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Relating to a model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations and the North Dakota 
insurance reserve fund. 

 
Vice Chairman Beltz called the meeting to order 9:07 AM 
 
Members present: Chairman Thomas, Vice Chairman Beltz, Representatives Christy, 
Finley-DeVille, Fisher, Headland, Henderson, Kiefert, Olson, Prichard, Schreiber-Beck, 
Tveit, VanWinkle.  
 
Discussion Topics: 

• Zoning awareness 
• Contested projects. 
• Retroactive  
• Arbitrary 
• Educate. 
• Uniformity 
• Setbacks 

 
In favor: 
Representative Paul Thomas, District 6, Primary bill sponsor (no written testimony) 
Doug Goehring, Commissioner, ND Agriculture Department, #18851 
Pete Hanebutt, ND Farm Bureau, #19385 
Tyler Leverington, Ohnstad Twichell, PC (no written testimony) 

 Aaron Birst, Executive Director, ND Association of Counties (no written testimony) 
 Phil Murphy, ND Soybean Growers Association (no written testimony) 
Julie Ellingson, ND Stockmen’s Association, #18747 
 
Opposed: 
Jeff Kenner, Township Chairman, Devils Lake, ND, (no written testimony) 
Brennan Quintus, CEO of ND Insurance Reserve Fund (NDIRF), #18625 
Larry Syverson, ND Township Officers Association, #18760 
Lanny Kenner, Devils Lake (no written testimony) 
Karl Rockeman, Director of Water Quality, ND Department of Environmental Quality, #18675 
Samual Wagner, Ag and Food Field Organizer, Dakota Resource Council, #18680 
Natalie Pierce, Representing general planning interests, Morton County Planning and Zoning 
Department, #18759 
 
Neutral: 
Brenda Elmer, Executive Director, ND Corn Growers, #18753 
 
Additional written testimony:  
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Amy Lee, Citizen of ND #18630 
Tammy Kuk, St. Michael ND, #18640 
Amanda Havelange, #18671 
Michael Havelange, #18695 
Shelley Kenner, #18697 
Candace Berg, Citizen of NE Central ND, #18731 
Ruth Fletcher, #18732  
Ann Hoggarth, ND citizen, #19382 
 
Vice Chairman Beltz adjourned the meeting 10:35 AM 
 
 
Diane Lillis, Committee Clerk 
 



2023 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 
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Room JW327C, State Capitol 

HB 1423 
2/16/2023 

Relating to a model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations and the North Dakota 
insurance reserve fund. 

Chairman Thomas called the meeting to order 9:38 AM 

Members present: Chairman Thomas, Vice Chairman Beltz, Representatives Christy, 
Finley-DeVille, Fisher, Headland, Henderson, Kiefert, Olson, Prichard, Schreiber-Beck, 
Tveit, VanWinkle.  

Discussion Topics: 
• Committee action
• Existing operations
• Task force
• Origin stories

Tom Bodine, Deputy, ND Department of Agriculture, proposed an amendment, #21054, 
#21057 
Shaun Quissell, Grain & Livestock Division Director, ND Department of Agriculture (no written 
testimony) 
Larry Syverson, Representing the ND Townships Association (no written testimony) 
Pete Hanebutt, ND Farm Bureau (no written testimony) 
Julie Ellingson, ND Stockman’s Association (no written testimony) 
Matt Perdue, ND Farmers Union (no written testimony)  
Aaron Birst, ND Association of Counties (no written testimony) 
Phil Murphy, ND Soybean Growers Association (no written testimony) 
Samantha Vangsness, ND Corn Growers Association (no written testimony) 

Representative Headland moved to adopt the proposed amendment (#21057). 
Representative Beltz seconded. 

Roll call vote: 

Representatives Vote 
Representative Paul J. Thomas Y 
Representative Mike Beltz Y 
Representative Josh Christy Y 
Representative Lisa Finley-DeVille N 
Representative Jay Fisher Y 
Representative Craig Headland Y 
Representative Donna Henderson Y 
Representative Dwight Kiefert Y 
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Representative SuAnn Olson Y 
Representative Brandon Prichard Y 
Representative Cynthia Schreiber-Beck Y 
Representative Bill Tveit Y 
Representative Lori VanWinkle Y 

 
Motion passed 11-1-1 
 
Representative Finley-DeVille proposed an amendment to add the Executive Director, Indian 
Affairs Commission, or designee to the task force, and moved to adopt. 
Representative Henderson seconded. 
 
Roll call vote: 
 

Representatives Vote 
Representative Paul J. Thomas Y 
Representative Mike Beltz Y 
Representative Josh Christy Y 
Representative Lisa Finley-DeVille Y 
Representative Jay Fisher Y 
Representative Craig Headland Y 
Representative Donna Henderson Y 
Representative Dwight Kiefert Y 
Representative SuAnn Olson Y 
Representative Brandon Prichard AB 
Representative Cynthia Schreiber-Beck Y 
Representative Bill Tveit Y 
Representative Lori VanWinkle Y 

 
Motion passed 12-0-1 
 
Representative Christy moved a do pass as amended. 
Representative Schreiber-Beck seconded. 
 
Roll call vote: 
 

Representatives Vote 
Representative Paul J. Thomas Y 
Representative Mike Beltz Y 
Representative Josh Christy Y 
Representative Lisa Finley-DeVille Y 
Representative Jay Fisher Y 
Representative Craig Headland Y 
Representative Donna Henderson N 
Representative Dwight Kiefert Y 
Representative SuAnn Olson Y 
Representative Brandon Prichard AB 
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Representative Cynthia Schreiber-Beck Y 
Representative Bill Tveit Y 
Representative Lori VanWinkle N 

 
Motion passed 10-2-1 
 
Representative Olson will carry the bill. 
 
Chairman Thomas adjourned the meeting 10:33 PM 
 
 
Diane Lillis, Committee Clerk 
 



23.0640.01001 
Title.02000 

Adopted by the House Agriculture Committee 

February 16, 2023 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HOUSE BILL NO. 1423 

Page 1, line 1, after "to" insert "create and enact a new section to chapter 4.1-01 of the North 
Dakota Century Code, relating to a model zoning review task force; and to" 

Page 2, remove lines 12 through 15 

Page 3, overstrike lines 11 and 12 

Page 3, line 13, overstrike "demonstrate compell ing, objective evidence specific to the county" 

Page 3, line 13, remove "created by an" 

Page 3, line 14, remove "independent third party" 

Page 3, line 14, overstrike "which requires a greater setback within the county, in" 

Page 3, overstrike lines 15 through 17 

Page 3, line 18, overstrike "subdivision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15, a" 

Page 3, line 18, remove "any" 

Page 3, line 18, overstrike "person whose animal" 

Page 3, overstrike line 19 

Page 3, line 20, overstrike "ordinance" 

Page 3, line 20, remove "or party" 

Page 3, line 20, overstrike "may request the agriculture commissioner review the" 

Page 3, overstrike lines 21 and 22 

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback are 
lawful." 

Page 3, line 23, remove "An" 

Page 3, remove lines 24 through 31 

Page 4, replace lines 1 and 2 with: 

"c. A board of county commissioners may not adopt or enforce setbacks 
applicable to animal feeding operations that exceed the setback 
distances provided in subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15." 

Page 4, line 3, remove the overstrike over "El-:-" 

Page 4, line 3, remove "e." 

Page 5, line 5, remove "or" 

Page 5, line 8, after "operations" insert "; or 

g_.,_ Require an existing animal feeding operation to have a permit for 
improvements or other modifications of an operation that is in current 
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compliance with state and federal regulations or require an existing 
operation to have a permit for improvements or other modifications 
that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 
regulations, of the modifications or improvements do not cause the 
operation to exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement" 

Page 5, replace lines 9 through 28 with: 

"10. If a party challenges the validity of a county ordinance, determination, 
decision, or objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall 
award the prevailing party actual attorney's fees, costs, and expenses." 

Page 7, remove lines 3 through 5 

Page 8, remove lines 6 through 11 

Page 9, overstrike lines 6 and 7 

Page 9, line 8, overstrike "demonstrate compelling, objective evidence specific to the township" 

Page 9, line 8, remove "created by" 

Page 9, line 9, remove "an independent third party," 

Page 9, line 9, overstrike "which requires a greater setback within the township," 

Page 9, overstrike lines 10 through 14 

Page 9, line 15, overstrike "ordinance" 

Page 9, line 15, remove "any person or party" 

Page 9, line 15, overstrike "may request the agriculture commissioner" 

Page 9, line 15, remove "to" 

Page 9, overstrike lines 16 and 17 

Page 9, line 18, overstrike "attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback are 
lawful." 

Page 9, line 18, remove "An" 

Page 9, replace lines 19 through 29 with: 

"c. A board of county commissioners may not adopt or enforce setbacks 
applicable to animal feeding operations that exceed the setback 
distances provided in subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15." 

Page 9, line 30, remove the overstrike over"&.-" 

Page 9, line 30, remove "e." 

Page 10, line 31, remove "or" 

Page 11, line 3, after "operations" insert ": or 

d. Require an existing animal feeding operation to have a permit for 
improvements or other modifications of an operation that is in current 
compliance with state and federal regulations or require an existing 
operation to have a permit for improvements or other modifications 
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that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 
regulations. if the modifications or improvements do not cause the 
operation to exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement" 

Page 11 , replace lines 4 through 24 with: 

"1.Q,_ If a party challenges the validity of a county ordinance. determination, 
decision. or objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall 
award the prevai ling party actual attorney's fees, costs, and expenses." 

SECTION 4. A new section to chapter 4.1-01 of the North Dakota Century Code 
is created and enacted as follows: 

Model zoning review task force - Report to the legislative management. 

.1. Model zoning review task force consists of: 

a. The agriculture commissioner or the commissioner's designee. as 
chair. 

Q,. The director of the department of environmental quality or the 
director's designee. 

c. The executive director of the North Dakota Indian affairs commission 
or the director's designee. 

d. Two members from the North Dakota township association. One 
member. must be an agriculture producer. 

e. Two members from the association of counties. One member must be 
an agriculture producer. 

i. One member of the milk producers association of North Dakota. 

R One member of the North Dakota stockmen's association. 

~ One member of the North Dakota pork council. 

L. One member of the North Dakota corn growers association. 

1. One member of the North Dakota soybean growers association. 

kc One member of the North Dakota farmers union. 

L. One member of the North Dakota farm bureau. 

m. One member of the North Dakota planning association. 

2.,. The task force shall: 

a. Develop a new, or update a previously created model zoning 
ordinance during the 2023-24 biennium. 

b. Review low-density agriculture districts and applicable setbacks and 
uses. 

_g_.,_ Review current zoning districts for the purpose of creating overlay 
districts. 
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g,_ Provide a report to the legislative management on changes to the 
model zoning ordinance. 

e. Meet every five years to review and update the model zoning 
ordinance. 

~ The agriculture commissioner shall provide the task force with 
administrative services. 

4. For purposes of this section "model zoning ordinance" means the most 
current model zoning ordinance related to animal feeding operations in this 
state." 

Renumber accordingly 

Page No.1/L.f 23.0640.01001 



Com Standing Committee Report Module ID: h_stcomrep_32_014
February 17, 2023 8:13AM  Carrier: S. Olson 

Insert LC: 23.0640.01001 Title: 02000

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB  1423:  Agriculture  Committee  (Rep.  Thomas,  Chairman) recommends 

AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, recommends DO PASS (10 
YEAS, 2 NAYS, 1 ABSENT AND NOT VOTING). HB 1423 was placed on the Sixth 
order on the calendar. 

Page 1, line 1, after "to" insert "create and enact a new section to chapter 4.1-01 of the North 
Dakota Century Code, relating to a model zoning review task force; and to"

Page 2, remove lines 12 through 15

Page 3, overstrike lines 11 and 12

Page 3, line 13, overstrike "demonstrate compelling, objective evidence specific to the 
county"

Page 3, line 13, remove "created by an"

Page 3, line 14, remove "independent third party"

Page 3, line 14, overstrike "which requires a greater setback within the county, in"

Page 3, overstrike lines 15 through 17

Page 3, line 18, overstrike "subdivision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15, a"

Page 3, line 18, remove "any"

Page 3, line 18, overstrike "person whose animal"

Page 3, overstrike line 19

Page 3, line 20, overstrike "ordinance"

Page 3, line 20, remove "or party"

Page 3, line 20, overstrike "may request the agriculture commissioner review the"

Page 3, overstrike lines 21 and 22

Page 3, line 23, overstrike "attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback 
are lawful."

Page 3, line 23, remove "An"

Page 3, remove lines 24 through 31

Page 4, replace lines 1 and 2 with:

"c. A board of county commissioners may not adopt or enforce setbacks 
applicable to animal feeding operations that exceed the setback 
distances provided in subsection 7 of section 23.1  -  06  -  15.  "

Page 4, line 3, remove the overstrike over "d."

Page 4, line 3, remove "e."

Page 5, line 5, remove "or"

Page 5, line 8, after "operations" insert "; or

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 1 h_stcomrep_32_014



Com Standing Committee Report Module ID: h_stcomrep_32_014
February 17, 2023 8:13AM  Carrier: S. Olson 

Insert LC: 23.0640.01001 Title: 02000

d. Require an existing animal feeding operation to have a permit for 
improvements or other modifications of an operation that is in current 
compliance with state and federal regulations or require an existing 
operation to have a permit for improvements or other modifications 
that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 
regulations, of the modifications or improvements do not cause the 
operation to exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement"

Page 5, replace lines 9 through 28 with:

"10. If a party challenges the validity of a county ordinance, determination, 
decision, or objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall 
award the prevailing party actual attorney's fees, costs, and expenses."

Page 7, remove lines 3 through 5

Page 8, remove lines 6 through 11

Page 9, overstrike lines 6 and 7

Page 9, line 8, overstrike "demonstrate compelling, objective evidence specific to the 
township"

Page 9, line 8, remove "created by"

Page 9, line 9, remove "an independent third party,"

Page 9, line 9, overstrike "which requires a greater setback within the township,"

Page 9, overstrike lines 10 through 14

Page 9, line 15, overstrike "ordinance"

Page 9, line 15, remove "any person or party"

Page 9, line 15, overstrike "may request the agriculture commissioner"

Page 9, line 15, remove "to"

Page 9, overstrike lines 16 and 17

Page 9, line 18, overstrike "attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback 
are lawful."

Page 9, line 18, remove "An"

Page 9, replace lines 19 through 29 with:

"c. A board of county commissioners may not adopt or enforce setbacks 
applicable to animal feeding operations that exceed the setback 
distances provided in subsection 7 of section 23.1  -  06  -  15.  "

Page 9, line 30, remove the overstrike over "d."

Page 9, line 30, remove "e."

Page 10, line 31, remove "or"

Page 11, line 3, after "operations" insert "; or

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 2 h_stcomrep_32_014
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d. Require an existing animal feeding operation to have a permit for 
improvements or other modifications of an operation that is in current 
compliance with state and federal regulations or require an existing 
operation to have a permit for improvements or other modifications 
that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 
regulations, if the modifications or improvements do not cause the 
operation to exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement"

Page 11, replace lines 4 through 24 with:

"10. If a party challenges the validity of a county ordinance, determination, 
decision, or objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall 
award the prevailing party actual attorney's fees, costs, and expenses."

SECTION 4. A new section to chapter 4.1-01 of the North Dakota Century 
Code is created and enacted as follows:

Model zoning review task force   -   Report to the legislative management.  

1. Model zoning review task force consists of:

a. The agriculture commissioner or the commissioner's designee, as 
chair.

b. The director of the department of environmental quality or the 
director's designee.

c. The executive director of the North Dakota Indian affairs commission 
or the director's designee.

d. Two members from the North Dakota township association. One 
member must be an agriculture producer.

e. Two members from the association of counties. One member must 
be an agriculture producer.

f. One member of the milk producers association of North Dakota.

g. One member of the North Dakota stockmen's association.

h. One member of the North Dakota pork council.

i. One member of the North Dakota corn growers association.

j. One member of the North Dakota soybean growers association.

k. One member of the North Dakota farmers union.

l. One member of the North Dakota farm bureau.

m. One member of the North Dakota planning association.

2. The task force shall: 

a. Develop a new, or update a previously created model zoning 
ordinance during the 2023-24 biennium.

b. Review low-density agriculture districts and applicable setbacks and 
uses.

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 3 h_stcomrep_32_014
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c. Review current zoning districts for the purpose of creating overlay 
districts.

d. Provide a report to the legislative management on changes to the 
model zoning ordinance.

e. Meet every five years to review and update the model zoning 
ordinance.

3. The agriculture commissioner shall provide the task force with 
administrative services.

4. For purposes of this section   "  model zoning ordinance  "   means the most   
current model zoning ordinance related to animal feeding operations in 
this state." 

Renumber accordingly

(1) DESK (3) COMMITTEE Page 4 h_stcomrep_32_014
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HB 1423 



2023 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Agriculture and Veterans Affairs Committee 
Fort Union Room, State Capitol 

HB 1423 
3/23/2023 

 
 

A bill relating to a model zoning review task force; and relating to a model zoning 
ordinance for animal feeding operations and the North Dakota Insurance reserve fund. 

 
8:30 AM Chairman Luick opened the meeting on HB 1423. Members present: Chairman 
Luick, Vice Chairman Myrdal, Senator Lemm, Senator Hogan, Senator Weston, Senator 
Weber. 
 
Discussion Topics: 

• Model zoning ordinances 
• Animal feeding 
• Setback distances 
• Local control 
• Accountability 
• Improvements 

 
8:30 AM Representative Paul Thomas, District 6, introduced HB 1423 and testified in favor. 
No written testimony. 
 
8:46 AM Tom Bodine, Deputy Commissioner, ND Department of Agriculture, testified in favor 
of HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
8:56 AM Shaun Quissell, Director Grain and Livestock Licensing Division, North Dakota 
Department of Agriculture, testified in favor of HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
9:01 AM Pete Hanebutt, Director Public Policy, North Dakota Farm Bureau, testified in favor 
of HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
9:05 AM Attorney Tyler Leverington testified in favor of HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
9:17 AM Lee Fraase testified in favor of HB 1423. # 26418 
 
9:32 AM Matt Perdue, Government Relations Director, North Dakota Farm Bureau, testified 
in favor of HB 1423. #26409 
 
9:37 AM Brenda Elmer, Executive Director, North Dakota Corn Growers, testified in favor of 
HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
9:39 AM Phil Murphy, Legislative Liaison, North Dakota Soybean Growers Association, 
testified in favor of HB 1423. No written testimony. 
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9:42 AM Larry Syverson, Executive Secretary, North Dakota Township Officers Association, 
testified in favor of HB 1423. #26414 
 
9:44 AM Jeff Kenner testified in opposition to HB 1423. No written testimony. 
 
9:54 AM Samuel Wagner, Ag and Food Organizer, Dakota Resource Council, testified in 
opposition of HB 1423. #26387 
 
10:03 AM Karl Rockerman, Director of Water Quality, ND Department of Environmental 
Quality, testified Neutral. #26388, #26389 
 
10:09 AM Natalie Pierce, ND Planning Association, testified neutral on HB 1423. #26412 
 
Additional written testimony:  
Randy C. Coon, #26398 
 
10:19 AM Chairman Luick adjourned the meeting. 
 
 
Brenda Cook, Committee Clerk 
 



2023 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Agriculture and Veterans Affairs Committee 
Fort Union Room, State Capitol 

HB 1423 
3/23/2023 

 
 

A bill relating to a model zoning review task force; and relating to a model zoning 
ordinance for animal feeding operations and the North Dakota reserve fund. 

 
3:04 PM Chairman Luick called the meeting to order. Members present: Chairman Luick, 
Vice Chairman Myrdal, Senator Lemm, Senator Hogan, Senator Weston, Senator Weber. 
 
Discussion Topics: 

• Committee action 
 
3:04 PM Shaun Quissell provided information to the committee. No written testimony. 
 
3:07 PM Senator Myrdal moved to adopt an amendment to HB 1423. # LC23.0640.02001 
 
3:07 PM Senator Lemm seconded the motion. 
 
Roll call vote: 

Senators Vote 
Senator Larry Luick Y 
Senator Janne Myrdal Y 
Senator Kathy Hogan Y 
Senator Randy D. Lemm Y 
Senator Mark F. Weber Y 
Senator Kent Weston Y 

Vote 6-0-0 Motion passed. 
 
3:10 PM Senator Myrdal moved DO PASS HB 1423 AS AMENDED.  
Senator Lemm seconded the motion. 
 
