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Meeting Minutes 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Environmental Protection Commission was called to order by Chairperson Chad Ingels at 
10:00 a.m. on September 18, 2017 at the State of Iowa Capitol in Des Moines.  
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT  
Mary Boote  
Nancy Couser  
Rebecca Guinn  
Howard Hill 
Barbara Hovland  
Chad Ingels, Chair  
Ralph Lents, Vice Chair via teleconference  
Joe Riding, Secretary  
Bob Sinclair 
 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
None 
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
Motion was made by Mary Boote to approve the agenda as presented. Seconded by Bob Sinclair. Motion 
passes.  
 

APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
 
Chairperson Ingels expressed his appreciation for the Commissioners, DNR staff, petitioners, and audience 
members for adjusting their schedules to accommodate the meeting date and location change to meet the 
deadline of the petition.  He also summarized the order and timelines for the agenda topics.   
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Motion was made by Barbara Hovland to approve the July and August EPC minutes as presented. Seconded 
by Nancy Couser. Motion passes.  
 

APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
 
David Steward summarized for the Commission all statements and documents presented will receive fair 
consideration before a decision is made and will be included in the public record.  He did not see a reason for 
the Commission to go into Closed Session and that all discussion and decisions should be made during the Open 
Session.  He encouraged the Chairperson to keep track of the time and adhere to the schedule for all speakers.  
A decision to adopt, modify, or deny the recommendations of the DNR will need to be made by the Commission.  
Tableing the decision is not an option.   
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ICCI PETITION FOR RULEMAKING PRESENTATION 
 
Jim Larew, attorney for petitioners, introduced the request for rulemaking to amend Chapter 65 regarding the 
enrollment for the Master Matrix and revise the Master Matrix criteria used to place CAFOs.  The petition is filed 
during a time in Iowa’s history when citizens have an increasing concern for the precious common right for clean 
air and water.  The EPC has a unique role and is empowered under Iowa law to make meaningful actions to 
address Iowa’s air, land, and water quality.  The EPC sets the agenda for the DNR staff and administration and 
not the other way around.  Master Matrix administrative rules were established to interpret Iowa Code more 
than 15 years ago.  Modifying the Master Matrix rule is a step in a direction to ensure the original intent set out 
with the legislators who created the Master Matrix.  Modifying the Master Matrix is a step to eclipse the 
worsening Iowa air and water quality caused at least in part by CAFO operations.   
 
Commissioners will hear from three speakers.  Erica Blair, Community Organizer for Iowa Citizens for Community 
Improvement (ICCI), will explain why the petition was filed.  Tarah Heinzen, attorney for Food & Water Watch, 
will respond to the DNR response and explain why it is inadequate.  Senator David Johnson, one of the twelve 
legislators who created the Master Matrix legislation, will explain why they created the Master Matrix and what 
action is needed to amend it.   
 
Mr. Larew respectfully requested for one minute after the DNR presentation to respond.  Chairperson Chad 
Ingels acknowledged the request and would determine granting or denying the request at the end of the 
presentations.    
 
Erica Blair of ICCI shared that the Master Matrix is a tool that applies to large CAFOs of 1,000 animal units or 
more. It was created to provide a review of environmental and community risks and give counties a greater 
voice in the permitting process. DNR says on its website applicants pass by “choosing sites and using practices 
that reduce adverse impacts on the environment and the community.” 
 
But what we’ve seen over the past 15 years is that this isn’t really how it works. Applicants only need to earn a 
score of 50% to pass, which is such a low bar that applicants are not actually taking meaningful steps to reduce 
negative impacts. 
 
This is clearly demonstrated in DNR’s analysis of the Master Matrix from 2007. It shows that some items are 
taken practically all the time, while others are almost never taken. Some of the most highly used items in the 
Master Matrix are for separation distances – distances that can be achieved by sometimes 98 or 99% of 
applicants. If almost 100% of applicants can earn these points, then they are not going “above and beyond.”  
 
Master Matrix item 24 facility size and item 14 installation of filters are never used by applicants. So clearly, the 
point structure is skewed in such a way that applicants don’t need to incorporate measures that would actually 
protect the community and the environment. 
 
Since the Master Matrix was created, only 2.2 percent of applications have been denied. Today, we have more 
than 10,000 medium and large factory farms combined in Iowa. This doesn’t include the 5,000 confinements of 
unknown size that DNR recently discovered. As the number of CAFOs grows, so do their negative impacts. DNR 
has identified over 800 water quality impairments in Iowa, the majority of which are caused by pollution 
associated with manure. 
 
So, it’s abundantly clear this process isn’t working. It’s also clear that counties want more local control, and the 
Master Matrix is the only tool they have to weigh in. Every year, usually about 88 of 99 counties re-adopt the 
Master Matrix. But even then, there is extremely little they can do. That’s why, within the past year, we’ve seen 
17 counties call for strengthening this process. 
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ICCI and Food & Water Watch proposed common sense changes to the Master Matrix. The petition asks for: 
• A one-time enrollment for counties 
• A higher minimum passing score 
• Revisions to the point structure to actually incentivize practices that prevent or mitigate pollution; 
• New criteria to consider more environmental factors – right now, the Master Matrix doesn’t take into 

account things like karst topography 
• Elimination of criteria that don’t provide meaningful benefits; and 
• Increased separation distances, because clearly, they are not large enough. 
 
The EPC has the authority to make these changes right now outside of legislative action. 
 
Five counties have sent Letters of Support for this petition. Ten organizations have also sent Letters of Support. 
And over 1,500 Iowans have submitted comments in support. She asked the Commission to vote to begin the 
process of strengthening the Master Matrix today.  
 
Tarah Heinzen, attorney with Petitioner Food & Water Watch, discussed why DNR’s petition response is 
inadequate and unsupported.  The DNR has three primary bases for its recommendation to deny the petition: 
that it is not feasible for facilities to earn a passing score, that our proposal is incomplete, and that certain 
proposed criteria are improper. 
 
First, while it is a significant change from the current scheme, the petition sets out a feasible point structure. 
Rather than passing with just 50% of easily obtained points, we proposed a requirement of 86% based on 
meaningful actions. Iowa’s communities deserve at least these increased protections. The fundamental purpose 
of the matrix is to provide community and environmental protections that exceed baseline requirements; it 
should not be acceptable for a status quo operation to obtain a passing score. DNR’s analysis is fundamentally 
flawed in that it sets out the current matrix – which is so feasible that it is meaningless – as a basis for 
comparison. This takes the feasibility requirement to an absurd extreme, such that it fails to provide any benefit 
to counties or communities. The status quo is the problem, and therefore not an appropriate or logical starting 
point for DNR’s review. In short, its claim that requiring applicants to earn a grade of “B” rather than an “F” is 
“facially infeasible” is baseless.  
 
Second, DNR claims that evaluating just three out of 46 criteria to determine appropriate separation distances 
would take “considerable agency resources.” But this review of a subset of past applications would simply build 
on an assessment its intern was capable of doing in 2008, and should require only a fraction of the time and 
resources that any holistic review of potential matrix changes would require. Petitioners could not propose 
feasible numbers without more information, because DNR’s past study showed that these separation distances 
were so easily attainable that virtually all facilities got the maximum points – there was no way to know by how 
much they exceeded the maximum separation distance. If the petitioners had proposed increased distances 
based on speculation, DNR surely would be rejecting them as infeasible or arbitrary. DNR’s claim that asking it to 
complete minor details based on information petitioners do not have renders the petition incomplete is 
disingenuous. DNR has a duty to establish meaningful regulations and is instead saying that it is too much work 
to even track the efficacy of the current system. The agency’s resistance to conducting this important and 
straightforward analysis casts significant doubt on whether it has any serious intention of revisiting other matrix 
criteria and requirements at a future date, or would support the Commission in doing so. 
 
Third, DNR asserts that two of the proposed 46 criteria are “improper,” related to discharge permitting and past 
notices of violation. Nothing bars DNR from considering past NOVs in the context of the matrix, which would 
only award points to certain operations and would not penalize others or change the meaning of an NOV in 
DNR’s enforcement actions. Similarly, nothing bars DNR from considering NPDES permit status in this context 
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either. The proposal does not require facilities to seek permits or the DNR to issue them. It only awards points. 
The entire matrix is premised on awarding points for practices and decisions that are not required.  
 
It is disheartening that DNR spent its 60 days cherry-picking a handful of criteria to use as a basis for outright 
denial, rather than committing to a much-needed rulemaking process and taking the offered extension of time 
to come up with a modified proposal. DNR’s recommendation ignores the dramatic changes in circumstances 
that have rendered its 2003 regulations obsolete and ineffective, and its vague recommendation that the EPC 
consider other changes to the matrix at some unspecified point in the future is simply insufficient. But if it does 
initiate a stakeholder process, those stakeholders should include ICCI, other environmental organizations, and 
counties that have advocated for a stronger matrix. The technical advisory committee that resulted in the 
current system was lopsided and its resulting scheme has failed Iowa communities. 
 
She urged the Commission to vote no on DNR’s recommendation and initiate a rulemaking to strengthen the 
Master Matrix without further delay.  
 
Senator Johnson shared with the Commission in 1995 vast changes in how we produce pork were sweeping 
across the nation, especially in Iowa, the No. 1 state for pork production. That year, a small group of Iowa House 
Republicans began work on HF 519, which passed after a stormy debate and was signed by the governor. The 
law established a new framework of rules and regulations for producing pork in Iowa. Production changes 
continued at a rapid pace. Just seven years later, in 2002, I found myself as one of 12 lawmakers appointed to a 
special bipartisan panel charged with updating that framework. And so the Master Matrix was born. 
 
Now, more than 15 years later, many in this room find it clearly evident the Master Matrix is not working and 
has outlived its usefulness. The Iowa Legislature is also failing in its role of oversight in all things agriculture. The 
matrix has become a rubber stamp. Only 2 percent of CAFO applications have been denied since the matrix 
became the measuring stick. Pork producers have little, if any, incentive to do more than reach a passing score.  
After all, 440 out of a possible 880 points or 50 percent is an applicant's Get Out of Jail card. 
 
What's more, and it's no secret, some livestock producers are circumventing legislative intent, be it claiming 
their animal feeding operations are under 500 animal units and can be built with no separation-distance 
requirements right next to your house, or right next to any of our county or state parks, or dividing up land 
ownership among family members or investors so that aggregate animal capacity can exceed single ownership 
limits, or lacking transparency of corporate ownership. 
 
Chairperson Ingels announced the conclusion of the 15 minutes for the petitioners’ presentation.  
 

Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to provide three extra minutes for the conclusion of Senator Johnson’s 
remarks.  Seconded by Barbara Hovland. Motion passes.  

 
TIME EXTENSION GRANTED 

 
From Woodbury to Washington, from Fremont to Allamakee counties, the Master Matrix is not offering 
meaningful protections, for neighbors, for communities, for our limited natural resources, for our air and water, 
and yes, for our livestock producers. Some 17 county boards of supervisors are, through resolutions or letters, 
formally seeking legislative relief. Some examples of why they have signed on are listed below.  
A proposed pig nursery has recently been sited near a long-established winery, bed-and-breakfast and dinner 
club where many outdoor events and activities are held. The out-of-state pork producers had previously said 
they had no intention of building there. A confinement purported to have an animal capacity of under 500 units 
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is located 174 feet, half a football field, from another farmer's bedroom window. And it's legal, under current 
law. Add just a few pig spaces and the minimum distance from the residence would be 1,250 feet, about a 
quarter-mile. 
 
Town elected officials and concerned residents worry that a group of CAFOs near the community's water 
sources, which are nearly free of nitrates, could have a negative impact. Not only on their shallow wells, 
but when the wind is in the right direction. And then there's the CAFO being built in an area of karst topography. 
Karst, known for its sinkholes in the limestone carbonate that is easily carved out by virtual rivers of  
groundwater. A CAFO that is between two sinkholes large enough to swallow a tractor. While these might be 
individual examples, the trend is clear. And that trend points to the need for the Commission to reject the DNR’s 
recommendation and accept the petition before you to strengthen the Master Matrix. Under Chapter 459.305 
"(t)he master matrix shall be designed to produce quantifiable results based on scoring of objective criteria 
according to an established value scale." Let's review that. 
 
The quantifiable results are to get 440 points, a score of 50 percent. Those are based on POSITIVE point 
categories. Under the law, points are not taken off for not informing neighbors of your plans for an animal 
feeding operation. Separation distance of 1,000 feet from a sinkhole is not objective or arbitrary. 
 
We can strengthen the Master Matrix beginning with these four steps: REQUIRE applicants to appear before 
supervisors to answer any questions from them or county residents. REQUIRE the DNR to educate county 
supervisors who adopt the matrix on how to best use it as a LOCAL tool, one that under law they can 
stretch to address LOCAL site-specific issues, such as topography, water sources and public areas. REQUIRE 
applicants, not just offer some matrix points, to notify neighbors within one mile of a proposed SAFO or CAFO. 
AND REQUIRE a passing score in each of the three Master Matrix categories for Air, Water and Community 
impact. This is the recommendation of one of my constituents, former state Senator and Senate President Jack 
Kibbie, who was also a member of the original Master Matrix bipartisan panel in 2002. 
 
Air, water, and community hold us all together and are most important.  
 
Public Comments in favor of the petition  
 
Anne Robinson – Iowa Environmental Council  

The Iowa Environmental Council supports the petition to reform Iowa’s Master Matrix. Changes in the 
Matrix are overdue, as it has failed to fulfill its purpose of giving counties a voice to assure that the 
permitting process for concentrated animal feeding operations provides reasonable protections for all 
Iowans and the resources that we pass on to future citizens. 

The majority of Iowa’s impaired waterbodies are degraded by E. coli bacteria and nutrient pollutants often 
associated with manure. Water utilities are struggling to provide safe drinking water. These problems are 
growing worse in many areas where animal feeding operations are locating and/or rapidly expanding with 
inadequate consideration of impacts to important resources.   
 
The Matrix functions primarily as a smokescreen to offer a semblance of protection for neighbor’s health 
and water resources, including local wells, recreational lakes or trout streams that represent significant 
public and private investments. For example, the matrix appears to consider karst areas where fractured 
bedrock, shallow soils and sinkholes make drinking water aquifers uniquely vulnerable. However, the 
loopholes and the way points are calculated, mean that the process gives little protection or recourse. These 
are among the reasons why more than 15 counties have been courageous enough to pass resolutions 
requesting improvements in the matrix. An update is needed that would include giving negative points in 
certain circumstances where potential for pollution is greatest -- and addressing important additional factors 
such as topography and high-value resources.    
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We strongly urge the DNR and the Environmental Protection Commission to use your authority to develop 
an updated, strengthened Master Matrix through a process that will adequately protect the interests of all 
Iowans. 

Thank you for your consideration.  

 
Mark Kuhn – Floyd County Supervisor  

Mark Kuhn is a farmer and Floyd County Supervisor.  In 2002, twelve legislators behind closed doors created 
the Master Matrix.  Fifteen years have passed since then and it is time to readdress the Master Matrix.  He 
described the questions in the Master Matrix and DNR’s 2007 analysis indicating the questions that are 
rarely answered and the questions easily answered such as separation distances.  Questions related to 
protection of wells, filters to reduce odor, or worker safety are almost never answered by applicants.  
Legislators and 10 members from the universities, Pork Producers, Farm Bureau, Iowa Environmental 
Council, Farmers Union and a federal mediator hammered out the original Master Matrix.  However the 
matrix is now out of date and EPC needs to do update it.  He asked the EPC to listen to the voice of the 
people.  He is disappointed the DNR AFO Coordinator position was eliminated.  Gene Tinker worked with the 
counties related to CAFOs.   

 
Deb Lassise read a letter from Representative Sharon Steckman  

Even though I cannot be here in person to testify, this issue is very important to me, to my constituents, 
and to Iowans I have heard from all across this state. The DNR is recommending a no vote on the 
grounds that it has been in Rules so long (15 years) it basically has been approved by the Legislature. In 
fact the legislature has NEVER had a vote on the Master Matrix and Code is not made by assumptions. 
The legislation in 2002 set up a stakeholders group that devised the Master Matrix and DNR adopted it 
in Administration and Rules. I repeat, it was never voted on by the legislature. 17 Iowa Counties have 
voiced their concern about the Matrix. Either asking for a complete moratorium, local control, or 
changes to the current Matrix. Those counties cover every area of Iowa: Northeast, Northwest, South, 
East, and Central. As you will see in a map provided to you in an email, many of those counties are 
already saturated with CAFOs, so they know what they are talking about. These resolutions and letters 
were sent beginning in November of 2016 and have continued into September of 2017. Permits are 
being issued contrary to the wishes of the community, the county, the neighbors, and the environment. 
Only 2.2% of all applications have ever been denied. Applicants need only score 50% to pass, which in 
some cases means only planting a few more trees. I'm an educator and I know if my students scored 
50% on a major test I would hardly consider that acceptable, would you? Ask yourself, why there is such 
pushback to even look at the Matrix? No compromise, no discussion? Why? This system has never been 
revised, much less reviewed! Please do the right thing and vote yes! 

 
Jack Troeger – ICCI  

Jack Troeger shared with the Commission that Iowa is the most changed state in the nation.  There are only 
collectively 56 square miles of natural land remaining and it is in fragments across the state.  Iowa is acres of 
corn.  EPC repeatedly votes for the powers that be.  He asked why build pig prisons?  He believes earth first 
in thoughts, deeds, and decisions.  Millions are suffering from the earth warming because of big ag and big 
corn.  It is the bottom of the 9th inning and Earth bats last.  He believes the EPC has the power.  He asked for 
the EPC to vote for a moratorium on CAFOs.  He submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the petition. 

 
Dianne Siasoco – ICCI  

Dianne Siasoco asked the Commission to listen to every day Iowans. Moms, parents, and veterans will speak 
today about basic human rights and resources we all deserve.  She asked the Commission to listen to their 
selves.  She asked if the Commission thinks twice before drinking water from the tap, if they serve bottled 
water to their friends and family, or have fancy water filters.  She thanked the Commission for listening and 
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trusting themselves to vote to strengthen the Master Matrix.  She submitted 200 letters from Iowans 
supporting the petition.   

 
Mike Carberry – ICCI  

Mike Carberry is a Johnson County Supervisor and Sierra Club member for 15 years.  Johnson County was 
one of the 17 counties asking for a moratorium on CAFOs until the Master Matrix is fixed.  He was elected to 
protect the welfare and safety of the citizens.  Most citizens can’t swim in the water in the county.  Kent 
Park is being dredged for $3.7 million to remove the polluted silt and run-off from manure.  He is hoping 
that they won’t have to dredge the lake every 10 years.  The Master Matrix ties his hands so he is unable to 
do his job.  Every January, