and | are 3rd
generation farmers living on the family farm which is located just 2 1/2 miles from the
proposed hog facility and less that 1 mile from land designated for the spreading of hog
manure. | personally moved to my husbands farm 22 years ago and love the quality of
life on the farm. We have raised four children, one of which is still in high school and
another is trying to work into the farming business. We also used to have a cattle feedlot
and a small hog operation on the farm so we are not anti livestock, we are anti large
factory farms. ~

if this hog facility is allowed to be built the quality of life will be changed for us in
many ways. | am under doctors care for extreme anxiety and depression. Already my
anxiety has escalated due to the tension and stress of knowing | will not be able to
enjoy many of my therapeutic walks with my dogs or just sitting on my patio enjoying
coffee or a fire in the evening. | also cannot imagine that anyone could find it healthy for
a facility this size to be within 3 miles and a manure application site to be within 1 mile
of a K thru 3rd. grade school. | try not to think about what the future will be like having
9000 hogs as my neighbors. It is hard for me just to write this letter because it brings the
realism of what might be into my brain, which is what I've been trying to avoid these
past couple months. How sad it would be for our established family farm to go by the
way side so an out of state company can use ND land to raise hogs for out of state
farmers and the only thing left for ND is the manure and a broken apart community.

One of our children will hopefully be taking over the family farm in the future and
raising their own family. They have expressed to us that they do not want to raise their
children in the unhealthy environment that surrounds these type hog factories. What a
shame it would be for us to possibly be the last generation on our family farm so an out

of state owned company can raise pigs on ND land and ship every pigto outof state

farmers leaving us with every single negative effect involved.
| am asking you to reject the permit for this proposed hog facility.

Sincerely; Eileen Beilke



~March 17, 2016

Jennifer Fraase
3564 143 Avenue Southeast
Buffalo, North Dakota 58011

North Dakota Department of Health
Davison of Water Quality

918 East Divide Avenue, 4™ Floor
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501-1947

To Whom It May Concern:

As a concerned land and home owner within 1.5 miles of the proposed CAFO pig operation, | would like to
address my concerns about this monstrous setup. The mission of this department is to protect and enhance
the health and safety of all North Dakotans and the environment in which we live. Study after study shows
that these types of operations have detrimental effects on the people who live near them and for those who
work in them. The United States Environmental Protection Agency’s scientists have verified that large releases
of ammonia and hydrogen sulfide from animal manure present a legitimate threat to our health. These health
threats include: irritation of the nose, throat, and eyes and induce symptoms such as vomiting, headaches,
and nausea; diarrhea, an increase in infant mortality, asthma and chronic bronchitis to name a few. Studies
also show that the ammonia and methane gases and fumes cause health concerns.

What a CAFO does to the water quality is also very evident from the numerous studies that have been done
around the country. Hog excrements contain more pathogens than human waste posing a risk to our water
supply. This includes streams and rivers which have been polluted by existing CAFO’s to say nothing of what
they have done to the groundwater where they are located. This is a very real and scary threat to our water
system, one that you as a state department should be looking to protect.

Within a 2 mile radius of this proposed site, there are 14 homes. Studies have shown that CAFO’s have a
larger impact on infants, senior citizens and those with lower immune systems. Six of these 14 homes have
people living in them who fall into one of these 3 categories.

This proposed CAFO will affect my own personal health as | enjoy walking, snow shoeing and biking outdoors.
I cannot even begin to imagine what it will be like to go outside to enjoy these activates smelling the odor
from this pig farm and in reality figure that | will have to discontinue my exercise routine. | will not put myself
at a greater risk of inhaling the particles that will be in the air from this CAFO, particles which contain known



pathogens. We all know that when you exercise, you breathe more quickly and deeply, and | will then inhale
these particles into my lungs.

My health will also be affected when | am unable to open up my windows and let the fresh air in. Let the fresh
air in, that’s right, we will not have that benefit once this operation is up and running. That means that | will
be breathing air conditioned air instead of fresh clean air. There are numerous studies showing the
detrimental effects of living in these conditions.

The American Public Health Association has urged federal, state, and local governments and public health
agencies to enact a freeze on the building of new CAFOs. As a department of health, you can do exactly that.
As a health department, you better than anybody should know and understand the health effects, to our
water and otherwise, that these CAFOs have on people, neighborhoods and communities. | am asking you to
fulfill your duty as our state health department, to protect my health and that of my neighbors and my
community by denying this industry a health permit. | strongly urge you to deny this permit.

Sincerely,

\;'L\Q'f“wx

Jennifer Fraase



March 17, 2016

Ashley Moyer
N208 Eastowne Lane
Appleton, Wisconsin 54915

North Dakota Department of Health
Division of Water Quality

918 East Divide Avenue, 4% Floor
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501-1947

To Whom It May Concern:

Per the North Dakota Department of Health’s website you state that the mission of the North
Dakota Department of Health is to protect and enhance the health and safety of all North
Dakotans and the environment in which we live.

To accomplish your mission, the North Dakota Department of Health is committed to improving
the health status of the people of North Dakota, improving access to and delivery of quality
health care, preserving and improving the quality of the environment, promoting a state of
emergency readiness and response, and achieving strategic outcomes within available resources.

It is impossible for the Department of Health to have this mission and support the proposed

CAFO pig operation near Buffalo, North Dakota. A University of Iowa study revealed that those
living within two miles of a factory farm reported higher rates of respiratory problems, nausea
and weakrlless, headaches and plugged ears, and irritation of eyes, nose and throat than other rural
residents.

A study conducted by researchers from the University of North Carolina determined that
individuals living near a factory farm experienced increased occurrences of headaches, runny
noses, sore throats, excessive coughing, diarrhea, and burning eyes than those living in areas
without industrial agriculture operations.’

I grew up on a family farm 1.5 miles from this proposed pig operation and I can tell you that this
is not a sparsely populated area. There are many people who call this area home including the
elderly and young children. My family, friends, and those who were once my neighbors are
going to have a poorer quality of life if this pig operation is allowed. Not only are they going to
be at risk of developing the health issues I listed above, but they will not be able to open their
windows to let fresh air in. They won’t be able to enjoy the great outdoors that is North Dakota.
Exercising outside will become more difficult as the air quality decreases.
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