Roll call vote: 

Senators Vote 
Senator Larry Luick Y 
Senator Janne Myrdal Y 
Senator Kathy Hogan Y 
Senator Randy D. Lemm Y 
Senator Mark F. Weber Y 
Senator Kent Weston N 

Vote: 5-1-0 DO PASS HB 1423 AS AMENDED.  
Senator Myrdal will carry the bill. 
3:16 PM Chairman Luick closed the meeting. 
 
Brenda Cook, Committee Clerk 



23.0640.02001 
Title.03000 

Adopted by the Senate Agriculture and 
Veterans Affairs Committee 

March 23, 2023 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO ENGROSSED HOUSE BILL NO. 1423 

Page 8, line 24, replace "county commissioners" with "township supervisors" 

Page 10, line 7, replace "county" with "township" 

Page 11 , line 4, replace "creating" with "considering the impact of' 

Page 11 , line 7, after "ordinance" insert", if necessary" 

Renumber accordingly 

Page No. 1 23.0640.02001 



Com Standing Committee Report Module ID: s_stcomrep_48_023
March 24, 2023 8:29AM  Carrier: Myrdal 

Insert LC: 23.0640.02001 Title: 03000

REPORT OF STANDING COMMITTEE
HB  1423,  as  engrossed:  Agriculture  and  Veterans  Affairs  Committee  (Sen.  Luick, 

Chairman) recommends  AMENDMENTS AS FOLLOWS and when so amended, 
recommends  DO  PASS (5  YEAS,  1  NAY,  0  ABSENT  AND  NOT  VOTING). 
Engrossed HB 1423 was placed on the Sixth order on the calendar. This bill does 
not affect workforce development. 

<23.0640.02001a>
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TESTIMONY 

HB 1423 



Testimony to the 

North Dakota House Agriculture Committee  

February 2, 2023 

Prepared by Brennan Quintus, CEO     

North Dakota Insurance Reserve Fund   RE: House Bill No. 1423 

 

Chairman Thomas and members of the House Agriculture Committee, my name is Brennan 

Quintus, and I am the CEO of the North Dakota Insurance Reserve Fund (NDIRF). The NDIRF 

is a nonprofit corporation organized in North Dakota as a government self-insurance pool, and it 

offers liability, automobile, and public assets coverage to N.D. political subdivisions. Over 2,550 

N.D. political subdivisions purchase NDIRF coverage.  

 

The NDIRF opposes H.B. 1423 only to the extent that it prohibits the NDIRF from fulfilling its 

contractual obligations to North Dakota counties and townships, and we encourage an 

amendment to remove any mention of the NDIRF in the bill for the following reasons: 

 

1. H.B. 1423, if passed as written, would likely violate the Contract Clause of the U.S. 

Constitution. The NDIRF provides coverage to N.D. counties and townships in exchange 

for a contribution to the NDIRF, creating a contractual relationship between the NDIRF 

and those counties and townships that purchase NDIRF coverage.  Under the Contract 

Clause, no state may pass a law that impairs the obligation of contracts. U.S. Const. art. I, 

§ 10. H.B. 1423 would likely violate the Contract Clause, if passed as written, because it 

would impair the NDIRF’s contractual obligations to N.D. counties and townships by 

preventing the NDIRF from covering those claims they are contractually obligated to 

cover that result from the issues mentioned in the bill.  

 

2. H.B. 1423, if passed as written, would prohibit the NDIRF from providing liability 

coverage for the issues mentioned in H.B. 1423 in the future, putting the NDIRF at a 

competitive disadvantage in the insurance marketplace. N.D. counties and townships are 

not required to buy NDIRF coverage and may purchase coverage from a traditional 

insurance carrier. The NDIRF competes in the insurance marketplace just as any other 

traditional insurance carrier does to provide coverage to N.D. counties and townships. 

Prohibiting the NDIRF from offering coverage for an exposure that another insurance 

carrier may offer coverage for clearly puts the NDIRF at an unfair, and likely unintended, 

competitive disadvantage.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration, Chairman Thomas, and members of the House 

Agriculture Committee. The NDIRF opposes H.B. 1423 only to the extent that it prohibits the 

NDIRF from fulfilling its contractual obligations to North Dakota counties and townships. We 

encourage an amendment to remove any mention of the NDIRF in the bill.  

#18625



HB1423 Testimony -  

Hello, my name is Amy Lee.  I am a concerned citizen of North Dakota.  

 I am writing to you today to respectfully request a “Do Not Pass” recommendation from your 

committee on House Bill 1423. 

This bill would remove any authority that the townships currently have to protect their interests 

in reference to zoning ordinances for animal feeding operations.  The townships would lose the 

ability to utilize the North Dakota insurance reserve fund if a county ordinance relating to animal 

feeding operation deviates from supplements, adds to, or fails to adopt the model zoning 

ordinance.  This seems to be overreach on the governments behalf in order to gain complete 

control over the townships. This bill would have a negative impact on the rights a township has. 

I ask that you “Do Not Pass” House Bill 1423.  

Thank you, 

Amy Lee 

 

#18630



February 1, 2023 

 

Dear Legislators, 

 

I am in opposition to House Bill 1423. Rather than more government control in 

the form of laws and regulations, we need less. It seems this bill is taking away the 

rights of local townships and giving it to the County, which is not how our 

founding fathers intended, in my opinion. 

Counties cover a large area and would not be as concerned, as a whole, about one 

piece of property and it’s operations within their county. The individual townships 

should have the ultimate say, in their local area within the county and know their 

neighbors needs and concerns, more so than county commissioners. 

PLEASE VOTE NO ON HB 1423 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tammy Kuk 

8238 41st ST NE 

Saint Michael, ND 58370 

701-740-2710 

#18640



Hello, 

I am writing to urge you as my representative against House Bill 1423, Do Not let this 

pass!  

 

How many times has something passed on a federal level that negatively and directly 

impacts us but benefits the big guy’s pockets and we think “these people in Washington 

have no idea how this affects us, directly…” 

 

That’s exactly what this bill would do. Townships and the people that represent them are 
at the forefront of the area they live in, and this bill would take away their remaining rights 
to make decisions that will directly impact them.  

Do not pass this bill!  

 

-Amanda Havelange  

 

#18671



 

 

Testimony in Opposition to 
House Bill No. 1423 

House Agriculture Committee 
February 2, 2023 

TESTIMONY OF 
Karl Rockeman, Director of Water Quality  

 
Good morning, Chairman Thomas and members of the House Agriculture committee. My 
name is Karl Rockeman, and I am the director of the Division of Water Quality within the North 
Dakota Department of Environmental Quality. The Division of Water Quality protects and 
monitors our water resources to ensure the quality of surface and groundwater for public use. I 
am here to testify in opposition to Section 2 of HB 1423. 
 
The DEQ is responsible for issuing environmental permits to Animal Feeding Operations (AFO) 
under state and federal statutes. The Department respectfully objects to the proposed changes 
in Section 2. Section 2 would prevent the DEQ from considering whether a proposed facility 
has obtained the necessary zoning approval before reviewing or issuing a permit. 
 
First, this directly contradicts parts of NDCC 23.1-06-15, adopted during the 2019 legislative 
session.  To determine whether state or local odor setbacks apply to an AFO, the department 
needs to know whether there are county or townships setbacks for a specific facility. These 
setbacks can vary by location and facility type and size. The DEQ asks facilities to show 
compliance, usually by a letter from the local zoning authority stating whether they comply or 
that there are no applicable zoning regulations. It is unclear how the department can comply 
with these two disparate requirements.   
 
 Second, this section would prevent the DEQ from stopping the permit review if a facility does 
not legally meet local zoning, thereby wasting public resources. An environmental permit 
review can take weeks to months of multiple staff members’ time, in addition to the attention 
of management and legal review. The review may include public meetings, hearings, and other 
notifications that cost real dollars and staff time. The department must defend its decision if 
challenged in court, which can take years for the various levels of judicial appeals.  Changes 
made during the zoning process that affect the location of part of a facility may require us to 
restart the environmental review. 
 
 Currently the department does not charge a permit fee to review an AFO permit.  If Section 2 
remains in the bill, a fiscal note should be prepared to account for the additional resources 
needed to review and re-review speculative permits due to changes in location during the 
zoning process. 
 
Additionally, a poorly sited facility that is not complying with local zoning can reinforce the 
negative views that this committee has heard on several livestock related bills this session, and 
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harm the public’s perception of an entire industry. This creates additional controversy for 
future livestock facilities, even when those operations comply with the applicable 
requirements.  
 
Finally, this section imposes this limitation on all DEQ permits, not solely on Animal Feeding 
Operations. It could prevent the department from working with local authorities on 
appropriate sites for ag processing, manufacturing, and other permits for new development. As 
an example, DEQ staff recently met with local officials in Casselton to explain the air quality 
permitting processing and waste management rules related to a proposed facility seeking 
zoning approval.  This section also may delay such permits while the department spends its 
resources reviewing, issuing, and defending permits that may never be built. 

 
In addition to striking Section 2, the DEQ requests additional clarification on a definition in 
sections 1 and 3.  The definition of Model Zoning ordinance in sections 1 and 3 refers to an 
“ordinance related to animal feeding operations published by the ag commissioner”.  The DEQ 
is unaware of any current ordinance being published by the ag commissioner. The only model 
ordinance we are aware of was developed by the Zoning work group in March 2000. (A Model 
Zoning Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations, developed by a Zoning Work Group for 
Animal Deeding Operations, March 2000). If this is the model ordinance, the definition should 
be updated to refer to it correctly. 

 
Mr. Chairman and committee members, this concludes my testimony. I ask that you strike 
Section 2 of HB 1423 and update the definition of model ordinance, and I would be happy to 
answer any questions. 



Testimony HB1423

Sam Wagner
Ag and Food Field Organizer
Dakota Resource Council
1720 Burnt Boat Dr. Ste 104
Bismarck ND 58503
Testimony in Opposition for HB1423

To the Honorable Chairman and the members of the Committee, we submit these remarks on
behalf of the Dakota Resource Council. Dakota Resource Council is North Dakota’s only family
farm and conservation organization and we have more than 600 members statewide.

We Oppose this Bill for the following reasons.

1. This bill takes away local control.
HB1423 would take away the last real remaining vestige of township power in North
Dakota.  In a hearing held in Casselton North Dakota on October 23, 2022 the North
Dakota Department of Air and Water Quality heads told us that North Dakota law is set
up to ensure that local control will keep out the most egregious projects in our state, but
that will not be the case if there is no local control allowed.

This law is trying to be a cookie cutter solution when there are parts of North Dakota that
would require special protections that are not required elsewhere. For example: we
probably don’t want a CAFO being put a few miles outside of Medora or on the banks of
Devils Lake. Sure, maybe private entities or a county rich enough to afford a lawyer to
defend their case will be able to fight back against a bad project, but almost everyone
else is not going to be able to afford attorney fees.

2. Is this even legal?
Denying a government body the ability to access state funds unless a provision is met
seems highly coercive at best and unconstitutional at worst.  We live in a country that’s
ideals state that if you don’t have the ability to afford legal representation one will be
provided to you by the state. Townships should have the right to self governance and the
ability to defend themselves in a court of law without strings attached. This is not an
autocracy, this is a constitutional republic.

3. What does “validly” mean? Who determines what is valid?
This bill states that only valid complaints would be heard by the ag commissioner. We’re
under the impression that a court is the body that determines if a complaint is valid or
not. If a government body outside of the courts can decide what can and can’t be put in
court, then what we would have is one branch of government overstepping its
boundaries by acting as the judicial branch of government.
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4. Takes away a township’s ability to function as a government entity.
If this law is passed, what is the point of having a township? This is definitely not “small
government" in any way and the township would just be there to charge taxes on roads
and rubber stamp development projects.  At this point you might as well just get rid of
them if you are going to gut them this badly.

We would like to conclude this testimony by saying this bill goes against local control and small
government and we recommend a DO NOT PASS.



 
Hello, 
 
I am writing to speak against HB 1423. To take away the rights of 
townships and those who live in them, is unjust. Townships need 
to be involved in decision making, especially when they will be 
directly impacted.  
I urge you to vote no, do not let this bill pass! 
 
Thank you, 
Michael Havelange 
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Hello, 
 
I am writing to urge you as my representative against 
House Bill 1423, Do Not let this pass. 
 
Townships and the people that represent them should 
always be involved in making decisions that will directly 
impact their lives, this bill would take away those rights. 
Keep the rights with the people. 
 
Do not pass this bill! 
 
Shelley Kenner 

#18697



HB1423 Testimony - 

Hello, my name is Candace Berg. I am a very concerned citizen of NE Central North Dakota. 

I am writing to you today to respectfully request a “Do Not Pass” recommendation from your 

committee on House Bill 1423. 

This bill would remove any authority that the townships currently have to protect their interests 

in reference to zoning ordinances for animal feeding operations. The townships would lose the 

ability to utilize the North Dakota insurance reserve fund if a county ordinance relating to animal 

feeding operation deviates from supplements, adds to, or fails to adopt the model zoning 

ordinance. This bill would allow complete 

control over the townships. Townships exist to maintain local control.  This bill would have a negative 

impact on the rights a township has as well as the citizens of ND in the long run.  

  

I ask that you “Do Not Pass” House Bill 1423. 

Thank you, 

Candace Berg 
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HB1423 TESTIMONY 
 
MY NAME IS RUTH FLETCHER.  I AM  IN OPPOSITION OF HOUSE BILL 1423. 
 
THIS BILL WOULD REMOVE ANY AUTHORITY THAT THE TOWNSHIPS CURRENTLY HAVE 
TO PROTECT THEIR INTERESTS IN REFERENCE TO ZONING ORDINANCES FOR ANIMAL 
FEEDING OPERATIONS. THE TOWNSHIPS WOULD LOSE THE ABILITY TO UNTILIZE THE 
NORTH DAKOTA INSURANCE RESERVE FUND IF A COUNTY ORDINANCE RELATING TO 
ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATION DEVIATES FROM SUPPLEMENTS, ADDS TO, OR FAILS TO 
ADOPT THE MODEL ZONING ORDINANCE. WE NEED TO HAVE LESS GOVERNMENT  AND 
MORE CONTROL OVER OUR TOWNSHIPS. THE TOWNSHIPS SHOULD HAVE THE 
ULTIMATE SAY, IN THEIR LOCAL AREA WITHIN THE COUNTY AND KNOW THEIR 
NEIGHBORS NEEDS AND CONCERNS. 
 
PLEASE VOTE NO ON HB1423 
 
THANK YOU 
 
RUTH FLETCHER 
5801 HWY 20 
WEBSTER, NORTH DAKOTA 58382 
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North Dakota Stockmen’s Association 

Testimony to the House Agriculture Committee on HB 1423 
Feb. 2, 2023 

 
The	North	Dakota	Stockmen’s	Association	is	a	93-year-old	beef	cattle	trade	

organization	comprised	of	more	than	3,100	cattle-ranching	members.	We	support	the	

basic	premise	of	HB	1423,	but	have	some	ideas	and	questions	to	share	with	the	

committee	to	further	enhance	the	bill.				
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Brenda Elmer, Executive Director 

North Dakota Corn Growers Association 

Neutral testimony for HB 1423 

February 2, 2023 

 
 
 
Chairman Thomas and House Agriculture Committee,  
 
Thank you for allowing me to come before you to share neutral testimony of House Bill 1423. For the 

record, my name is Brenda Elmer and I am the executive director of the North Dakota Corn Growers 

Association (NDCGA), which is the voice of the more than 13,000 corn growers across the state at the 

grass roots level.  

 

While we understand what the authors of HB 1423 are trying to do, in getting local governments that 

are out of compliance with state law on their zoning ordinances to address and fix it, we are unsure of 

the punitive approach it takes. NDCGA works closely with their local political subdivision such as 

counties and township officers and value their position. We view them as partners, in fact multiple of 

our corn grower leaders are or have served on their own township boards, because farmers naturally 

step up to serve, to contribute when there is a need. There are various political subdivisions across 

North Dakota that are strapped for resources, and/or do not have the staff to always do what is 

required. We'd urge the state to reach out and work with those local governments to notify and help 

them comply, offering assistance and guidance. We give them the benefit of the doubt that they also 

care about the communities and constituents they serve and will step up if helped.  

 

Thank you for your time today and the opportunity to provide neutral testimony for HB 1423. I stand for 

any questions you may have.  
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HB1423 
Strongly Advocate for a “Do Not Pass” Recommendation 

 
 
Good planning practices support the concept of pro-active planning for the siting of AFOs, looking at the 
state as a whole. Like other uses that generate significant impacts on surrounding properties, it can be 
extremely difficult for AFO applicants to obtain approvals to locate and operate. All the while, AFOs 
serve a purpose in the state economy and meet continuing market demand for animal-based products.  
 
Finding suitable locations for such uses should be a coordinated effort between local political 
subdivisions and the state. The technical and environmental evaluation of large-scale AFOs is best left to 
the state, as the state has the capacity to retain FTEs with the specific expertise to perform that 
evaluation. However, local political subdivisions should retain broad authority to pro-actively identify 
the best areas for AFOs to be located.  
 
A functional approach would be for political subdivisions, that wish to identify suitable locations for 
AFOs within their boundaries, be allowed to do so during an initial “grace period.” Political subdivisions 
would be encouraged to conduct a community input process to identify community assets that they 
wish to buffer from potential AFOs in the future. Political subdivisions would generate maps that 
identify “pre-approved” AFO zones as well as areas buffered from AFO uses. At a specified point in time, 
political subdivisions would submit their maps to the state. The state would aggregate the maps. The 
end product would be a state-wide map showing all the “pre-approved” areas where AFOs could locate.   
 
In this way, AFO operators would not be subjected to the uncertainly of local approval when they submit 
applications for the siting of a new AFO. An aggregated state-wide map illustrating all the locations 
where AFOs are “pre-approved” to locate should, in fact, be a major service to AFO applicants. At the 
same time, political subdivisions would have the peace of mind to know that proactively identified 
community assets will be buffered from the impacts of AFOs.   
 
In order for this to be a manageable process the state should use a tool like ArcGIS as the repository for 
the state-wide map. It is the industry-standard tool for planning and geospatial data aggregation. There 
are many political subdivisions that do not maintain a subscription to GIS because their tax base does 
not allow for it. In these cases, the political subdivision should be allowed to develop maps via whatever 
means they identify as being manageable and appropriate. The maps submitted to the state by political 
subdivisions would then need to be aggregated to create a state-wide map. The state already has many 
GIS data sets available on the publicly available state GIS hub. The AFO pre-approval map would just be 
one more data set. 
 
There must be a partnership in solving this issue. Local political subdivisions must do their part to 
engage in pro-active planning. “No at every turn” is not an acceptable response. It is also unacceptable 
for the state to completely strip political subdivisions of their ability to plan for and protect community 
assets. The authority of political subdivisions has been progressively eroded on the AFO issue for the 
past few legislative sessions and this bill would effectively be the final nail in the coffin. We need to 
move back to negotiation, not farther from it. 
 
A major obstacle to low-population political subdivisions engaging in pro-active planning is a lack of 
resources and technical expertise. Everyone wants the state to have a healthy economy. Supporting the 
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vibrancy of small towns and creating opportunities for AFOs to locate in North Dakota do not have to be 
an “either or” proposition. Both can be accomplished.  
 
The state would be well-advised to help solve this issue by devoting a nominal amount in the budget to 
fund planning activities. A little will go a long way. In the current budget bill, the Department of 
Commerce is asking for one FTE to serve as a planning consultant for small-population political 
subdivisions. Perhaps this exercise in identifying community assets and pre-approved AFO areas could 
fall under that umbrella. Or perhaps a contract consultant could be engaged for a defined period of time 
to complete this project. 
 
Remediation  
AFOs that are not managed properly or are suddenly abandoned can create environmental hazards 
and/or brownfield sites that can be beyond the capacity of local political subdivisions to remediate.  
  
Any model ordinance for the permitting of AFOs, particularly if such permitting becomes a process 
handled exclusively by a state commission, should include requirements that the AFO operator return 
the property to its pre-AFO condition, upon discontinuation of the AFO use. AFO operators should be 
required to bond for said remediation in the event of bankruptcy or other sudden and unexpected 
discontinuation of use. This is not dissimilar to the remediation required for mines and other intensive 
industrial uses.  
 
Model Ordinance 
If any legislation is going to pass on this issue, the legislation should state nothing more than that all the 
stakeholders in this issue must work together to arrive at a solution. The latitude to create a model 
ordinance cannot be limited to simply debating what the setback distance can be from a CAFO to the 
nearest occupied dwelling. A model ordinance must incorporate best practices to identify and map 
community assets in a holistic fashion. If done right, this approach will yield better results for all parties 
involved.  
 
Natalie Pierce 
Representing general planning interests 
Work: 701-667-3361 
natalie.pierce@mortonnd.org 
 
 



Oppose HB 1423 

 

House Agriculture Committee 

 

February 2, 2023 

 

Chairman Thomas and Committee members, 

 

I am Larry Syverson from Mayville, I grow soybeans on my farm in Traill County, I am 

the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors for Roseville Township, and I am also the Executive 

Secretary of the North Dakota Township Officers Association. NDTOA represents nearly 6,000 

Township Officers that serve in more than 1,100 dues paying member townships. 

Brennan Quintus, the CEO of the ND Insurance Reserve Fund has pointed out in his 

testimony that the restraints HB 1423 places on the contractual relationship between the North 

Dakota Insurance Reserve Fund and the counties and townships is a violation of the contract 

clause of the U.S. Constitution. 

Please amend HB 1423 to remove this unconstitutional content and consider other 

constructive amendments others are offering to move animal agriculture forward in North 

Dakota. 

 The North Dakota Township Officers Association requests that you amend HB 1423 or 

give it a do not pass recommendation. 

 Thank you, Chairman Thomas and Committee members, I will try to answer any 

questions you may have. 
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COMMISSIONER 

DOUG GOEHRING 

NORTH DAKOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

STATE CAPITOL 
600 E . BOULEVARD AVE. -DEPT. 602 

BISMARCK, ND 58505-0020 

Testimony of Doug Goehring 
Agriculture Commissioner 

House Agriculture 
Room 327C 

February 2, 2023 

ndda@nd.gov 
www.nd.gov/ndda 

Chairman Thomas and members of the House Agriculture Committee, I am 

Agriculture Commissioner Doug Goehring. I am here today in support of 

HB 1423. My office has worked with producers and grain farmers on 

multiple approaches to support animal agriculture. One thing that continues 

to be an issue is local livestock zoning ordinances. Two sessions ago the 

legislators gave me the authority to do zoning reviews at the request of a 

producer. Since that time, four independent studies have been completed 

and we reviewed the data and information and found that the local zoning 

exceeds state law. The Attorney General agreed with the assessment and 

provided opinions concerning where the county or townships exceeded 

their authority. The problem remains that to get zoning changed the 

producer must sue the county or township. All the while the local board get 

to use the insurance reserve fund, while being in violation of state law. This 

bill will help bring clarity to the issue and possibly push the zoning authority 

to change ordnances without lawsuits. 

Chairman Thomas and committee members, thank you for your time. I urge 

a do pass on HB 1423. I would be happy to answer any questions you may 

have. 

FAX 701-328-4567 Eq11al Opport1111 ity in Employment and Services 
701-328- 2231 
800 - 242-7535 
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Mastel, Allan 

From: Admin-Legislative Council 
Sent: 
To: 

Friday, February 3, 2023 8:20 AM 
NDLA, H AGR 

Subject: FW: HB 1423 

From: Ann Hoggarth <ahoggarth@live.com> 
Sent: Thursday, February 2, 2023 11:01 PM 
~ubject; HB 1423 

HB1423 Testimony -

Hello, my name is Ann Hoggarth. I am a concerned citizen of North Dakota. 

I am writing to you today to respectfully request a "Do Not Pass" recommendation from your 
committee on House Bill 1423. 

This bill would remove any authority that the townships currently have to protect their interests 
in reference to zoning ordinances for animal feeding operations. The townships would lose the 
ability to utilize the North Dakota insurance reserve fund if a county ordinance relating to animal 
feeding operation deviates from supplements, adds to, or fails to adopt the model zoning 
ordinance. This seems to be overreach on the governments behalf in order to gain complete 
control over the townships. 

This bill would have a negative impact on the rights a township has. 
I ask that you "Do Not Pass" House Bill 1423 

Thank you. 

Ann Hoggarth 
701-630-9240 
Buchanan, ND 

1 
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ndfb,, .. 
ndfb.org 

Fargo 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Members of the House Agriculture Committee 
From: North Dakota Farm Bureau 

Specific to HB1423 we believe several basic concepts should be kept in mind: 
• HB1423 only seeks to standardize livestock zoning and does not limit those units of government 

which follow ND code. 
• Local units of government should not be allowed to violate ND code, or court rulings, and then 

have the benefit of using the insurance reserve fund as a legal defense fund. 
• Local units of government and the Department of Environmental Quality should not be allowed to 

play political ping-pong with the livestock permitting process. 

NDFB has several issues in our policy book pertinent to HB1423 before you in committee this week. 

General Animal Ag 

We believe local units of government choosing to adopt ordinances which are more restrictive than the 
state model ordinances for animal feeding operations should not be allowed to take advantage of the 
North Dakota Insurance Reserve Fund (NDIRF).---ID# : 2585/23 

We believe the North Dakota Department of Environmental Quality should not be allowed to require local 
government approval prior to issuing any permits for livestock facilities.---ID# : 2586/ 23 

We believe local units of government should not be allowed to require approval by the North Dakota 
Department of Environmental Quality prior to approving any building permits.---ID# : 2587/ 23 

Agricultural Zoning 

We believe townships and counties should not have livestock regulations which are more stringent than 
the state model ordinances. #401.01 

We believe agriculture zoning should not be held to a higher standard than zoning for industrial or 
municipal uses. #401.03 

We encourage zoning authorities to use the state model zoning ordinance as their primary guideline. 
# 401.04 

We believe that townships should not have the ability to zone for Animal Feeding Operations (AFO). 
# 401.06 

We shall work with townships and counties to develop farmer-friendly, responsible zoning ordinances for 
animal agriculture and oppose extra-territorial zoning. #401.07 

If you have any questions regarding our NDFB policies, please free free to contact our Director of Public 
Policy, Pete Hanebutt (701) 371-0027 or pete@ndfb.org. 

Bismarck 
1101 1st Ave. N. I PO Box 2064, Fargo, ND 58107-2064 

Phone: 701-298-2200 I 1-800-367-9668 

4900 Ottawa St. I PO Box 2793, Bismarck, ND 58502-2793 

Phone: 701-224-0330 I 1-800-932-8869 



#21054) ) 

Setback Distances for Animal Feeding Operations 

Number of Animal Units Hog Operations Other Animal Operations 

fewer than 300 none none 

300- 1000 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 

1001 or more 0.75 mi (l.207 km) 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 

2001 or more 1.00 mi ( 1.609 km) 0.75 mi (1.207 km) 

5001 or more 1.50 mi (2.414 km) 1.00 mi (1.609 km) 

The operator of a new aninzal feeding operation shall locate the site of that operation from 
existing residences, businesses, churches, schools, public parks and areas of property that are 
zoned residential so as to exceed the corresponding listed setback from these places. 

) 



u2 EQUIVALENT ANIMAL NUMBERS 

An "animal unit equivalent" is a unitless number developed from the nutrient and volume 
characteristics of manure for a specific livestock type. The term "animal units" is used to 
normalize the number of animals (e.g., head) for each specific livestock type which produce 
comparable bulk quantities of manure. The animal unit equivalents for types of livestock and 
the numbers of livestock for facility size thresholds of 300 animal units (a.u.), and so forth, are 
listed in the following table. · 

Equivalent Numbers of the Livestock (hd) 
for Four Sizes (a.u.) of Animal Feeding Operations 

Animal Unit 
Livestock Type Equivalent 300 a.u. 1,000 a.u. 2,000 a.u. 5,000 a.u. 

I horse 2.0 150 hd 500hd 1,000 hd 2,500 hd 

,-! dairy cow 1.33 225 750 1,500 3,750 
' 

• mature beef 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 

l beef feeder - LO 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 
finishing 

1 beef feeder - 0.75 400 1,333 2,667 6,667 
backgrounding 

I mature bison 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 

l bison feeder LO 300 1.000 2,000 5,000 

l swine, > 55 lbs 0.4 750 2,500 5,000 12,500 

l goose or duck 0.2 1,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 

1 sheep 0.1 3,000 10,000 20.000 50,000 

1 swine, nursery 0.1 3,000 10,000 20,000 50,000 

l turkey 0.0182 16,500 55,000 110,000 275,000 
r,..-.,.,_ 

:hicken 0.01 30,000 100.000 200,000 500,000 
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HOUSE BILL NO. 1423 

1 A BILL for an Act to amend and reenact sections 11-33-02.1, 23.1-01-04, and 58-03-11.1 of the 

2 North Dakota Century Code, relating to a model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations 

3 and the North Dakota insurance reserve fund. 

4 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY OF NORTH DAKOTA: 

5 SECTION 1. AM EN DM ENT. Section 11-33-02.1 of the North Dakota Century Code is 

6 amended and reenacted as follows: 

7 11-33-02.1. Farming and ranching regulations- Requirements- Limitations -

8 Definitions. 

9 1. For purposes of this section: 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

a. "Animal feeding operation" means a lot or facility, other than normal wintering 

operations for cattle and an aquatic animal production facility, where the following 

conditions are met: 

(1) Animals, other than aquatic animals, have been, are, or will be stabled or 

confined and fed or maintained for at least forty-five days in a twelve-month 

period; and 

(2) Crops, vegetation, forage growth, or postharvest residues are not sustained 

in the normal growing season over any portion of the lot or facility. 

b. "Farming or ranching" means cultivating land for the production of agricultural 

crops or livestock, or raising, feeding, or producing livestock, poultry, milk, or fruit. 

The term does not include: 

(1) The production of timber or forest products; or 

(2) The provision of grain harvesting or other farm services by a processor or 

distributor of farm products or supplies in accordance with the terms of a 

contract. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

43 

14 

15 

Sixty-eighth 
Legislative Assembly 

c. "Livestock" includes beef cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, swine, poultry, horses, bison, 

elk, fur animals raised for their pelts, and any other animals that are raised, fed , 

or produced as a part of farming or ranching activities. 

d. "Location" means the setback distance between a structure, fence, or other 

boundary enclosing an animal feeding operation, including its animal waste 

collection system, and the nearest occupied residence, the nearest buildings 

used for nonfarm or nonranch purposes, or the nearest land zoned for residential, 

recreational, or commercial purposes. The term does not include the setback 

distance for the application of manure or for the application of other recycled 

agricultural material under a nutrient management plan approved by the 

department of environmental quality. 

e. "Model zoning ordinance" means the most current model zoning ordinance 

related to animal feeding operations published by tho agrioulturo oommissionor. 

Tho sotbaoks provided in subdivision a of subsootion 7 of sootion 23.1 06 15 

must bo idontioal to tho sotbaoks proYided in the model zoning ordinanoe. 

16 2. For purposes of this section, animal units are determined as as provided in 

17 subdivision c of subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15. 

18 3. A board of county commissioners may not prohibit or prevent the use of land or 

19 

20 

buildings for farming or ranching and may not prohibit or prevent any of the normal 

incidents of farming or ranching. 

21 4. A board of county commissioners may not preclude the development of an animal 

22 feeding operation in the county. 

23 5. A board of county commissioners may not prohibit the reasonable diversification or 

24 expansion of a farming or ranching operation. 

25 6. A board of county commissioners may adopt regulations that establish different 

26 

27 

standards for the location of animal feeding operations based on the size of the 

operation and the species and type being fed. 

28 7. If a regulation would impose a substantial economic burden on an animal feeding 

29 

30 

31 

operation in existence before the effective date of the regulation, the board of county 

commissioners shall declare that the regulation is ineffective with respect to any 

animal feeding operation in existence before the effective date of the regulation. 
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1 8. a. A board of county commissioners may establish high-density agricultural 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

44 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

production districts in which setback distances for animal feeding operations and 

related agricultural operations are less than those in other districts. 

b. A board of county commissioners may establish, around areas zoned for 

residential, recreational, or nonagricultural commercial uses, low-density 

agricultural production districts in which setback distances for animal feeding 

operations and related agricultural operations are greater than those in other 

districts; provided, the low-density agricultural production districts may not extend 

more than one and one-half miles [2.40 kilometers] from the edge of the area 

zoned for residential, recreational, or nonagricultural commercial uses. 

c. A board of county commissioners may not adopt or enforce setbacks applicable to 

animal feeding operations that exceed the setback distances provided for subsection 7 

of 23.1-06-15 

established in 

The setbacks provided f.or in this subsection may not exceed those 

d. 

subdivision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 unless tho county can 

demonstrate compelling, objective 0 1,idonce specific to the county created by an 

independent third party which requires a greater setback within the county, in 

which case the setbacks may exceed those established in subdi1tision a of 

subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 by no more than fifty percent. If a setback 

under this subsection is greater than the corresponding setback established in 

subdi11ision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15, Q::Q:t person whose animal 

feeding operation will be or has been affected by the applicable county 

ordinance or party may request the agriculture commissioner review the 

ordinance. After the re11iew, the agriculture commissioner shall provide a 

summary of the re11iew to the attorney general and request an opinion from the 

attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback are lawful. An 

opinion from the attorne1' general issued under this subsection governs the 

actions of public officials until the opinion is superseded by a court of this state. 

If the attorney general issues an opinion that concludes an ordinance or setback 

is unlawful, and the count•1 fails to f.ormally revoke the ordinance or setback 

before a lawsuit challenging the i.1alidity of tho ordinance or setback is initiated, 

tho county may not utilize tho North Dakota insurance reserve fund in connection 
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·with defending tho lawsuit If a party sussossfully shallongos an ordinanso or 

sotbask that previously has boon determined to be unlai.vful by the attorney 

general and tho sounty has failed to re'¥1oke the ordinance or setbask, the sourt 

must award tho challenging party's actual attorneys' foes, costs, and expenses. 

e. For purposes of this subsection, a "related agricultural operation" 

means a facility that produces a product or byproduct used by an animal feeding 

operation. 

6 9. A person intending to construct an animal feeding operation may petition the board of 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

county commissioners for a determination whether the animal feeding operation would 

comply with zoning regulations adopted under this section and filed with the 

department of environmental quality under section 11-33-22 before the date the 

petition was received by the county. The petition must contain a description of the 

nature, scope, and location of the proposed animal feeding operation and a site map 

showing road access, the location of any structure, and the distance from each 

structure to the nearest section line. If the board of county commissioners does not 

validly object to the petition within sixty days of receipt, the animal feeding operation is 

deemed in compliance with the county zoning regulations. If the county allows animal 

feeding operations as a conditional use, the conditional use regulations must be 

limited to the board's authority under this section, and the approval process must 

comply with this section. The county shall make a decisionvalid determination on the 

application within sixty days of the receipt of a complete conditional use permit 

application. If the board of county commissioners determines the animal feeding 

operation would comply with zoning regulations or fails to object under this section, the 

county may not impose additional zoning regulations relating to the nature, scope, or 

location of the animal feeding operation later, provided an application is submitted 

promptly to the department of environmental equality, the department issues a final 

permit, and construction of the animal feeding operation commences within three 

years from the date the department issues its final permit and any permit appeals are 

exhausted. Any objection or determination that subsequently is reversed, set aside, or 

invalidated by a court of this state, is not a valid objection or decision for the purpose 

of calculating a procedural timeline under this section. A procedural timeline imposed 

by this section continues to be in effect during the pendency of any appeal of a county 

action or determination. A board of county commissioners may not: 
Page No. 4 23.0640.01000 
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a. Regulate or impose zoning restrictions or requirements on animal feeding 

operations or other agricultural operations except as expressly permitted under 

this section; eF 

b. Impose water quality, closure, site security, lagoon, or nutrient plan regulations or 

requirements on animal feeding operations_;_gr 

c. Charge fees or expenses of any kind totaling, in the aggregate, more than five 

7 hundred dollars in connection with any permit, petition, application, or other 

8 request relating to animal feeding operations. 

d. Require an existing animal feeding operation to permit for improvements or other 

modifications of an operation that is in current compliance with state and federal 

regulations or require an existing operation to permit for improvements or other 

modifications that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 

regulations. if the modifications or improvements do not cause the operation to 

exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement. 

Q .1Q., If a party challenges the validity of a county ordinance, determination, decision, or 

objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall award the successful party 

reimbursement of actual attorneys' fees, costs, and expenses. A county may rely on the North 

Dakota insurance reserve fund for the defense of ani,' 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

-1-8 

19 

20 11 . 

21 

22 

23 

litigation regarding the validity of county ordinances, determinations, decisions, or 

objections relating to animal feeding operations, if tho county's ordinances regulating 

animal feeding operations are identical to tho model zoning ordinance. A county 

ordinance relating to animal feeding operations which dm•iatos from, supplements, 

adds to, or fails to adopt the model zoning ordinance in its entirety may not utilize tho 

North Dakota insurance reserve fund for any litigation arising from or relating to county 

ordinances, determinations, decisions, or objections relating to animal feeding 

operations. If a party successfully challenges the validity of a county ordinance, 

determination, decision, or objection related to animal feeding operations, tho court 

shall award the reimbursement of actual attorne•,s' foes, costs, and e:Mpenses. 

For each now animal feeding operation located within a county, tho county must 

receiYe tv10 percent of tho cost of developing tho animal feeding operation, paid from 

tho innovation loan fund under chapter 6 0Q.18, when: 

a. Tho date construction of tho animal feeding operation is complete: and 
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24 b. The animal f.eoding operation recoi•.ios its final permit or regulator,, approval to 

25 operate. If a single animal f.eoding operation is located in more than ono county, 

26 tho county within •.vhich a majorit't' of tho animal f.eoding operation, as measured 

27 by square feet, is located must rocoivo tho cost share from the inno•.iation loan 

28 fullil 

29 SECTION 2. AMENDMENT. Section 23.1-01-04 of the North Dakota Century Code is 

30 amended and reenacted as follows: 

1 23.1-01-04. Rulemaking authority - Limitations. 

2 1. Except as provided in subsection 2, the department of environmental quality may not 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

adopt any rule for the purpose of the state administering a program under the federal 

Clean Air Act [42 U.S.C. 7 401 et seq.]; federal Clean Water Act [33 U.S.C. 1251 et 

seq.]; federal Safe Drinking Water Act [42 U.S.C. 300 et seq.]; federal Resource 

Conservation and Recovery Act [42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.]; federal Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act [42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.]; 

federal Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act of 1986 [42 U.S.C. 

11001 et seq.); federal Toxic Substances Control Act [42 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.]; or 

federal Atomic Energy Act of 1954 [42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.]; which is more stringent 

than corresponding federal regulations that address the same circumstances. In 

adopting the rules, the department may incorporate by reference corresponding 

13 federal regulations. 

14 2. The department may adopt rules more stringent than corresponding federal 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

regulations or adopt rules where there are no corresponding federal regulations, for 

the purposes described in subsection 1, only if the department makes a written finding 

after public comment and hearing and based upon evidence in the record, that 

corresponding federal regulations are not adequate to protect the public health and 

the environment of the state. Those findings must be supported by an opinion of the 

department referring to and evaluating the public health and environmental information 

and studies contained in the record which form the basis for the department's 

conclusions. 

23 3. If the department, upon petition by any person affected by a rule of the department, 

24 

25 

26 

identifies rules more stringent than federal regulations or rules where there are no 

corresponding federal regulations, the department shall review and revise those rules 

to comply with this section within nine months of the filing of the petition. 
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27 4. Any person issued a notice of violation, or a denial of a permit or other approval, 

28 based upon a rule of the department which is more stringent than a corresponding 

29 federal regulation or where there is no corresponding federal regulation, may assert a 

30 partial defense to that notice, or a partial challenge to that denial, on the basis and to 

31 the extent the department's rule violates this section by imposing requirements more 

1 stringent than corresponding federal regulations, unless the more stringent rule of the 

2 department has been adopted in compliance with this section. 

3 5. The department may not appro¥e, re¥iow, or deny any permit application contingent 

4 on whether an applicant is in compliance with applicable county or to•1mship :zoning 

5 ordinances. 

6 SECTION 3. AMENDMENT. Section 58-03-11.1 of the North Dakota Century Code is 

7 amended and reenacted as follows: 

8 58-03-11.1. Farming and ranching regulations - Requirements - Limitations -

9 Definitions. 

10 1. For purposes of this section: 

11 a. "Animal feeding operation" means a lot or facility, other than normal wintering 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

operations for cattle and an aquatic animal production facility, where the following 

conditions are met: 

(1) Animals, other than aquatic animals, have been, are, or will be stabled or 

confined and fed or maintained for a total of forty-five days or more in any 

twelve-month period; and 

(2) Crops, vegetation, forage growth, or postharvest residues are not sustained 

in the normal growing season over any portion of the lot or facility. 

b. "Farming or ranching" means cultivating land for the production of agricultural 

crops or livestock, or raising, feeding, or producing livestock, poultry, milk, or fruit. 

The term does not include: 

(1) The production of timber or forest products; or 

(2) The provision of grain harvesting or other farm services by a processor or 

distributor of farm products or supplies in accordance with the terms of a 

contract. 

c. "Livestock" includes beef cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, swine, poultry, horses, bison, 

elk, fur animals raised for their pelts, and any other animals that are raised, fed, 

or produced as a part of farming or ranching activities. 
Page No. 7 23.0640.01000 
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29 d. "Location" means the setback distance between a structure, fence, or other 

30 boundary enclosing an animal feeding operation, including its animal waste 

31 collection system, and the nearest occupied residence, the nearest buildings 

1 used for nonfarm or nonranch purposes, or the nearest land zoned as a 

2 residential, recreational, or commercial zoning district. The term does not include 

3 the setback distance for the application of manure or for the application of other 

4 recycled agricultural material under a nutrient management plan approved by the 

5 department of environmental quality. 

6 

+ 
8 

g 

10 

11 

e. "Model zoning ordinance" means the most current model zoning ordinance 

related to animal feeding operations published by the agriculture commissioner. 

Tho setbacks pro1.«idod in subdi>.«ision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 

shall bo identical to tho setbacks pro>.«idod in tho model zoning ordinance. Tho 

setbacks pro1.«idod in subdi>.«ision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 shall bo 

identical to tho setbacks pro>.«ided in tho model zoning ordinance. 

12 2. For purposes of this section, animal units are determined as provided under 

13 subdivision c of subsection 7 of section 23.1-06-15. 

14 3. A board of township supervisors may not prohibit or prevent the use of land or 

15 buildings for farming or ranching or any of the normal incidents of farming or ranching. 

16 4. A regulation may not preclude the development of an animal feeding operation in the 

17 township. 

18 5. A board of township supervisors may not prohibit the reasonable diversification or 

19 expansion of a farming or ranching operation. 

20 6. A board of township supervisors may adopt regulations that establish different 

21 

22 

standards for the location of animal feeding operations based on the size of the 

operation and the species and type being fed. 

23 7. If a regulation would impose a substantial economic burden on an animal feeding 

24 

25 

26 

operation in existence before the effective date of the regulation, the board of township 

supervisors shall declare that the regulation is ineffective with respect to any animal 

feeding operation in existence before the effective date of the regulation. 

27 8. a. A board of township supervisors may establish high-density agricultural 

28 production districts in which setback distances for animal feeding operations and 

29 

30 

related agricultural operations are less than those in other districts. 

b. A board of township supervisors may establish, around areas zoned for 
Page No. 8 23.0640.01000 
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31 residential, recreational , or nonagricultural commercial uses, low-density 

1 agricultural production districts in which setback distances for animal feeding 

2 operations and related agricultural operations are greater than those in other 

3 districts; provided, the low-density agricultural production districts may not extend 

4 more than one-half mile [0.80 kilometer] from the edge of the area zoned for 

5 residential, recreational , or nonagricultural commercial uses. 

e c. A board of township supervisors may not adopt or enforce setbacks applicable to 
animal feeding operations that exceed the setback distances provided for subsection 7 
of 23.1-06-15 The setbacks pro11ided for in this subsection may not m~ceed those 
established in 

7 

8 

0 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

10 

20 

21 d. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

20 

subdivision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 unless the township can 

demonstrate compelling, objecti11e evidence specific to tho township created by 

an independent third party, which requires a greater setback within the to1,..•nship, 

in which case the setbacks may exceed those established in subdivision a of 

subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15 by no more than fifty percent. If a setback 

under this subsection is greater than tho corresponding setback established in 

subdivision a of subsection 7 of section 23.1 06 15, a person whose animal 

feeding operation will be or has boon affected by tho applicable township 

ordinancoany person or party may request tho agriculture commissioner to 

review the ordinance. After tho review, the agriculture commissioner shall proi.•ide 

a summary of the review to tho attorney general and request an opinion from tho 

attorney general regarding whether the ordinance and setback are lavlful. An 

opinion from the attorney general issued under this subsection governs tho 

actions of public officials until tho opinion is superseded by a court of this state. 

If the attorney general issues an opinion that concludes an ordinance or setback 

is unlai.tlful, and tho township fails to formally re11oko the ordinance or setback 

boforo a lawsuit challenging the validit11 of the ordinance or setback is initiated, 

the tmvnship may not utilize the t>forth Dakota insurance reserve fund in 

connection with defending tho lawsuit. If a party successfully challenges an 

ordinanse or setback that previously has boon determined to be unlawful by the 

attorney general and the township has failed to rovoko the ordinance or setback, 

the court shall award the challenging party's actual attorneys' fees, costs, and 

expenses. 
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30 €1-,e. For purposes of this subsection, a "related agricultural operation" means a facility 

31 that produces a product or byproduct used by an animal feeding operation. 

1 9. A person intending to construct an animal feeding operation may petition the board of 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

township supervisors for a determination whether the animal feeding operation would 

comply with zoning regulations adopted under this section and filed with the 

department of environmental quality under section 58-03-17 before the date the 

petition was received by the township. The petition must contain a description of the 

nature, scope, and location of the proposed animal feeding operation and a site map 

showing road access, the location of any structure, and the distance from each 

structure to the nearest section line. If the board of township supervisors does not 

validly object to the petition within sixty days of receipt, the animal feeding operation is 

deemed in compliance with the township zoning regulations. If the township allows 

animal feeding operations as a conditional use, the conditional use regulations must 

be limited to the board's authority under this section, and the approval process must 

comply with this section. The township shall make a dooisionvalid determination on the 

application within sixty days of the receipt of a complete conditional use permit 

application. If the board of township supervisors determines the animal feeding 

operation would comply with zoning regulations or fails to object under this section, the 

township may not impose additional zoning regulations relating to the nature, scope, 

or location of the animal feeding operation later, provided an application is submitted 

promptly to the department of environmental quality, the department issues a final 

permit, and construction of the animal feeding operation commences within three 

years from the date the department issues its final permit and any permit appeals are 

exhausted. Any objection or determination that subsequently is reversed, set aside, or 

invalidated by a court of this state, is not a valid objection or decision for the purpose 

of calculating a procedural timeline under this section. A procedural timeline imposed 

by this section continues to be in effect during the pendency of any appeal of a 

township action or determination. A board of township supervisors may not: 

a. Regulate or impose zoning restrictions or requirements on animal feeding 

operations or other agricultural operations except as expressly permitted under 

this section; ei= 

b. Impose water quality, closure, site security, lagoon, or nutrient plan regulations or 

requirements on animal feeding operations,;__Q[ 
Page No. 10 23.0640.01000 
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10. 

c. Charge fees or expenses of any kind totaling, in the aggregate, more than five 

hundred dollars in connection with any permit. petition, application, or other 

request relating to animal feeding operations. 

d. Require an existing animal feeding operation to permit for improvements or other 

modifications of an operation that is in current compliance with state and federal 

regulations or require an existing operation to permit for improvements or other 

modifications that bring the operation into compliance with state or federal 

regulations, if the modifications or improvements do not cause the operation to 

exceed animal numbers of the setback requirement. 

If a party challenges the validity of a township ordinance, determination, decision, 

or objection related to animal feeding operations, the court shall award the successful party 

reimbursement of actual attorneys' fees, costs, and expenses. A township may roly on tho 

North Dakota insurance reserve fund for tho defense of 

11 . 

any litigation regarding tho validity of township ordinances, determinations, decisions, 

or objections relating to animal feeding operations, if tho township's ordinances 

regulating animal feeding operations are identical to the model zoning ordinance. A 

toi.'lnship ordinance relating to animal feeding operations which deviates from, 

supplements, adds to, or fails to adopt tho model zoning ordinance in its entirety may 

not utilize tho North Dakota insurance reserve fund for any litigation arising from or 

relating to township ordinances, determinations, decisions, or objections relating to 

animal feeding operations. If a party successfully challenges tho validity of a township 

ordinance, determination, decision, or objection related to animal feeding operations, 

the court shall award tho reimbursement of actual attorneys' foes, costs, and 

m<pensos. 

For each nov.' animal feeding operation located within a to•nnship, tho township must 

receive one percent of tho cost of developing tho animal feeding operation, paid from 

tho innovation loan fund under chapter 6 09.18, when: 

a. Tho date construction of tho animal feeding operation is complete: and 

b. Tho animal feeding operation receives its final permit or regulatory approval to 

operate. If a single animal feeding operation is located in more than 

one township, tho township •nithin which a majority of tho animal feeding 

operation, as measured by square foot, is located must receive tho cost share 
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24 from tho innovation loan fund. 

SECTION 4. AMENDMENT. Section 4.1-01-24 of the North Dakota Century Code is created and 
enacted as follows: 

Model zoning review task force 

1. Model zoning review task force consists of: 

a. The agriculture commissioner or the commissioner's designee, as chair. 

b. The director of department of environmental quality or the director's designee. 

c. Two members from the North Dakota township association, one which must be an 

agriculture producer. 

d. Two members from the association of counties, one which must be an agriculture 

producer. 

e. One member of the milk producer's association of North Dakota 

f. One member of the North Dakota stockmen's association 

g. One member of the North Dakota pork council 

h. One member from the North Dakota corn growers' association 

i. One member from North Dakota soybean growers' association 

j. One member from North Dakota farmers union 

k. One member from North Dakota farm bureau 

I. One member from North Dakota planning association 

2. The task force shall develop and update the model zoning ordinance during the 23-25 

biennium. 

a. The task force shall review low density agriculture districts and applicable setbacks and 

uses. 

b. The task force shall review current zoning districts for purpose of creating overlay 

districts. 

c. Provide a report to legislative management on changes to the model zoning ordinance. 

3. The task force shall meet every 5 years to review and update the model zoning ordinance. 

4. The agriculture commissioner shall provide the task force with administrative services. 
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Testimony HB1423

Sam Wagner
Ag and Food Field Organizer
Dakota Resource Council
1720 Burnt Boat Dr. Ste 104
Bismarck ND 58503
Testimony in Opposition for HB1423

To the Honorable Chairman and the members of the Committee, we submit these remarks on
behalf of the Dakota Resource Council. Dakota Resource Council is North Dakota’s only family
farm and conservation organization and we have more than 600 members statewide.

We oppose this bill for the following reasons.

1. This bill takes away local control.
HB1423 would take away the last real remaining vestige of township power in North
Dakota.  In a hearing held in Casselton North Dakota on October 23, 2022 the North
Dakota Department of Air and Water Quality heads told us that North Dakota law is set
up to ensure that local control will keep out the most egregious projects in our state, but
that will not be the case if there is no local control allowed.

This law is trying to be a cookie cutter solution when there are parts of North Dakota that
would require special protections that are not required elsewhere. For example: we
probably don’t want a CAFO being put a few miles outside of Medora or on the banks of
Devils Lake. Sure, maybe private entities or a county rich enough to afford to defend
their case will be able to fight back against a bad project, but almost everyone else is not
going to be able to afford attorney fees if they lose.

2. No Accountability.
HB1423 further removes the ability for a township or county to hold a company
responsible for their actions. The North Dakota way to do business is to have these
discussions in a township or county board meeting and come to agreements that are fair
to all parties.  Asking for them to accept responsibility or charging a reasonable fee for
the county to deal with these expenses is a reasonable compromise to the inevitable
damage that an industry can cause. We have to ask why it is necessary to place the
burden of cleanup and road expenses on the county and townships with no incentive for
the livestock operation to act responsibly?

3. The Task Force is stacked against considering any environmental regulation
15 people will be on this task force as written only 1 person on this list has the
environment at the focal point of their interest. Respectfully we understand that farmers
care for the environment, but we also know that they’re farmers first and
environmentalists second. It’s very possible that at least 5-7 people in this room
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testifying are eligible to participate on this board and we know exactly how they would
vote for these zoning requirements. There are thousands of non-farmers in small towns
across North Dakota that will have to live with these setback regulations made by a small
minority of well connected agricultural interests making zoning decisions for them without
stopping to consider environmental or social impacts of their decisions.  We would
respectfully ask that a third party environmental group be given a seat at the table.

4. What does “validly” mean? Who determines what is valid?
This bill states that only valid complaints would be heard by the ag commissioner. We’re
under the impression that a court is the body that determines if a complaint is valid or
not. If a government body outside of the courts can decide what can and can’t be put in
court, then what we would have is one branch of government overstepping its
boundaries by acting as the judicial branch of government.

5. Takes away a township’s ability to function as a government entity.
If this law is passed, what is the point of having a township? This is definitely not “small
government" in any way and the township would just be there to charge taxes on roads
and rubber stamp development projects.  At this point you might as well just get rid of
them if you are going to gut them this badly.

We would like to conclude this testimony by saying this bill goes against local control and small
government and we recommend a DO NOT PASS.



 

 

Neutral Testimony on 
House Bill No. 1423 

Senate Agriculture Committee 
March 23, 2023 

TESTIMONY OF 
Karl Rockeman, Director of Water Quality  

 
Good morning, Chairman Luick and members of the Senate Agriculture and Veterans Affairs 
committee. My name is Karl Rockeman, and I am the director of the Division of Water Quality 
within the North Dakota Department of Environmental Quality. The Division of Water Quality 
protects and monitors our water resources to ensure the quality of surface and groundwater 
for public use. I am here to provide neutral testimony on HB 1423. 
 
The DEQ is responsible for issuing environmental permits to Animal Feeding Operations (AFO) 
under state and federal statutes and also facilitated the workgroup that drafted the current 
model zoning ordinance. The Department appreciates the work on the House side to address 
the previous concerns, resulting in the bill you have in front of you. I am available to answer 
any questions on our approval process or AFO’s in general.  
 
I have electronically submitted a copy of the current model zoning ordinance and the history 
of its development for your reference, and as an example of the expected product from the 
Model Zoning Review Task Force referenced in section 4.  

 
Mr. Chairman and committee members, this concludes my testimony. The Department has no 
objections to HB 1423, and I would be happy to answer any questions. 
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NORTH DAKOTA 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
600 E. Boulevard Ave., Dept. 301 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0200 

April 3, 2000 

Governor Edward T. Schafer 
Governor's Office 
600 East Boulevard Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0001 

Dear Governor Schafer: 

OFFICE OF 
STATE HEALTH OFFICER 

701-328-2372 
FAX 701-328-4727 

Since statehood, agriculture has been the main industry in North Dakota and a primary part 
of the state's economic base. North Dakota's livestock industry has been an essential 
component of the state's agricultural economy and important to the viability of many rural 
communities. 

In the past, North Dakota's livestock industry primarily has involved cow-calf operations 
and other similar livestock production, rather than large-scale feeding and finishing 
operations. Other states have been wrestling with the environmental and zoning issues 
of larger operations for the past decade. For example, larger operations result in larger 
quantities of manure and wastewater on some watersheds. 

The Department of Health has, in the past, been asked to address land-use issues, such 
as effects of uses on neighboring land values and incompatible uses over which the 
department has no direct jurisdiction. Recent difficulties in locating several large-scale hog 
production facilities raised the issue of how and where to locate such large animal feeding 
operations in North Dakota. Litigation involving the EnviroPork facility resulted in the 
introduction of legislation during the 1999 legislative session. 

After much negotiation and many drafts, the Legislature passed Senate Bills 2355 and 
2365 to limit and guide political subdivisions and the Department of Health in regulating the 
larger animal feeding operations. Zoning is a local government power delegated by state 
law to counties and townships. 

Your Executive Order 1999-03 reads, in part: 

"The Department shall establish a working group with interested political 
subdivisions, or their associations, to develop model zoning regulations for the 
subdivisions to implement as they deem appropriate; ... " 

Printed on recycled paper 
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The Department of Health established a work group and facilitated six meetings of the work 
group and a subcommittee of the work group. Two documents were prepared as work 
products: 

1. "History of the Development of a Model Zoning Ordinance for Animal Feeding 
Operations." This document provides summary details for the work group, for each 
of its meetings, and for each of its subcommittee meetings. 

2. "A Model Zoning Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations." This document 
contains the model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations developed by 
the work group, including other information deemed relevant to counties and 
townships which may assess, develop and adopt such an ordinance. The local 
governments have discretion to alter the model tb address local concerns and to 
meet local needs. 

The model ordinance conforms to zoning authority granted by law to counties and 
townships, as amended by SB 2355. This model ordinance has two tiers: 

The first tier suggests setbacks and reverse setbacks for new and existing animal 
. feeding operations which-when implemented by local governments-can improve 

the protection of the right to practice farming and ranching. No local government 
permits are required. 

1. Setback distances relate to the size of the animal feeding operation and 
increase after 300 animal units at 1,000, 2,000 and 5,000 animal units. 
Setback distances also relate to the nature of the animal feeding operation; 
that is, distances for hog operations are greater than distances for other 
livestock operations with sizes greater than 1,000 animal units. 

2. Those livestock operations having more than 300 animal units would benefit, 
as would their neighbors. The exact number of these operations is unknown; 
however, it is less than one-half of 1 percent of all livestock operations in the 
state. 

The second tier suggests those animal feeding operations that are a conditional ( or 
special) use of land and, thus, should be permitted. Animal wintering operations are 
excluded. This tier would assist local government with their police powers 
pertaining to size-related safety, health and general public welfare matters of animal 
feeding operations. The conditional uses suggested are: 

1. New animal feeding operations that would be capable of handling, or that 
expand to handle, more than 1,000 animal units. 

2. Existing animal feeding operations that expand to handle more than 1,000 
animal units. 
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3. Those animal feeding operations that expand to handle at least 2,000 or 
5,000 animal units. This provision recognizes that safety, health and public 
welfare issues can escalate as the size of animal feeding operations 
increase. 

The model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations is a workable solution to land
use compatibility issues confronting some local governments across the state. The 
ordinance will not please everyone across the state. Some people will prefer longer odor 
setback distances and some will prefer lower size thresholds applied as conditional uses. 
These concerns likely will arise again when counties or townships evaluate, propose and 
adopt zoning ordinances for animal feeding operations. 

The department has received numerous requests for copies of this document; please 
advise when we can provide copies to them. Distribution to local units of government, their 
associations and the work group will also be arranged. 

It's our hope that the principles in the model zoning ordinance for animal feeding 
operations will become widely accepted in North Dakota. On behalf of my staff, we 
appreciate the opportunity to work on this project. 

Sincerely, 

~agsveen 
~t~~:c!~h Officer 

Enc. as noted 
cc: . Francis Schwindt 
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PREAMBLE 

Public concern about odors produced by animal feeding operations and agricultural concern 
for rights to practice farming and ranching emerged within North Dakota during 1998. As 
remedies for these concerns, the 1999 North Dakota Legislative Assembly approved 
amendments to law that (1) limited the powers of local governments to prohibit or prevent the 
use of land or buildings for farming or ranching but allowed local governments to regulate the 
nature and scope of concentrated feeding operations, and (2) established a state standard for 
odors. The 1999 legislation was Senate Bills 2355 and 2365. 

Subsequent to signing this legislation, Governor Edward T. Schafer issued Executive Order 
1999-03, which reads in part: 

The Department of Health shall ... take steps reasonably necessary to protect the 
environment of the state of North Dakota, according to its responsibilities under law; 
and, 

The Department shall establish a working group with interested political subdivisions, 
or their associations to develop model zoning regulations for the subdivisions to 
implement as they deem appropriate; ... 

The Department of Health arranged for and facilitated meetings of the work group and a 
committee of the work group. The work group was comprised of representatives of two 
livestock producer associations, three boards of county commissioners, two township officers 
associations, two city officers and the Department of Health. At times, several other people 
participated in meetings or assisted the work group, including county planners and land-use 
administrators. 

This document is the product of the work group. It represents the consensus recommendation 
of the work group for zoning of concentrated feeding operations, sometimes referred to as 
feedlots or animal feeding operations. Its purpose is to: 

i& Provide a reference, or model, for zoning and ordinances pertaining to concentrated 
feeding operations for use by the local governments across North Dakota. 

Remind local governments of their roles in protecting public safety and health and in 
planning the uses, conservation and protection of natural resources, including land for 
farming and ranching. 

Foster uniform zoning ordinances for concentrated feeding operations among counties 
and townships. Since regional differences in population density, climate, and soil and 
water resources occur across the state, local governments can revise the model as 
appropriate. 

A void duplication among state environmental protection rules and local government 
zoning ordinances. 
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INTRODUCTORY COMMENTARY 

A summary of the reasons for, and the content of, an ordinance for animal feeding operations. 

DEVELOPER AWARENESS 

As some counties or townships in North Dakota become increasingly urban, especially those 
that contain the larger population centers, there is a need to reduce the conflict between farms 
and ranches and rural property owners. Normal facets of farming and ranching must be 
recognized by new and potential rural property owners and developers who make these 
properties available for non-farming or non-ranching uses. 

Counties and townships should consider preparing educational materials for potential property 
developers and buyers; the materials should explain that aspects of some normal activities of 
farming or ranching can be displeasing to non-farm or non-ranch occupants. For example, 
informational materials were developed by Spokane County and are available: "Code of the 
West: Agriculture, Access and Mother Nature." Long Range Planning Department, Public 
Works Building, 1116 W. Broadway, Spokane, WA. 

Normal farming and ranching practices can create these c~mditions: 

✓ Animal production can cause odors, flies and noise. 

✓ Crop production can create road and f1eld dust. 

✓ Applications of fertilizers and pesticides are common. 

✓ Slow-moving vehicles and extra-wide equipment are common on roadways. 

✓ Early morning or late evening truck traffic or chemical applications can occur. 

State law places limitations on the ability of people affected by agricultural operations to bring 
nuisance actions to limit or stop such activities. (See N.D.C.C. chapter 42-04.) 

LEGAL AUTHORITY 

The North Dakota legislature has given political subdivisions the authority to enact local 
zoning ordinances for the purpose of promoting health, safety, morals, public convenience, 
general prosperity and public welfare. (See, for example, N.D.C.C. § 11-33-01, which is the 
county zoning authority.) In general, however, the law does not allow political subdivisions to 
enact any regulation or restriction that prohibits or prevents "the use of land or buildings for 
farming or ranching or any of the normal incidents of farming or ranching." (See, for 
example, N.D.C.C. § 11-33-02, subsection 1.) 
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The 1999 amendments to the law addressed an important legal question: whether concentrated 
feeding operations were "industrial" operations over which counties and townships could 
exercise their traditional zoning authority, or whether they were "farming" operations over 
which political subdivisions had no zoning authority? The legislature answered this question. 
First, it defined farming and ranching to include livestock "feeding"; second, it gave counties 
and townships authority to "regulate the nature and scope of concentrated feeding operations" 
permissible within their jurisdictions and to "set reasonable standards, based on the size of the 
operation" to govern its location. The legislation also forbids counties and townships from 
banning concentrated feeding operations from their jurisdictions and from prohibiting the 
reasonable diversification or expansion of farming or ranching operations. The amendments 
give counties and townships discretion to adopt their own standards regulating the size, nature 
and location of feedlots subject to the limitations outlined above. The amended law is 
provided in Appendix I. 

FUNCTION OF AN ORDINANCE 

There appears to be a misunderstanding among many people in North Dakota as to how 
zoning functions. Many believe that, because rural areas beyond incorporated cities have 
historically been agricultural production areas, they are zoned agriculture and are entitled to 
protection from encroachment ·of non-agricultural land use. This is not the case. Zoning 
authorities maintain that farming and ranching areas are not protected from encroachment 
until they are delineated in comprehensive land-use plans. Comprehensive land-use plans are 
required by law before adoption of land-use ordinances. Apparently, most rural areas of the 
state are not covered by comprehensive land-use plans; therefore, there is no protection from 
encroachment by incompatible land use. 

If conflict in land use is to be constrained by local governments so as to protect the right to 
practice farming or ranching and to foster compatibility with nearby land use, local 
government officials choosing to adopt an ordinance for animal feeding operations must: 

► Adopt comprehensive land-use plans, which delineate land uses and specify land use 
objectives and policies. 

► Adopt separation distances (aka setbacks or reverse setbacks) that reflect qualifiable or 
quantifiable odor characteristics and odor dispersal. (Compliance with the odor 
provisions of 1999 SB2365 is not a defense in nuisance litigation, N.D.C.C. chapter 
42-01.) 

► Identify those new land uses that do not conform to the objectives and policies for 
delineated agricultural areas so as to infringe on the rights of farming or ranching (not 
included in the model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations). 

► Identify those new and existing animal feeding operations that, due to size (e.g., 
number of animal units), present safety hazards, affect natural resources, affect 
surrounding areas or other means of infringing on the rights of others. 
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MODEL LAND-USE POLICY 

State laws which allow zoning by local governments require comprehensive plans that contain land
use goals, etc. Suggested goals, objectives and policies - for inclusion in a comprehensive land-use 
plan as deemed appropriate - are provided. 

LAND-USE COORDINATION 

Development within the zoning jurisdiction of a city shall be determined by that city. 
Development within the zoning jurisdiction of a county or township that may affect property 
within a city's zoning limits should be reviewed cooperatively by the board of county 
commissioners or the township board and the city. 

ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC SAFETY AND HEALTH 

Goal: Develop, adopt and administer zoning ordinances that are consistent with the 
objectives and policies of this comprehensive land use plan. 

Objective A: Manage new development. 

Policy Al: Encourage rural residential development, as needed, to locate areas that are in 
non-productive for farming or ranching. 

Policy A2: Protect farming or ranching from non-agricultural development of land uses 
that would hinder the operations or productivity of farming or ranching. A 
proposed change in land use should not cause conflict with existing farming or 
ranching. 

Objective B: Promote conservation of natural resources. 

Policy Bl: Encourage development in ways that conserve natural and agricultural 
resources. Developments or land use should not pose unacceptable 
exploitation of natural and agricultural resources or unacceptable risk of 
polluting air, land or water. 

Policy B2: Encourage programs and activities that reduce and control soil erosion and that 
prevent the growth and spread of weeds. 

Objective C: Promote public safety and health. 

Policy Cl: Encourage programs and activities that discourage siting of development in a 
flood way or flood plain and that reduce and prevent air, soil or water 
pollution. 
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MODEL AFO ZONING ORDINANCE 

A suggested zoning ordinance pertaining to animal feeding operations is provided for use by local 
governments as deemed appropriate. A summary of the work group's discussions that governed 
substance of this model ordinance is included in a subsequent chapter of this document. 

This land-use ordinance for animal feeding operations includes the following sections. 

1. General Provisions 
1.1 Definitions 
1.2 Equivalent Animal Numbers 
1.3 Environmental Provisions 
1.4 Enforcement 
1.5 Severability 

2. Setback Requirements 
2.1 Water Resource Setbacks 
2.2 Odor Setbacks 

3. Conditional Uses 
3.1 Permit Procedures 
3.2 Ownership Change 
3.3 Operational Change 

1. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1.1 DEFINITIONS 

Terms used in this ordinance have the same meaning as given by the laws and rules of the 
state of North Dakota, specifically chapter 33-16-03 of the North Dakota Administrative 
Code. The definitions for these terms and for additional terms (bold print) are: 

"Animal feeding operation" means a place where: livestock have been, are, or will be 
confined, concentrated and fed for 45 or more days in any 12 month period; pasture, 
crops, or other vegetation are not normally managed or sustained for grazing during 
the normal growing season; and, animal waste or manure accumulates. This term does 
not include an animal wintering operation. Adjoining animal feeding operations 
under common ownership are considered to be one animal feeding operation, if they 
use common areas or systems for manure handling. 

"Animal wintering ()peration" ITiea11s the c:_onfinen:1e11t of cattle or sheep used or kept for 
breeding purposes in a feedlot or sheltered area at any time between October 15 and 
May 15 of each production cycle under circumstances in which these animals do not 
obtain a majority of their feed and nutrients from grazing. The term includes the 
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weaned offspring of cattle and sheep, but it does not include (1) breeding operations of 
more than 1,000 animal units or (2) weaned offspring which are kept longer than 120 
days and that are not retained for breeding purposes. 

"Due process" involves two essential elements; (1) notice and (2) an opportunity for a 
hearing. The notice must adequately describe the potential action that might affect the 
person(s) being notified and it must provide the person(s) a reasonable time to 
respond. If the person(s) request(s) a hearing, the hearing must be fair and allow the 
person(s) to present relevant evidence and arguments. 

"Existing" means in place and operating on the date this ordinance is effective. 

"Livestock" means any animal raised for food, raw materials or pleasure, including, but not 
limited to, beef and dairy cattle, bison, sheep, swine, poultry and horses. Livestock 
also includes fur animals raised for pelts. 

"Manure" means fecal material and urine from livestock, as well as animal-housing wash 
water, bedding material, rainwater or snow melt that comes in contact with fecal 
material or urine. 

"Operator" means an individual or group of individuals, a partnership, a corporation, a joint 
venture, or any other entity owning or controlling one or more animal feeding 
operations or animal wintering operations. 

"Shall" means that the requirement is mandatory, rather than optional. 

"Surface water" means waters of the state located on the ground surf ace such as lakes, 
reservoirs, rivers and creeks. 

"Waters of the state" means all waters within the jurisdiction of this state, including all 
streams, lakes, ponds, impounding reservoirs, marshes, watercourses, waterways, and 
all other bodies or accumulations of water on or under the surface of the earth, natural 
or artificial, public or private, situated wholly or partly within or bordering upon the 
state, except those private waters that do not combine or effect a junction with natural 
surface or underground waters just defined. 

1.2 EQillVALENT ANIMAL NUMBERS 

An "animal unit equivalent" is a unitless number developed from the nutrient and volume 
characteristics of manure for a specific livestock type. The term "animal units" is used to 
normalize the number of animals (e.g., head) for each specific livestock type which produce 
comparable bulk quantities of manure. The animal unit equivalents for types of livestock and 
the numbers of livestock for facility size thresholds of 300 animal units (a.u.), and so forth, are 
listed in the following table. 
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Equivalent Numbers of the Livestock (hd) 
for Four Sizes (a.u.) of Animal Feeding Operations 

Animal Unit 
Livestock Type Equivalent 300 a.u. 1,000 a.u. 2,000 a.u. 5,000 a.u. 

1 horse 2.0 150 hd 500hd 1,000 hd 2,500 hd 

1 dairy cow 1.33 225 750 1,500 3,750 

1 mature beef 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 

1 beef feeder - 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 
finishing 

1 beef feeder - 0.75 400 1,333 2,667 6,667 
backgrounding 

1 mature bison 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 

1 bison feeder 1.0 300 1,000 2,000 5,000 

1 swine, > 55 lbs 0.4 750 2,500 5,000 12,500 

1 goose or duck 0.2 1,500 5,000 10,000 25,000 

1 sheep 0.1 3,000 10,000 20,000 50,000 

1 swine, nursery 0.1 3,000 10,000 20,000 50,000 

1 turkey 0.0182 16,500 55,000 110,000 275,000 

1 chicken 0.01 30,000 100,000 200,000 500,000 

1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

The operator of a new facility for animal feeding is expected to locate, construct, operate and 
maintain the facility so as to minimize, reduce or abate effects of pollution on environmental 
resources and on public safety and health. The operator of an existing facility is expected to 
operate and maintain the facility so as to minimize, reduce or abate effects of pollution on 
environmental resources and on public safety and health. Each operator shall comply with 
applicable state laws and rules, including the laws and rules administered by the North Dakota 
Department of Health and with any permits granted by that department. 

1.4 ENFORCEMENT 

In the event of a violation of this ordinance or a judgement on a civil action by the North 
·· ·· ········· ·········· ·· Dakota Department of Health, the local unit of government, after due process; can order 

cessation of a facility for animal feeding within a reasonable period of time and until such 
time as the operator corrects or abates the cause(s) of the violation. If the cause(s) of the 
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violation are not remedied within a reasonable period of time as set by the local unit of 
government, the permit may be revoked. 

1.5 SEVERABILITY 

If any paragraph, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance is for any reason held to be 
invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect 
the validity of the remaining portion of this ordinance . 

2. SETBACK REQUIREMENTS 

2.1 WATER RESOURCE SETBACKS 

The operator of a new animal feeding operation that has more than 1,000 animal units shall 
not locate or establish that operation: 

A. Within a delineated source water protection area for a public water system. The source 
water protection areas for water supply wells include the entire wellhead protection 
area. For the surface-water intakes of public water systems, source water protection 
areas include all or portions of the surface water that supplies the water for the public 
water system, including all or portions of the surface-water's shoreline. 

B. (The following provision is optional. Within 1,200 feet (365.6 meters) of a private 
ground water well which is not owned by the operator or within 1,500 feet (457.1 
meters) of a public ground water well which does not have a delineated source water 
protection area.) 

C. (The following provision is optional. Within 1,000 feet (304.7 meters) of surface water 
which is not included in a source water protection area.) 

2.2 ODOR SETBACKS 

The operator of a new facility for an animal feeding operation shall not locate that operation 
within the extra territorial zoning jurisdiction of an incorporated city. 

An owner of property shall locate and establish a residence, business, church, school, public 
park or zone for residential use so as to provide a separation distance from any existing 
animal feeding operation. The separation distances, or setbacks, are listed in the following 
table. An owner of property who is an operator may locate the owner's residence or business 
within the setbacks. 
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Setback Distances for Animal Feeding Operations 

Number of Animal Units Hog Operations Other Animal Operations 

fewer than 300 none none 

300- 1000 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 

1001 or more 0.75 mi (1.207 km) 0.50 mi (0.805 km) 

2001 or more 1.00 mi (1.609 km) 0.75 mi (1.207 km) 

5001 or more 1.50 mi (2.414 km) 1.00 mi (1.609 km) 

The operator of a new animal feeding operation shall locate the site of that operation from 
existing residences, businesses, churches, schools, public parks and areas of property that are 
zoned residential so as to exceed the corresponding listed setback from these places. 

If notified in writing by an operator of a planned future expansion of an animal feeding 
operation, the local unit of government may implement the corresponding odor setback for a 
temporary time period not to exceed two years, after which time the setback will remain in 
effect only if the expansion was completed. 

A local unit of government may, upon recommendation of the zoning commission or land use 
administrator, increase or decrease a setback distance for a new animal feeding operation after 
consideration of the proposed operation's plans, if it determines that a greater or lesser setback 
distance is necessary or acceptable, respectively, based upon site conditions or demonstrable 
safety, health, environmental or public welfare concerns. 

3. CONDITIONAL USES 

3.1 PERMIT PROCEDURES 

3.1.A. Applicability. 

The operator of a new livestock facility or an existing livestock facility, which meets the 
definition of an animal feeding operation and which is a conditional (or special) use of land 
as listed below, shall apply for and obtain a conditional ( or special) use permit. 

1. A new animal feeding operation that Would be capable of handling, or that 
expands to handle, more than 1,000 animal units is a conditional (or special) 
use of land. 

2. --·-An-existinganimalfeeding operationthat-expands0 -to-handlemore-than-l-,000--
animal units is a conditional (or special) use of land. 
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Whenever the capacity of an animal feeding operation is expanded to handle more than 2,000 
or 5,000 animal units, the operator shall apply for a new conditional (or special) use permit. 

3.1.B. Procedure. 

The local unit of government may practice any or all of the provisions in the following 
subparagraphs in harmony with the permitting process of its general zoning regulations. 

1. Application for a conditional use ( or special use) permit shall be submitted to 
the local unit of government for tentative approval. The local unit of 
government shall notify the Department of Health that it has received such 
application. 

2. The local unit of government shall notify by certified mail all property owners 
having property within the corresponding odor setback distance of a proposed 
new animal feeding operation. This notification must occur within 21 days of 
receiving the application. The approval process utilized by the local unit of 
government may include at least one advertised public hearing. 

3. Following tentative approval or denial of the application by the local unit of 
government, the applicant shall be notified by letter of the decision, including 
conditions imposed, if any. 

4. The applicant shall then forward its application for a conditional (or special) 
use permit, together with the tentative approval by the local government, to the 
North Dakota Department of Health. 

5. Following a review by the Department of Health of the operator's application 
for a state permit, the Department of Health will notify the local unit of 
government of its decision. 

6. The conditional (or special) use permit will become final following the 
granting of a permit by the Department of Health. 

7. A conditional ( or special) use permit granted to the operator of a new animal 
feeding operation shall be put into use within twenty-four (24) months, or the 
permit shall lapse and the operator may re-apply. 

3.1.C. Application Requirements. 

The application for a conditional use (or special use) permit to operate a facility for an animal 
feeding operation shall include a scaled site plan. If the facility will handle more than 1,000 
animal units, the scaled site plan shall be prepared by a registered land surveyor, a civil 
engineer or other person having comparable experience or qualifications. The local unit of 
government may require any or all of the following elements, or require additional elements, 



in its site plan review process when needed to determine the nature and scope of the animal 
feeding operation. 

1. Proposed number of animal units. 

2. Total acreage of the site of the facility. 

3. Existing and proposed roads and access ways within and adjacent to the site of 
the facility. 

4. Surrounding land uses and ownership, if the operation will have the capacity to 
handle more than 1,000 animal units. 

5. A copy of the permit application submitted by the applicant to the Department 
of Health. 

3.2 OWNERSHIP CHANGE 

An operator of a facility that includes an animal feeding operation having a permit granted by 
this ordinance shall notify the local unit of government of the sale, or the transfer of the 
ownership of that operation. 

3.3 OPERA TING CHANGE 

An operator of a facility that includes an animal feeding operation having a permit granted by 
this ordinance shall notify the local unit of government of intent to include an alternate 
livestock type. The notice shall be given at least 120 days prior to the anticipated date of the 
change. 
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STATUTORY AUTHORITY FOR JOINT POWERS AGREEMENTS 

Cooperative or Joint Administration by Counties and Townships 
of Authority to Regulate Concentrated Feeding Operations 

N.D.C.C. § 54-40.3-01 allows counties, townships or other political subdivisions to enter into 
agreements with other political subdivisions for the cooperative or joint administration of any 
power or function authorized by law or assigned to one or more of them. Counties and 
townships may use this authority to pool resources, cut red tape, and make their services and 
functions more cost effective, timely, efficient and responsive. 

The 1999 Legislature amended N.D.C.C. § 11-33-02 and N.D.C.C. § 58-03-11 to clarify the 
power and function of counties and townships to regulate animal feeding operations. 
Counties and townships may wish to explore the possibility of cooperative or joint regulation 
of concentrated feeding operations to avoid unnecessary duplication of these regulations and 
to satisfy the purpose and intent of N.D.C.C. § 11-33-02 and N.D.C.C. § 58-03-11. 

1. Factors Relevant Under Amended Law. 

The 1999 Legislature amended N.D.C.C. § 11-33-02 and N.D.C.C. § 58-03-11 to clarify that 
counties and townships may "regulate the nature and scope of concentrated [animal] feeding 
operations." These amendments are given under the "INTRODUCTORY COMMENTARY" 
of this document. 

In implementation of the amended laws, counties and townships may find it easier to ensure 
there are places for the development of animal feeding operations within their jurisdictions 
and to ensure there are reasonable and consistent regulations governing the nature and scope 
of operations, if they adopt one regulation for both counties and townships. One way of doing 
this would be for townships to relinquish their zoning authority over concentrated feeding 
operations to counties. Another way would be to enter into an agreement for cooperative or 
joint administration. 

2. Decision Choices for a Cooperative or Joint Administration Agreement. 

Counties and townships can structure agreements for joint or cooperative regulation of animal 
feeding operations in several ways. The factors, which are relevant to determining whether a 
county or township should enter into a cooperative or joint administration agreement with 
other counties or townships, are listed in Appendix II. One factor is cost. Another is 
representation. A third is working out the details of such an agreement. There are almost 
endless ways of structuring such agreements. state agencies and county and township 
organizations may be willing to help if interest is shown. 

12 



CLOSING COMMENTARY 

A summary of the prevailing work group discussion that governed the substance of the model zoning 
ordinance for animal feeding operations. 

The work group acknowledges that many counties and townships within the state have 
constraints on the resources needed for effective administration of zoning and zoning 
ordinances. The work group also acknowledges that compliance with detailed requirements 
of zoning and zoning ordinances by many people who practice farming and ranching could be 
a significant burden. Thus, the work group endeavored to achieve a practical and functional 
model ordinance supported with a model land use policy (required by law). 

A report titled "History of the Development of a Model Zoning Ordinance for Animal 
Feeding Operations" provides information about the work group and its meetings. 

The work group recognizes that the model zoning ordinance likely does not accommodate all 
existing zoning preferences and provisions of local units of government across the state. 
Thus, the model ordinance may be amended by a local unit of government as deemed 
appropriate. A summary of the prevailing discussion governing the substance of the model 
ordinance is provided below. 

ROLE OF THE ND DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH (DoH) 

► Local units of government, as well as the livestock producers, prefer that the 
Department of Health shoulder responsibility for protection of natural resources from 
pollution via its rules for animal feeding operations, including land application of 
manure, without additional detail in a local ordinance for animal feeding operations. 

► An ordinance for animal feeding operations should be consistent in choice and use of 
terms as applied or defined in state laws and rules. 

PUBLIC WATER SYSTEM SOURCE WATER SETBACKS 

► New animal feeding operations should avoid locating in areas which have been 
delineated for the protection of waters of the state, including both surface water and 
ground water, which are used as drinking water. The federal Safe Drinking Water Act 
requires EPA-approved state plans for the delineation of those waters-of-the-state used 
as water resources for public water systems. While the state plan for North Dakota 
does not prohibit location of new animal feeding operations within delineated areas, 
the best interests. of the owners/operators of animal feeding operations and the owners 
of the public water systems are not served by siting these operations within delineated 
source water protection areas. 
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► Maps of delineated source water protection areas for public water systems are 
available on the World Wide Web. 

► The model ordinance does not propose setbacks from those portions of flood plains 
that are not within delineated source water protection areas of Public Water Systems. 
Local governments should include a provision concerning land uses in flood plain 
areas. 

ODOR SETBACKS 

► The choices for separation distances (setbacks) for animal feeding operations were 
balanced with the state odor standard (1999 SB 2365, N.D.C.C. chapter 23-25). The 
state odor standard makes an odor concentration of seven or more odor concentration 
units a violation of the standard at distances greater than one-half mile. This standard 
applies to all animal feeding operations, regardless of the type of livestock or the 
number confined and fed by the operation. 

► Reported information indicates that amount of odors produced by confined swine 
feeding operations are greater than amounts of odors produced by other livestock 
types. After odors are released from animal-housing or manure-storage structures, the 
atmosphere governs the downwind transport and dispersion of the odors. 

► The strength of odors released into ambient air and transported from animal feeding 
operations depends upon the construction of the animal housing and manure storage 
units and the topography of the site, as well as the type and number of animals. There 
is no apparent threshold based solely on the numbers of animals at which the 
downwind odor possibly could become a troublesome issue. 

► General zoning provisions usually establish setbacks for buildings and structures from 
roadways; thus, no specific roadway setback for animal feeding operations is 
necessary. 

► A framework for odor easements should be developed by the local unit of government 
when deemed appropriate. state law indicates that odor easements can be obtained by 
the owners/operators of animal feeding operations from owners of other property 
located beyond one-half mile (subparagraph b of paragraph 2 of section 11 of 
N.D.C.C. chapter 23-25). 

CONDITIONAL-USE SIZE THRESHOLD 

► The state laws which allow zoning indicate that a local unit of government " ... can 
not prohibit through regulation, the reasonable diversification or expansion of a 
farming or ranching operation." The interpretation of the words "prohibit" and 
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"reasonable" intertwine with selection of the appropriate regulatory (in the model 
ordinance) size threshold for animal feeding operations. 

► The number of animal feeding operations that have been issued permits by the 
Department of Health is about 440. (The Department presently requires any livestock 
feeding operation with more than 200 animals units to obtain a permit, and it 
anticipates a rule change adjusting this threshold to 300 animal units so as to be 
consistent with federal regulation.) Currently, there are: about 80 operations with 300 
or more animal units; nearly 60 operations with more than 500 animal units; and 
nearly 30 operations with more than 1,000 animal units. Based upon a recent survey, 
other livestock feeding operations may not have permits because the operators are 
unaware of the rule permit requirements. The total number of animal feeding 
operations is unknown. 

► While a local permit requirement for animal feeding operations with less than 1,000 
animal units would involve some paperwork, public hearings, etc., on the part of 
owners/operators, matters of public safety, health, and general public welfare should 
not be overlooked. 

► Additional summary details of the work group's discussion of this issue are provided 
in Appendix I of the report titled "History of the Development of a Model Zoning 
Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations." 
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APPENDIX I 

Legislative Revisions of Local Zoning Law 

ROLE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

Although the North Dakota's constitution (Article VII, section 6) and law (NDCC chapter 11-09.1) 
grant home rule authority to counties, the model language proposed herein assumes that local 
governments in the state have only those powers expressly granted, or reasonably implied in, the law. 

The 1999 North Dakota Legislative Assembly increased protection of farming and ranching in the 
state by amending laws that allow a county and/or a township to divide, or zone, all or any parts of the 
county or township into districts. Section 11-33-02 of the North Dakota Century Code, which grants 
zoning authority to counties, now states: 

1. For any or all of the purposes designated in section 11-33-01, the board of county 
commissioners may divide by resolution all or any parts of the county, subject to section 11-
33-20, into districts of such number, shape, and area as may be determined necessary, and 
likewise may enact suitable regulations to carry out the purposes of this chapter. These 
regulations must be uniform in each district, but the regulations in one district may differ 
from those in other districts. A regulation or restriction may not prohibit or prevent the use of 
land or buildings for farming or ranching or any of the normal incidents of farming or 
ranching. For purposes of this section, "farming or ranching" means cultivating land for 
production of agricultural crops or livestock, or raising, feeding, or producing livestock, 
poultry, milk, or fruit. The term does not include producing timber or forest products, nor 
does the term include a contract whereby a processor or distributor of farm products or 
supplies provides grain, harvesting, or other farm services. 

2. A board of county commissioners may regulate the nature and scope of concentrated feeding 
operations permissible in the county; however, if a regulation would impose a substantial 
economic burden on a concentrated feeding operation in existence before the effective date of 
the regulation, the board of county commissioners shall declare that the regulation is 
ineffective with respect to any concentrated feeding operation in existence before the 
effective date of the regulation. 

3. A regulation may not preclude the development of a concentrated feeding operation in the 
county. A regulation addressing the development of a concentrated feeding operation in the 
county may set reasonable standards, based on the size of the operation, to govern its location. 

4. For purposes of this section, "concentrated feeding operation" means any livestock feeding, 
handling, or holding operation, or feed yard, where animals are concentrated in an area that is 
not normally used for pasture or for growing crops and in which animal wastes may 
accumulate, or in an area where the space per animal unit is less than six hundred square feet 
[55.74 square meters]. The term does not include normal wintering operations for cattle. For 
purposes of this section, "livestock" includes beef cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, swine, poultry, 
horses, and fur animals raised for their pelts. 

5. A board of county commissioners may not prohibit, through regulation, the reasonable 
diversification or expansion of a farming or ranching operation. 
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6. This chapter does not include any power relating to the establishment, repair, and 
maintenance of highways or roads. 

COUNTY POWERS 

First. state law allows, but does not require, boards of county commissioners to take action to promote 
safety, health and public welfare. Section 11-33-01 of the North Dakota Century Code states, in part: 

For the purpose of promoting health, safety, morals, public convenience, general 
prosperity, and public welfare, the board of county commissioners of any county may 
regulate and restrict within the county, subject to section 11-33-20 and chapter 54-
21.3, the location and the use of buildings and structures and the use, condition of 
use, or occupancy of lands for residence, recreation, and other purposes. 

However, section 11-33-02, as quoted under the "Role of Local Governments" above, defines the 
scope of zoning regulations that pertain to farming or ranching and concentrated feeding operations. 

Second. Zoning divides land into districts so as to enable compatible and adjoining land uses to co
exist in each district and to separate incompatible land uses from each other. Thus, a zoning 
ordinance consists of: (1) a map that divides the jurisdiction (county or township) into districts for 
classes of use, which typically are residential, recreational, commercial, industrial, agricultural and 
other; and (2) written conditions that establish criteria under which the land may be developed and 
used for the particular land use class. Section 11-33-02, as quoted earlier in this chapter, grants 
authority to county commissions to divide the county and to set reasonable standards, based upon size, 
to govern locations of concentrated feeding operations. 

Third. A prerequisite for adopting a zoning ordinance is a comprehensive land use plan for the 
jurisdiction. Section 11-33-03 of the North Dakota Century Code states, in part: 

These regulations shall be made in accordance with a comprehensive plan and 
designed for any or all of the following purposes: 

1. To protect and guide the development of non-urban areas. 
2. To secure safety from fire, flood, and other dangers. 
5. To conserve and develop natural resources. 

These regulations shall be made with a reasonable consideration, among other things, 
to the character of the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses. The 
comprehensive plan shall be a statement in documented text setting forth explicit 
goals, objectives, policies and standards of the jurisdiction to guide public and private 
development within its control. 

TOWNSHIP POWERS 

Sections 58-03-11, 58-03-12 and 58-03-13 of the North Dakota Century Code contain similar 
requirements, as described above, for townships that choose to establish zoning districts and regulate 
development. 
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APPENDIX II 

Elements of a Cooperative or Joint Administration Agreement 

N.D.C.C. § 54-40.3-01 provides: 

1. Any county, city, township, city park district, school district or other political 
subdivision of this state, upon approval of its respective governing body, may enter 
into an agreement with any other political subdivision of this state for the cooperative 
or joint administration of any power or function that is authorized by law or assigned 
to one or more of them. Any political subdivision of this state may enter into a joint 
powers agreement with a political subdivision of another state or political subdivision 
of a Canadian province if the power or function to be jointly administered is a power 
or function authorized by the laws of this state for a political subdivision of this state 
and is authorized by the laws of the other state or province. A joint powers 
agreement may provide for: 

a. The purpose of the agreement or the power or function to be exercised or carried 
out. 

b. The duration of the agreement and the permissible method to be employed in 
accomplishing the partial or complete termination of the agreement and for disposing 
of any property upon the partial or complete termination. 

c. The precise organization, composition, and nature of any separate administrative or 
legal entity, including an administrator or a joint board, committee, or joint service 
council or network, responsible for administering the cooperative or joint 
undertaking. Two or more political subdivisions which enter into a number of joint 
powers agreements may provide a master administrative structure for the joint 
administration of any number of those agreements, rather than creating separate 
administrative structures for each agreement. However, no essential legislative 
powers, taxing authority, or eminent domain power may be delegated by an 
agreement to a separate administrative or legal entity. 

d. The manner in which the parties to the agreement will finance the cooperative or 
joint undertaking and establish and maintain a budget for that undertaking. The 
parties to the agreement may expend funds pursuant to the agreement, use 
unexpended balances of their respective current funds, enter into a lease-option to buy 
and contract for deed agreements between themselves and with private parties, 
accumulate funds from year to year for the provision of services and facilities, and 
otherwise share or contribute property in accordance with the agreement in 
cooperatively or jointly exercising or carrying out the power or function. The 
agreement may include the provision of personnel, equipment, or property of one or 
more of the parties to the agreement that may be used instead of other financial 
support. 

e. The manner of acquiring, holding, or disposing of real and personal property used 
in the cooperative or joint undertaking. 
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f. The acceptance of gifts, grants, or other assistance and the manner in which those 
gifts, grants, or assistance may be used for the purposes set forth in the agreement. 

g. The process to apply for federal or state aid, or funds from other public and private 
sources, to the parties for furthering the purposes of the agreement. 

h. The manner of responding for any liability that might be incurred through 
performance of the agreement and insuring against that liability. 

i. Any other necessary and proper matters agreed upon by the parties to the 
agreement. 

2. Any county, city, township, city park district, school district, or other political 
subdivision of this state may enter into an agreement in the manner provided in 
subsection 1 with any agency, board, or institution of the state for the undertaking of 
any power or function which any of the parties is permitted by law to undertake. 
Before an agreement entered into pursuant to this subsection is effective, the .. 
respective governing body or officer of the state agency, board, or institution must 
approve the agreement and the attorney general must determine that the agreement is 
legally sufficient. 

3. An agreement made pursuant to this chapter does not relieve any political subdivision 
or the state of any obligation or responsibility imposed by law except to the extent of 
actual and timely performance by a separate administrative or legal entity created by 
the agreement. This actual and timely performance satisfies the obligation or 
responsibility of the political subdivision. 

Thus, as defined by N.D.C.C. § 54-40.3-01, a cooperative or joint administration agreement relating 
to regulating concentrated animal feeding operations may contain the following elements: 

1. The purpose of the agreement; 

2. The duration of the agreement and procedure for termination; 

3. The organization, composition and nature of its administering board; 

4. Budget and financing; 

5. Location and who will own or lease the property, if needed; 

6. How to handle gifts, grants or other assistance, if needed or relevant; 

7. The process to apply for federal or state aid, or other funds, if relevant; 

8. Liability and insurance; and 

9. Any other necessary and proper matters agreed upon by the parties to the agreement. 
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FORWARD 

This report was prepared pursuant to Executive Order 1999-03, which indicates that "The 
Department of Health shall report to my office, [the] progress, status and successes of 
implementing Senate Bill 2355." It provides information on the history of the formation of a 
Work Group assembled to develop a model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations. 
It describes the process by which the work group was assembled, the outcome of meetings of 
the work group and the outcome of a subcommittee of volunteers who prepared a draft 
handbook for the model zoning ordinance. 

The department appreciates the contributions of members of the work group and its sub
committee; specifically, the sharing of concerns and constructive comments during meetings 
was instrumental in improving an understanding of the issues surrounding the livestock 
industries and land use administration by local government. 

The work product of the work group is a report titled "A Model Zoning Ordinance for Animal 
Feeding Operations." 
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BACKGROUND 

Since statehood, agriculture has been the primary industry in North Dakota and a primary part 
of the state's economic base. North Dakota's livestock industry has been an essential 
component of North Dakota's agricultural economy and important to the viability of many 
rural communities. 

In recent years, domestic and export market forces and technological changes have c;aused 
substantial changes in the nation's animal production industries. These factors have prompted 
expansion of confined animal production and feeding operations because of their advantages 
in economics of scale and ability to adopt the new technologies. The growth of larger 
operations has resulted in larger quantities of manure and wastewater on some watersheds and 
the separation of animal production and feeding operations. 

In the past, North Dakota's livestock industry has primarily involved cow-calf operations and 
other similar livestock production, rather than the large-scale feeding and finishing operations. 
Other states have been wrestling with the environmental and zoning issues of large operations 
for the past decade. Difficulties in locating two large-scale hog production facilities, one in 
the southwest comer of the state and the other in the northeast comer, raised in North Dakota 
the issue of how and where to locate such large animal feeding operations. Litigation 
involving the second, the EnviroPork facility, resulted in the introduction of legislation in the 
1999 legislative session. After much negotiation and many drafts, the Legislative Assembly 
passed Senate Bills 2355 and 2365 to limit and guide political subdivisions and the 
Department of Health in regulating the larger animal feeding operations. 

More specifically, SB 2355 amended NDCC chapters 11-33 and 58-03 with similar language 
pertaining to the zoning authority granted to counties and townships, respectively. The 
amendments concerning county zoning state, in part: 

2. A board of county commissioners may regulate the nature and scope of concentrated 
feeding operations permissible in the county; however, if a regulation would impose a 
substantial economic burden on a concentrated feeding operation in existence before 
the effective date of the regulation, the board of county commissioners shall declare 
that the regulation is ineffective with respect to any concentrated feeding operation in 
existence before the effective date of the regulation. 

3. A regulation may not preclude the development of a concentrated feeding operation in 
the county. A regulation addressing the development of a concentrated feeding 
operation in the county may set reasonable standards, based on the size of the 
operation, to govern its location. 

4. For purposes of this section, "concentrated feeding operation" means any livestock 
feeding, handling, or holding operation, or feed yard, where animals are concentrated 
in an area that is not normally used for pasture or for growing crops and in which 
animal wastes may accumulate, or in an area where the space per animal unit is less 
than six hundred square feet [55.74 square meters]. The term does not include normal 
wintering operations for cattle. For purposes of this section, "livestock" includes beef 
cattle, dairy cattle, sheep, swine, poultry, horses, and fur animals raised for their pelts. 
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5. A board of county commissioners may not prohibit, through regulation, the reasonable 
diversion or expansion of a farming or ranching operation. 

Within one week of signing SB 2355, Governor Edward T. Schafer issued Executive Order 
1999-03. This order states, in part: 

1. The Department of Health shall monitor implementation of Senate Bill 2355, and take 
steps reasonably necessary to protect the environment of the state of North Dakota, 
according to its responsibilities under law; and 

2. The Department shall establish a working group with interested political subdivisions, 
or their associations to develop model zoning regulations for the subdivisions to 
implement as they deem appropriate; and 

3. The Department of Health shall report to my office, progress, status and successes of 
implementing Senate Bill 2355. 

The department's role was that of a facilitator in arranging for the work group and conducting 
its meetings. 

THE AFO WORK GROUP 

The department arranged for membership on the work group by contacting the North Dakota 
Association of Counties the North Dakota League of Cities, and the North Dakota Township 
Officers' Association. Each of the three associations was invited to designate three 
representatives for the work group. 

The North Dakota Association of Counties responded by designating three individuals; the 
North Dakota League of Cities named about five candidates, and the department contacted 
two for the work group; and the Township Officers Association named its secretary. The 
department, after making some inquires and having been informed by the Ward County Land 
Use Administrator that the county had recently updated its comprehensive land use plan, then 
contacted the chair of the county township officers association, who offered to serve on the 
work group. 

Finally, two producer groups also joined the work group during its first meeting. The 
members of the work group are listed in the following table. 

WORK GROUP MEMBERS 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Claus Lembke Burleigh County Commissioner 
.. -

Constance Triplett Grand Forks County Commissioner 

Roger Chinn McKenzie County Commissioner 
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Jerry Lein Wahpeton, Director of Public Works 

Steve Frovarp * Hazen, City Planner 

BryanHoime * President, ND Township Officers Assoc. 

Donny Malcomb Chair, Ward County Township Officers Assoc. 

Wade Moser * Executive VP, ND Stockmen's Assoc. 

Doug Dukart Milk Producers Association of ND 

During the formation of the work group, several other people expressed interest in the project 
to develop a model zoning ordinance for animal feeding operations. These people were 
informed of the first meeting of the work group, and they are listed in the following table. 

STAKEHOLDERS REQUESTING TO BE KEPT INFORMED 
OF THE WORK GROUP'S ACTIVITIES 

NAME AFFILIATION 

Carl Hokenstad * City Planner, Bismarck-Burleigh 

Carole McMahon Zoning Administrator, Grand Forks County 

Linda Kingery Planner, Red River Regional Planning Council 

Barbara Berge * Planning & Zoning Director, Morton County 

Audrey Boe Olsen * Consulting Planning, Fortuna 

Mark Johnson Executive Director, ND Association of Counties 

Connie Sprynczynatyk Executive Director, League of ND Cities 

Scott Birchall Carrington Research Extension Center 

Carl Altenberndt Planner, Lake Agassiz Regional Council 

Norma Duppler Planning & Zoning Administrator, Barnes County 

Don Siebert Land Use Administrator, Ward County 

Roger Scheibe * Dairy Commissioner, ND Dept. of Agriculture 

Charlotte Meier Executive Director, ND. Pork Producers 

Dave Muehler ND Turkey Federation 

Brian Kramer ND Farm Bureau 

April Fairfield Public Policy Analyst, ND Farmers Union 

Brad Stevens Energy & Environmental Research Center 

Isis Stark or Mark Trechock * Dakota Research Council 
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FIRST MEETING OF THE WORK GROUP 

In preparation for the first meeting of the work group, the department assembled information 
into a three-ring binder for each member of the work group. This information pertained to the 
following topics: background for formation of the work group, local zoning laws, results of a 
survey of county auditors or land use administrators and results of a survey of livestock 
producers about manure management practices, a report by the National Association of 
Counties on the role of counties pertaining to animal feeding operations, 1 the North Dakota 
livestock rules (NDAC chapter 33-16-03), reports of two studies of the odors emitted from 
livestock feeding operations, and examples of ordinances pertaining to livestock feeding 
operations. 

The first meeting of the work group on AFO Zoning was held on July 27, 1999. A notice and 
agenda for the meeting was distributed to everyone listed in the tables above. Several people 
were invited to present information on the topics of existing animal feeding operations across 
the state, a survey of operators of existing operations as to their awareness of regulatory 
requirements and their manure handling practices, the issues of encroachment that might be 
addressed by zoning, and the experiences of two ongoing zoning proposals. 

The first meeting of the work group was a success in bringing together people who were 
interested in zoning of animal feeding operations, in identifying the guiding factors for 
developing a model zoning ordinance and in creating a follow -up action. The record of the 
first meeting was distributed to everyone who had attended the meeting and to others who had 
expressed an interest the work group's activities as noted above. A portion of this record 
follows. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION 
DURING THE WORK GROUP'S FIRST MEETING 

✓ land uses are changing; for example, growth and sprawl of larger cities into rural areas is occurring, and 
it should be anticipated through planning and zoning 

✓ the zoning concept was originally introduced into law to address nuisance problems between 
incompatible land uses 

✓ as farms become fewer and as net returns decrease, family farms are becoming larger 

✓ size of the animal operation does matter, as larger operations introduce environmental and health 
concerns due to increased scale of activity usually in confined areas 

✓ animal feeding operations are changing with improved technologies; some technologies may reduce 
odor problems 

1 Senate Bill 2355 (1999) used and defined the term "concentrated feeding operation." A 
substitute term, "animal feeding operation," is used throughout this document and the handbook 
for the model zoning ordinance. The definition used in these documents for "animal feeding 
operation' follows the definition given by the Environmental Protection Agency. 
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✓ the DOH needs to demonstrate to EPA that its "feedlot" program satisfies environmental protection 
criteria to maintain program delegation; a strong state program tuned into local circumstances provides 
the DOH with the ability to make such demonstration 

✓ duplication among state, county and township rules and ordinances should be avoided 

✓ a significant portion of existing producers lack an awareness of rule requirements and another 
significant portion have not been permitted by the DOH, thus would not be in compliance with rules 

✓ one out-of-state local jurisdiction provides information to developers of new property in rural areas 
which alerts these developers of rural activities which create dust, noise, traffic and odor; this approach 
could be considered in North Dakota 

✓ 1,348 of about 1,800 townships within the state are organized; some townships in several counties have 
relinquished zoning authority to the county, but the number which have is unknown 

✓ agricultural practices, population densities, climate as well as perceived need for zoning control of 
AFOs vary among local jurisdictions and regions of the state; however, uniformity of adopted 
ordinances is preferred where possible 

✓ a joint powers agreement between local jurisdictions is permissible under law and could reduce the 
administrative and enforcement burdens of an AFO zoning ordinance while also standardizing the 
ordinance through out a county or broader region 

✓ zoning emphasis should be on the larger animal feeding operations 

✓ setbacks should consider the type of animal and the number of animal units 

✓ a reverse setback issue occurs where residential dwellings are built near an established AFO 

✓ the goal for completion of a model zoning ordinance is January 1st of next year 
---------------------

SUMMARY OF SUBCOMMITTEE'S WORK 

During the conclusion of the first meeting of the work group, a subcommittee of volunteers 
was formed to draft a model ordinance. The subcommittee included three members of the 
work group. As the meetings of the subcommittee were sequentially announced, three 
additional people by their choosing also joined the meetings of the sub-committee. The names 
of the persons who participated in the work of the subcommittee are flagged with an asterisk 
[*] in tables above. 

First Meeting - 24 August 1999 

Prior to the first meeting of the subcommittee, the department prepared a matrix of issues for 
consideration by the subcommittee as to merit for inclusion in a draft model ordinance. The 
matrix was based upon review of issues included in other model, draft or adopted zoning 
ordinances. Prior to the meeting, the matrix was distributed to the work group, other people 
who were interested in the actions of the work group, and the subcommittee. The matrix was 
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complex, containing a two-tiered level of potential detail for the model ordinance that could 
apply to intermediate or larger, respectively, sizes of animal feeding operati,ons. 

During the subcommittee's first meeting, it chose to simplify the matrix by narrowing the 
scope of the issues for the model ordinance, as well as by reducing those issues which could 
be approached with the two-tiered level of detail. The subcommittee also discussed setbacks 
and reverse setbacks for odors, coordination of the zoning permitting process with the 
department's permitting process and merits of cooperative or joint powers agreements. In 
concluding its first meeting, two members of the subcommittee volunteered to assist the 
department with assembling an initial draft of the model ordinance. 

A significant outcome of this meeting was an agreement on separation distances as setbacks or 
reverse setbacks between animal feeding operations and other (non-agricultural) land-use 
development for each of four sizes of animal feeding operations. The four sizes were 300, 
1,000, 2,000 and 5,000 animal units. The foundation for the shortest distance, which is one
half mile, was the state odor standard, which had been re-established in the NDCC via 1999 
SB 2365. The lower size of 300 then implied a threshold for an initial ordinance draft at 
which a zoning permit would become necessary. 

The state odor standard makes an odor concentration of seven or more odor concentration 
units a violation of the standard at distances greater than one-half mile. This standard applies 
to all animal feeding operations, regardless of the type of livestock or the number confined 
and fed by the operation. Nevertheless, hog operations were assigned larger setbacks due to 
the nature of odors emitted from them. 

An initial draft was assembled, and the department expanded the scope of the document for 
the model ordinance to include a preamble, zoning law, summary commentary and a 
bibliography. These additional sections were added in anticipation that this information 
would be needed by other people to understand the content of the model ordinance. 
Subsequently, these sections helped facilitate subcommittee discussion. 

Second Meeting - 12 October 1999 

The materials used by the subcommittee for its second meeting were assembled initial drafts 
of the sections and the model zoning-ordinance elements for a handbook. 

The outcome of the second meeting: 

► Resulted in several changes to the preamble and the introductory commentary, which 
describes zoning law, by adding emphasis on the expanded rights to practice farming 
and ranching from Senate Bill 2355. 

► Resulted in several significant and minor changes to the model ordinance. 

► Resulted in the subcommittee taking ownership of the draft document by virtue of the 
decisions that had occurred. 
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Third Meeting - 26 October 1999 

The third meeting of the subcommittee was a marathon meeting that lasted more than four 
hours. The outcome of this meeting also resulted in further refining of the wording of the 
emerging handbook for a model zoning ordinance applicable to animal feeding operations. 

A summary of consensus among participants attending the third meeting for aspects of the 
model ordinance handbook is listed in the following table. Consensus is based upon 
observation of no expressed and unresolved concerns. 

REMAINING UNRESOLVED 
HANDBOOK ELEMENT CONSENSUS CONCERNofONEorMORE 

SUBCOMMITTEE MEMBERS 

Preamble yes 

Intro Commentary yes 

Model Land Use Policy yes 

Model AFO Ordinance ----
1. Definitions yes 

2. Equiv. Animal Num. yes 

3. Permit Procedures no permit process, hinges on AFO size 
threshold when permit required 

4. Ownership Change no paperwork, hinges on item #3 

5. Operating Change no paperwork, hinges on item #3 

6. Environmental Protection yes 

7. Water Resource Setbacks yes 

8. Odor Setbacks yes but, hinges on item #3 

- Closure omit issue lacks definition 

- Abandonment omit issue lacks definition 

9. Enforcement yes 

10. Severability yes 

Joint Powers Agreements detailed narrative not discussed 

Closing Commentary detailed narrative not discussed 

Ordinance Applicability. 

The subcommittee's third meeting brought into focus those concerns regarding the 
applicability of the draft for a model ordinance for animal feeding operations. These concerns 
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centered on the size threshold, expressed in animal units, at which operations would be 
regulated by the model zoning ordinance. Some aspects of the discussion on this issue are 
described in the "Introductory Commentary" and the "Closing Commentary" for the model 
ordinance. A summary of the details of the principal aspects of the applicability issue is 
presented in the Appendix for the benefit of local government officials who might proceed to 
evaluate, develop and adopt an ordinance. 

SECOND MEETING OF THE WORK GROUP 

The second meeting of the work group was held on November 30, 1999. A notice for the 
meeting was distributed to everyone listed in the two tables above. The notice included the 
subcommittee's draft for an AFO zoning handbook, which contained draft model land-use 
policies with objectives and a draft model zoning ordinance, as well as a draft of this report. 

The ordinance applicability issue described above was reviewed for the meeting participants. 
A few substantive word changes were made in the model ordinance. 

SALIENT COMMENTS DURING THE 
WORK GROUP'S SECOND MEETING 

✓ persons planning non-agricultural development in agricultural land-use areas should be expected to 
know and become aware of livestock producers located nearby, and they should be expected to follow 
zoning process for obtaining a land-use variance in a delineated agricultural land-use area 

✓ . (existing) livestock producers in agriculturally zoned areas should be protected from encroachment of 
non-agricultural land-use development without the burden of obtaining zoning permits 

✓ the typical range-cattle operation has about 75 cows 

✓ the legislature clearly confined use of zoning ordinances as applied to farming and ranching to the non
normal incidents of farming and ranching 

✓ most counties have not adopted comprehensive land use plans and, thus, have not delineated agricultural 
land-use areas; developers there do not need to seek a land-use variance 

✓ existing livestock producers (AFOs) which are normal practices of farming or ranching should not be 
required to obtain a zoning permit, unless undertaking a major expansion 

✓ the permitting process of zoning is needed to document the location and size of AFOs 

✓ abandoned farm homes are now being repopulated by 'urban' families, who expect urban services 

✓ one purpose for a the model ordinance is to foster consistent AFO zoning criteria among local 
governments; however, it can be amended as deemed appropriate for local circumstances; currently, 
fewer than 10 of the state's counties are considering ordinances for animal feeding operations 

✓ inventories of existing AFOs by local governments might be a service to land-use developers, as well as 
necessary for the general land-use planning function of local government 

--------------------
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A conceptual solution to the applicability size threshold emerged during the second meeting 
of the work group. Parts 1 and 2 are preferred policy principles, while parts 3 and 4 inject the 
size thresholds of animal feeding operations, which would be non-normal incidents of farming 
and ranching and subject to conditional-use (aka special-use) zoning permits. 

1st. Local governments should adopt comprehensive land use plans and delineate 
agricultural land-use areas. This process is necessary so as to create the foundation in 
land-use planning for protection of the practices of farming and ranching. Land-use 
should be in harmony with first-in-time uses, such as agriculture, consistent with the 
legal doctrine of coming to the nuisance. 

2nd. People developing non-traditional, non-agricultural uses of land should need a zoning 
variance prior to developing land within an agriculturally zoned area. The process of 
obtaining such variance in the normal administration of zoning can inform all land-use 
stakeholders of potential land-use conflict. 

3rd. The word "existing" as applied to animal feeding operations should be defined in the 
ordinance, and its meaning should be those animal feeding operations in place and 
operating when the ordinance of a local unit of government takes effect. 

4th. Option a. 

New AFOs. The zoning permit applicability size thresholds for new animal feeding 
operations should be 300 animal units for hogs and a larger number for other livestock 
types, which was not specified in deference to option b. Hog operations generally emit 
odors that can be obtrusive. 

Existing AFOs. The zoning permit applicability size threshold for existing animal 
feeding operations, other than hogs, should be 1,000 animal units. The threshold for 
hogs should be a lower number, which was not specified in deference to option b, 
because hog operations generally emit odors that can be obtrusive. 

4th. Option b. 

New AFOs. The zoning permit applicability size threshold for new animal feeding 
operations, regardless of livestock type, should be 300 animal units. The stronger odor 
emitted by hog operations has already been considered in the odor separation (setback) 
distances. 

Existing AFOs. An existing animal feeding operation, regardless of livestock type, 
should be required to have a permit whenever the operation increases capacity to 
handle more than 300 animal units, whether by a single expansion or cumulatively by 
several expansions. (The size baseline for an existing animal feeding operation would 
be the capacity of the operation on the date the ordinance takes effect.) 
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Permitted AFOs. 2 A permitted animal feeding operation, regardless of livestock type, 
should be required to have a new permit whenever the operation increases capacity to 
handle more than 300 animal units, whether by a single expansion or cumulatively by 
several expansions. 

The work group favored 4-b over 4-a because it more equitably applies a zoning permit 
requirement to new and existing (as defined) animal feeding operations but does not require 
existing operations, regardless of size, to obtain a zoning permit unless expanding to handle 
more than 300 animal units. This choice signals an interpretation of non-normal incidents of 
farming and ranching or the reasonable diversification or expansion of farming and ranching 
(1999 SB 2355). That is, the model ordinance should require zoning permits whenever a new 
animal feeding operation is constructed to handle more than 300 animal units and whenever 
an existing or a permitted operation expands capacity to handle additional livestock of 301 or 
more animal units, whether by one or more increments of expansion. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS PERTAINING TO A FOURTH DRAFT 

On January 4, 2000, concurrence or comments were solicited by the department from the 
work group, its subcommittee and other stakeholder contacts pertaining to "A Model Zoning 
Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations." The quoted document was the fourth draft 
prepared by the department on behalf of the work group from discussions during prior 
meetings of the work group or its subcommittee. This draft contained the latest round of 
revisions arising from a meeting of the work group held on November 30, 1999. 

Comments were received from the eight people. Some comments did not seek changes to the 
content of the model ordinance for animal feeding operations, while other comments did. For 
example, the following comments did not seek changes to the model ordinance, but rather 
were recommendations to: 

a. Clarify the purpose of the conditional (or special) use permits in section 3.A. 

b. Move the last paragraph of section 8 pertaining to odor setbacks forward as the first 
paragraph of that section. 

c. Add a statement in the "Closing Commentary" that the water resource provisions of 
section 7 do not address siting of animal feeding operations in flood plains. 

d. Change the tone of the document by including greater emphasis on developer 
awareness. 

2 The meeting's participants concluded that "each subsequent cumulative expansion 
exceeding 300 animal units requires a permit." Given the definition for "existing," a distinction 
was necessary between existing and permitted operations. 



e. 

f. 

Include noise, truck traffic and chemical application, in addition to odor and dust, as 
aspects of farming or ranching activities under "Developer Awareness." 

Add the web site for the Local Government Environmental Assistance Network, 
www.lgean.org. to the Reference Bibliography. 

In addition to item a above, another comment observed that the setback provisions of the 
model ordinance as written are independent of the criteria, such as hazards and effects on 
environmental resources, which create the need for conditional use permits. 

Those recommendations for changes in the model ordinance for animal feeding operations 
were: 

g. Include a category for swine less than 55 pounds within the table of section 2. 

h. Remove the requirement in section 3.C that "a registered land surveyor, civil engineer 
or other person ... " must prepare the site plan for those operations with fewer than 
1,000 animal units. 

i. Remove item 4 of section 4.C, which requires an application for a permit to include 
information about "surrounding land uses, zoning and ownership," because the local 
government should be responsible for this information. 

J. Change the threshold at which operators would be required to apply for and obtain a 
permit from 300 animal units to 1,000 animal units. 

Given the comment that setbacks in the model ordinance are independent of required 
conditional use permits, the ten sections of the model ordinance were rearranged into three 
sections with subsections as follows: 

1. General Provisions 
1. 1 Definitions 
1.2 Equivalent Animal Numbers 
1.3 Environmental Provisions 
1.4 Enforcement 
1.5 Severability 

2. Setback Requirements 
2.1 Water Resource Setbacks 
2.2 Odor Setbacks 

3. Conditional Uses 
3.1 Permit Procedures 
3.2 Ownership Change 
3.3 Operational Change 

It is likely that most people participating in meetings of the work group did not disassociate 
the required setbacks from the required permits even though drafts had not linked the two. A 
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clear disassociation of setbacks for animal feeding operations greater than 300 animal units 
would free up the threshold for conditional-use permits based upon a size threshold when size 
can infringe (for reasons other than odor) on the rights of nearby people. The disassociation 
has merit because the state odor standard (1999 SB 2365) applies to all animal feeding 
operations regardless of size or type of livestock. 

Items b, c and f have been addressed with changes as recommended. 

Item g has been addressed by using a value of 0.1 animal equivalent units for a nursery pig. 
(See section 1.2) South Dakota uses 0.1 animal equivalent units per nursery pig and 
Minnesota uses 0.05. 

Items h and i have been addressed by inserting language that these items would be required for 
operations larger than 1,000 animal units. (See section 3.1) 

Items d and e have been addressed within a rewritten "Introductory Commentary" chapter of 
the document. The prior narrative in this chapter was transferred into an appendix. 

Items a and j are interdependent: a has been addressed in the rewritten "Introductory 
Commentary," and the zoning permit applicability section of the model ordinance has been 
rewritten. (See section 3.1, the size threshold remains at 300 animal units). An adjustment for 
itemj was not developed from the record of the work group's November 30th meeting; for 
example, setting the threshold greater than 300 animal units. 

In addition, one comment indicated that the document was too long: Appendix II, titled 
"History of the Development of a Model Zoning Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations" 
has been removed for printing as a separate document. 

TIDRD MEETING OF THE WORK GROUP 

The third and final meeting of the work group was held on February 29, 2000. A notice for 
the meeting was distributed to everyone listed in the two tables above. The notice included a 
fifth draft for an AFO zoning handbook, which contained draft model land-use policies with 
objectives and a draft model zoning ordinance, as well as an updated draft of this report. 

The primary outcome of this meeting was adoption of revised size from 300 to 1,000 animal 
units for animal feeding operations that would be conditional ( or special) use of land. The 
consensus for the change acknowledged that as a model ordinance local governments can 
select the size with which to meet local concerns and specific circumstances. 
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APPENDIX 

Applicability of an Ordinance for Animal Feeding Operations 

Aspects of Applicability. 

Normal zoning procedures of local units of government often require permits prior to 
construction of buildings and structures. Conditional use (aka special use) permits are issued 
when proposed buildings or construction is inconsistent with the functional use of the zoned 
district. The permitting procedures have requirements that are necessary for public 
participation and for assessment of proposed new construction with established construction 
criteria. 

Two primary purposes for the application of zoning to animal feeding operations have emerged from the sub
committee's deliberations. 

One purpose is to foster compatible uses within agriculturally zoned land through 
separation distances (setbacks) where a new animal feeding operation must distance itself 
from certain other uses of the land, such as residences, school, churches, etc. The 
separation distances are intended to disengage the odor, as well as, fly, dust and noise 
aspects of animal feeding operations from the neighbors of these operations so as to protect 
the right to practice farming or ranching by fostering harmony (negating complaints). 

Another purpose is to protect operators of existing animal feeding operations from 
encroachment through reverse setbacks (as rights to practice farming and ranching) where 
new development could not locate within those distances. Thus, this second purpose; in 
turn, affords subsequent encroachment protection to newly constructed animal feeding 
operations. 

Both purposes follow the duty of local governments to promote public safety, health and welfare; the location 
of buildings and structures; the occupancy of lands; and the conservation and development of natural 
resources (NDCC chapters! 1-33 and 58-03). 

One question arises as to whether the conditional-use permit is the tool needed to implement 
setbacks and reverse setbacks, regardless of the size of the animal feeding operation. In a 
simplistic concept, are the permits needed so as to place animal feeding operations "on the 
map" in a zoned district and so as to establish the "buffer" which is meant to protect the rights 
of farming by controlling encroachment. The apparent answer is yes. 

Another question arises as to whether the conditional uses apply, by virtue of present zoning 
procedures, to atypical animal feeding operations. For example, in the context of "normal 
incidents of farming or ranching" (1999 SB 2355), non-normal or atypical incidents would be 
the larger animal feeding operations. The apparent answer is yes. 
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Two factors that were briefly discussed by the subcommittee and that relate to the 
interpretations of the phrase "normal incidents of farming or ranching" (1999 SB 2355) are 
described in more detail below. 

First. The number of animal feeding operations that have been issued permits by the 
Department of Health is about 440. The department presently requires any livestock feeding 
operation with more than 200 animals units to obtain a permit. Based upon a recent survey of 
the livestock industry, some operators of livestock feeding operations larger than 200 animal 
units may not be aware of rule permit requirements. 

Currently, there are: 
about 80 operations with 300 or more animal units; 
nearly 60 operations with more than 500 animal units; 
nearly 35 operations with more than 700 animal units; and 
nearly 30 operations with more than 1,000 animal units. 

A bar diagram of these groupings of permitted animal feeding operations follows. The total 
number of animal feeding operations, which would include those having fewer than 200 
animal units, is unknown. In 1997, there were 12,744 beef cow farms; 797 hog farms; 1,170 
dairy farms; and 1,101 sheep farms. 3 The total number of farms in North Dakota was 31,000 
in 1998. 

en 
0 
LL 
<C 
"C 
Q) 

= .E ... 
Q) 
a.. 
I 
0 
Cl 

500 
450 
400 
350 
300 
250 
200 
150 
100 
50 

0 
> 200 > 300 > 500 > 700 > 1,000 

Number of Animal Units 

Figure 2. The number of animal feeding operations 
permitted by the Department of Health for thresholds of 
numbers of animal units. 

Second. Another factor that ought to be considered, however, is the strength of odors emitted 
into the atmosphere from the combination of animal housing and manure storage structures of 

.......... ....... ... animal feeding operations. Odor strength conventionally is expressed as the number of odor 

3 Source: Farminfi in North Dakota, http:/www.ag.ndsu.edu/farming/farmingprimer.htm 
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units per second. It generally increases with the number of confined animals, but is also 
highly dependent upon the type of housing and the type of manure storage structures, 
including open surface area. The point scatter diagram which follows demonstrates 
relationships between the number of animal units and the emitted strength of odors from 
animal housing, which includes confounding factors such as the type of animal housing. The 
16 data points on the diagram include one beef steer operation, two Holstein dairy operations, 
three poultry operations and 10 swine operations.4 The emitted strength of odors does not 
include manure storage structures that are not within the animal housing. 
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Figure 3. Scatter plot of source odor strength as a function 
of the number of animal units. 

The Pearson correlation for the 16 data points is a -0.21, which indicates no functional 
dependance for odor source strength on the number of animal units for this data set. The poor 
correlation likely is influenced or confounded by the type of animal housing. An odor 
emission strength of two odor units per second is not synonymous with an ambient air 
concentration of two odor concentration units. 

Odor concentrations downwind of animal feeding operations depend upon wind speed and 
other atmospheric characteristics governing odor dispersal. For example, higher wind speeds 
dilute odors. The potential frequency of excursions of odors at specific places downwind can 
be estimated, and this frequency varies by direction, because wind occurs more frequently 
from some directions than from others. Assessment of odor concentrations at specific places 
downwind of animal feeding operations requires application of atmospheric transport and 

4 Source: Jacobson, Larry D., et al. July 18-22, 1999. Odor and Gas Emissions from 
Animal Manure Storage Units and Buildings. ASAE Paper No. 994004, ASAE, St. Joseph MI. 
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dispersion calculations or computer models.5 Field measurements of odors downwind of 
animal feeding operations can also be used (1999 SB 2365). 

The data set shown in the figure above does not display an apparent best-fit line signature 
from which an applicability size threshold would be apparent. Since intended separation 
distances between farming and ranching and other developments originated from concern 
regarding odor complaints and concern regarding the right to farm or ranch, the source odor 
strength data favor setting the size threshold at a lower number of animal units. (The 
separation distances at which odors might cause a conflict with neighboring land uses selected 
by the first meeting of the sub-committee were not changed during the second or third 
meetings of the sub-committee.) 

A minority view during the third meeting was that existing or new animal feeding operations 
with fewer than 1,000 animal units already are protected by virtue of being located in an area 
zoned for agriculture. This view asserted that the burden of knowing the locations of animal 
feeding operations should be on developers of alternate uses of land through the process of 
obtaining a variance to agricultural zoning, since the existing ranch or farm would be first in 
time. This view also indicated concern about subjecting operators to the application 
information and procedures, including public participation in hearings, as presented in the 
draft ordinance. The view assumes that the majority of local units of government have 
adopted comprehensive land-use plans that delineate agricultural-use districts. Another 
consequence of this view is that local governments might be expected somehow to have the 
information at hand so that setbacks and reverse setbacks could be applied. 

A majority view during the last meeting was that setbacks can apply to new animal feeding 
operations with more than 300 animal units and can conform to SB 2355; thus, the threshold 
should be at 300 animal units so as to provide the intended benefit of setbacks and reverse 
setbacks. Furthermore, some of these subcommittee members also expressed the view that the 
protection of rights to farm and ranch via reverse setbacks cannot be given to existing animal 
feeding operations without application of common practices for issuing conditional-use 
permits, because zoning officials otherwise have no way of knowing where the existing 
operations are located. 

It was noted that state rule thresholds currently apply at 200 and 1,000 animal units, but that the Department 
of Health hopes to change its 200 threshold to 300 animal units so as to be the same as EPA regulations. The 
size threshold of animal feeding operations that release odors of sufficient strength such that conflict might 
arise between those larger operations and neighboring land uses (at setback distances greater than one-half 
mile) is elusive, because the types of animal housing, as well as the types of manure storage, determine in 
odor strength. Thus, a threshold, whether at 300 or 1,000 animal units, follows the thresholds for permits 
required by federal or state rule as a substitute for a threshold derived from odor information. 

5 Source: Jacobson, Larry D., et al. Odor Rating System Demonstration Project. March -
August 1997, Final Report. Department of Biosystems and Agricultural Engineering, University 
of Minnesota. St. Paul MN. 
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During the subcommittee's third meeting, the Department of Health proposed an option that 
would change the threshold from 300 to 1,000 animal units and that an operator of an existing 
animal feeding operation with fewer than 1,000 animal units be given zoning protection if the 
operator "registers" (meaning written notice including certain information) that operation with 
the local unit of government. This proposal was unanimously rejected. 

Summary of the Applicability Issue. 

The purpose of the separation distances of the model ordinance is to disengage the odor, as 
well as fly, dust and noise aspects, of animal feeding operations from the neighbors of these 
operations so as to protect the right to practice farming or ranching by fostering harmony 
(negating complaints). Separation distances would be imposed as setbacks on new animal 
feeding operations and as reverse setbacks on encroaching development. Local units of 
government cannot achieve this purpose without knowing where new animal feeding 
operations are proposed to be located or where existing operations are located. 

The designated land-use districts (zones or zoning) of land-use plans and the conditional-use 
permits, granted in accordance with adopted plans and designated districts for the 
jurisdictional areas of local governments, provide the mechanisms for recognition and 
promotion of separation distances. 

The notable features for each of the two applicability size thresholds for the permitting 
function of zoning, namely 300 and 1,000 animal units, are listed below. 

Threshold of 300 animal units relative to a threshold of 1,000 animal units 

G) A threshold of 300 animal units is consistent with the threshold at which the federal 
rules for animal feeding operations apply. The department plans to amend the state 
feedlot rules upward from 200 animal units to 300 animal units so that the state rule 
threshold becomes the same as federal regulation. 

~ If the operator of an existing animal feeding operation implements a "major" 
expansion so as to exceed 300 animal units, this operator would have to apply for a 
conditional-use permit and would then be protected from subsequent encroachment via 
the reverse setbacks. 

@ New animal feeding operations with more than 300 animal units would need a 
conditional use permit and would be subject to the odor and source-water setbacks. 
These animal feeding operations then would be protected from encroachment through 
reverse setbacks. 
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® The lower threshold increases the likelihood that reverse setbacks to control 
encroachment will diminish neighbor complaints about odor, as well as flies, dust and 
noise. 

@ The lower threshold increases by about 50 the number of existing animal feeding 
operations that could become regulated by the model zoning ordinance, IF each 
operator of these operations decides to implement a "major" expansion. 

Threshold of 1,000 animal units relative to a threshold of 300 animal units 

0 A threshold of 1,000 animal units is consistent with the threshold at which the federal 
EPA NPDES regulations apply. 

If the operator of an existing animal feeding operation implements a "major" 
expansion so as to exceed 1,000 animal units, this operator would have to apply for a 
conditional use permit and would then be protected from subsequent encroachment via 
the reverse setbacks. 

New animal feeding operations with more than 1,000 animal units would need a 
zoning conditional use permit and would be subject to the odor and source water 
setbacks. These animal feeding operations then would be protected from 
encroachment through reverse setbacks. 

0 The higher threshold decreases the likelihood that reverse setbacks to control 
encroachment will diminish neighbor complaints about odor, as well as flies, dust and 
noise. 

0 The higher threshold decreases by about 50 the number of existing animal feeding 
operations which could become regulated by the model zoning ordinance, IF each 
operator of these operations decides to implement a "major" expansion. 

The following matrix summarizes the concepts for application of zoning as presented by the 
work group's subcommittee. 

CONDITIONAL USE (aka SPECIAL USE) PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

Size of Animal Feeding Operation (animal units, a.u.) 

AFO < 301 a.u. more than 300 a.u. 

Existing no yes, but only if operator plans a "major" expansion 
as administered by the local unit of government 

New no yes 
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Animal feeding operations that exist at the time a local unit of government adopts the 
provisions of the model ordinance, regardless of size, do not have to apply for zoning 
conditional-use permits. Thus, the existing animal feeding operations are not protected from 
encroachment until the operator receives a conditional-use permit, which would be required 
only when the operator implements a "major" expansion. Local units of government would 
decide whether an expansion was "major" based upon factors, - including but not limited to, 
location conditions, environmental conditions, or public safety, health or welfare - that could 
reasonably be affected. 
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 HB 1423 Testimony 
Prepared by:  Randy Coon (email:  rcoon0267@msn.com; cell/text:  701-238-5479) 

 

Good morning Chairman Luick and members of the Senate Ag Committee.  My name is Randy 

Coon and I farm in Hill and Howes Townships in Cass County, North Dakota.  I previously 

testified against SB2345 in the 2019 Legislative Session.  I was opposed to this bill because (1) it 

removed the piglets from the animal unit (AU) count, and (2) it removed local control regarding 

setback variances.  The “compelling evidence” attached to setback variance was never defined 

and was used to reject the evidence provided by the townships.  During the House Ag 

Committee hearing, one of the Representatives stated that everyone got together and  came up 

with a set of rules, but they were no longer working.  I disagree with that statement.  Seven 

farmsteads circled the proposed site in Howes Township, and without the variance all of them 

would have been subjected to the problems associated with a hog concentrated animal feeding 

operation (CAFO).  In this case, I believe the local control accomplished what the law intended it 

to do.   

 

My farmstead was one of the seven located on the periphery of the proposed hog CAFO.  I fully 

recognize the difficulty in finding fair and adequate setbacks for CAFOs.  It pits commodity 

groups and corporations against rural North Dakota residents.  These rural residents have 

established a quality of life and a lifestyle that they do not want to give up.  The problems 

associated with hog CAFOs are well documented and have resulted in citizens standing up for 

themselves.  I was one of the people who was against the CAFO locating in Howes township.  I 

own and rent land that I farm in that township and felt I needed to protect my investment and I 

consider myself a caretaker for my landlords property. 

        

The problem with setting up setbacks with associated animal units is that no two sites are 

exactly the same.  For example, the Howes Township proposed site sits right on the shoreline of 

the historic Lake Agassiz.  This is a very environmentally sensitive area.  The soils there contain 

soil eskers (natural occurring drain fields) which would take any contaminates from the CAFO to 

waterways.  Also, this area has a large amount of Hamerly-Tonka soils, which the National  

Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) rates as the worst possible location for liquid manure 

application.   Another example is the Devils Lake area.  This is probably the premier recreation 

area in North Dakota.  I did an economic contribution study in 2018 for the Devils Lake area and 

those recreation activities generated almost half a billion dollars of economic activity for the 

state of North Dakota.  In 1918, Iowa state senator David Johnson stated that “……. pristine 

areas could be threatened by livestock runoff and just the odor.”  Senator Johnson added, “It’s a 
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huge economic issue.  They ought to declare tourism counties with different rules.” That 

amount of business activity for the state should not be sacrificed for a hog CAFO.  Clearly, a one 

size fits all setback rule will not serve the people of North Dakota well. 

 

I am opposed to this bill unless changes can be incorporated to make it more equitable to rural 

North Dakota residents.  With the amendments added to HB1423, it has the potential to 

provide a mutually agreeable set of setback rules.  The  “compelling  evidence” should be set 

aside until the select committee makes recommendations for the 2025 Session. The proper 

counting of the piglets must be reinstated.   Under counting the AUs serves no good purpose.  

The result of the select committee will be totally dependent upon the makeup of the 

committee.  It appears to me it is a stacked deck in favor of the pro-CAFO interests.  Hopefully, 

some citizens who have valuable information regarding the hazards of CAFOs can be added to 

the committee. The committee should include citizens who are not part of commodity groups or 

in political positions, to help obtain fair and balanced input.  I would also like to ask you to 

please read a couple of short articles using the attached links.  The first is a letter to the editor 

by Dr. Bill Henke from Detroit Lakes, Mn regarding the health hazards attributed to hog CAFOs, 

and the other is an article based on a report by David Swenson, a regional economist at Iowa 

State University, documenting the effect hog CAFOs have on rural communities. 

 

Thank you for reading my testimony and letting me express my views. 

 

 

 

 

https://www.dl-online.com/opinion/letters/letter-antibiotic-resistance-is-a-huge-threat-and-

concentrated-feedlots-make-it-worse?fbclid=IwAR1PrjVy3o4eH-hpJoh0JTn0ncH6-

hqwgEX8zYWzrNlTs-fb9q3upWztDsY 

 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/may/05/us-industrial-hog-farming-rural-

towns 

 

 

 

https://www.dl-online.com/opinion/letters/letter-antibiotic-resistance-is-a-huge-threat-and-concentrated-feedlots-make-it-worse?fbclid=IwAR1PrjVy3o4eH-hpJoh0JTn0ncH6-hqwgEX8zYWzrNlTs-fb9q3upWztDsY
https://www.dl-online.com/opinion/letters/letter-antibiotic-resistance-is-a-huge-threat-and-concentrated-feedlots-make-it-worse?fbclid=IwAR1PrjVy3o4eH-hpJoh0JTn0ncH6-hqwgEX8zYWzrNlTs-fb9q3upWztDsY
https://www.dl-online.com/opinion/letters/letter-antibiotic-resistance-is-a-huge-threat-and-concentrated-feedlots-make-it-worse?fbclid=IwAR1PrjVy3o4eH-hpJoh0JTn0ncH6-hqwgEX8zYWzrNlTs-fb9q3upWztDsY
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/may/05/us-industrial-hog-farming-rural-towns
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2022/may/05/us-industrial-hog-farming-rural-towns
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Chairman Luick and members of the committee, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify on House Bill No. 1423. My name is Matt Perdue, and I am 
testifying on behalf of North Dakota Farmers Union’s (NDFU) members. 
 
NDFU supports HB 1423. We thank each of the groups and the Department of Agriculture for the series of 
meetings on this bill before it passed the House. HB 1423 reflects several proposals that were discussed and 
agreed to by that group.  
 
NDFU is especially supportive of three specific provisions of this bill: 

1. Section 1, Subsection 9(d) and Section 3, Subsection 9(d) allow operations to make improvements 
and modifications without requiring a permit, as long as that operation does not exceed its current 
animal number threshold. This change provides commonsense regulatory relief for existing 
operations who wish to make improvements. 

2. Section 1, Subsection 10 and Section 3, Subsection 10 require the court to award the prevailing 
party legal fees in a suit challenging the validity of county ordinances. We believe this reciprocal 
standard provides a disincentive for unnecessary policies and litigation.  

3. Section 4 establishes a Model Zoning Review Task Force. This task force will review and update the 
current model zoning ordinance, which was completed in 2000. An update to the model zoning 
ordinance after 23 years is warranted. The task force will also review other zoning and land use 
policies pertaining to animal agriculture. NDFU appreciates the opportunity to be represented on 
the task force. 

 
As we shared during the group discussions, NDFU is less comfortable with striking the language in Section 1, 
Subsection 8(c) and Section 3, Subsection 8(c). Striking that language removes counties’ or townships’ 
authority to exceed the setbacks established in Century Code. We have two general concerns with the 
provision: 

1. Philosophically, we are concerned about the loss of local control. We believe most political 
subdivisions enact ordinances in good faith. We are optimistic that livestock friendly regulations 
could be promoted while preserving local control. 

2. On a practical level, we are concerned that the change may cause confusion within the context of 
the model zoning ordinance update. If the model zoning ordinance is updated with the intent of 
adopting it into statute next session, the standard counties and townships are required to adopt 
will also change. For some counties and townships, that will require two updates to their 
ordinances in a matter of one or two years.  

 
 

Contact: 
Matt Perdue, Lobbyist  
mperdue@ndfu.org I  701.641.3303 
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Acknowledging the concern highlighted above, we believe the current bill contains many beneficial provisions. 
We appreciate the ongoing work among all groups to promote animal agriculture and value-added development. 
We look forward to continued collaboration to grow North Dakota’s agricultural economy. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to testify. I will stand for any questions. 

~ ~~ 
Fa0rin°eKrs Union 



 
 

1423 
Neutral 

 
Dear Senate Agriculture & Veterans Affairs Committee Members, 
 
We agree with proponents of the bill that Subsection 8 (c) creates a legal gray area and that it would be 
preferable to develop clearer legislation. We also agree with some opponents of the bill that it may be 
advisable for Engrossed 1423 to include language that would automatically reinstate Subsection 8 (c) at 
the end of the 2025 legislative session in the event that the model zoning taskforce reaches a stalemate 
and a comprehensive re-write of the enabling legislation does not materialize.  
 
We believe it is fully possible, and we are hopeful, that a better balance can be struck between stronger 
support for animal agriculture in the state as well as granting more control for the siting of AFOs and 
CAFOs to local levels of government. We are hopeful that this section of century code can be re-written 
in a more comprehensive and nuanced way and that this end can be achieved via the work of the model 
zoning task force. We are pleased to have been included within the membership of that task force. 
 
We respectfully request that the clause “except as provided for in this section” be tacked onto the end 
of subsections 4 and 5 as this does not fundamentally alter the legislation. That proposed amendment 
simply makes it clearer for the Attorney General and the courts to interpret this legislation the way it 
was intended.  
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Support of HB 1423 

Senate Agriculture and Veterans Affairs Committee 

March 23, 2023 

Good morning, Chairman Luick and Committee members. 

I am Larry Syverson from Mayville, I grow soybeans on my farm in Traill County , I am 

the Chairman of the Board of Supervisors for Roseville Township in Traill County, and I am also 

the Executive Secretary of the North Dakota Township Officers Association. NDTOA represents 

nearly 6,000 Township Officers that serve in more than 1,100 dues paying member townships. 

NDTOA supports animal agriculture. There is another bill, HB 1437 which we fully 

support, it establishes regional livestock planning grants. That program would identify areas in 

the state where feeding operations would be welcome. It would also aid the local subdivisions 

that chose to participate in updating their animal feeding ordinances.  

Section 4 of HB 1423 would get the model zoning ordinance brought up to date, it was 

last revised in 2000 and is no longer in compliance with statute. This update is necessary so the 

local subdivisions can know just what the rules are. The local boards now are like those that 

enacted the earlier ordinances, they are mostly farmers. They don’t like doing things like going 

through the process of updating the ordinance with all the meeting requirements, and such, then 

facing  the prospect of soon doing it all over again because someone changed the rules. 

We support Section 4 of HB 1423 which along with HB 1437 would help animal 

agriculture develop without causing so much public concern. 

The other sections of HB 1423  give us concerns about further loss of local control. 

Chairman Luick and Committee members, the membership of the North Dakota 

Township Officers Association appreciate your efforts as you consider HB 1423. 

Thank you. I will try to answer any questions you may have. 
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HB 1423. Lee Fraase 

Chairman Luick,and members of the Senate Ag Committee 

I am Lee Fraase from Buffalo, ND. I Farm in Howe's Township 
and Buffalo Township. I am retired from our family farm raising 
farrow to finish hogs and also we ran a cow-calf operation. I'm not 
against animal agriculture if it's done right. 
Everyone talks about all the feed we have in ND, but no one talks 
about the availability of marketing for the livestock. 

I'm in favor of HB 1423 with amendments added: 
I think it's a positive step by creating a task force that will update the 
model zoning in the state which hasn't been done since 2000. 

The other positive was removing the Compelling Objective 
Evidence. 

I propose to amend 1423 by adding a sunset clause that 
reinstates counties and townships right to the 50% setback variance 
until 2025 when the task force will have its new model zoning in 
place. 

Also I propose to amend to request the task force meetings over 
the next two years are not held behind closed doors, rather they are 
open to the public. Open to the public to attend and observe. As we 
know doing things secretly can cause many hardships, so let's get it 
out in the open. 

My final concern is in Section 1, page 5, lines 7-9. In other words, 
winners get paid by losers. That can be dangerous. Vvhy did this 
get added? This issue requires additional discussion. 



. · What I do object to in this version is located twice, I understand 

one for counties and the other for townships. It's the same wording 

found in Section 1, page 3, lines 24-26. And also Section 3, page 8, 

lines 24-26. 
This takes away the 50% setback variance of our counties and 

townships. By not having the option to implement the setback 

variance takes away our local control. There are places where that 

needs to be used and who knows the local area better than the 
people who live there. 

The continuing trend in Bismarck has been to take away county 
and township authority and let the decisions be made in Bismarck 

without the concerns of the local people. The obvious trend began 

in 2019, when SB 2345 was passed that added compelling objective 

evidence to justify the variance. It's good now that the compelling 

objective evidence is being removed but they are also taking away 
the setback variance. In many testimonies, we continue to hear 

about the 4 townships that were out of compliance. Well on January 

11, 2023, the District Judge ruled in favor of Pelican Township, near 

Devils Lake, in Ramsey County. Their evidence ruled that they were 
not out of compliance. NDFB lost that court case so it's not accurate 

when the ND Ag Dept. and NDFB continues to say 4 townships are 

out of compliance. Also a producer that requested a review of 

Buffalo Township, which the Ag. Dept. responded by saying the 

compelling objective evidence was not specific enough. The 
producer did not farm land in Buffalo Township when the request 

was made. So one township has the ruling in court that the 
compelling objective evidence was specific and in the other 

township, the Ag Dept. didn't follow SB 2345 guidelines because no 
producer in the township was affected. 



So far that's 2 out of 4. And I'll stop there. 

In closing, as I stated earlier, progress has been made, I strongly 

encourage you to amend and add the sunset variance clause, the 

task force meetings to include the public, and the reopening 

discussion on attorneys fee responsibility. This will help maintain 

local control for the people of the state. 

Thank You 

Lee Fraase 

And I stand for any questions. 
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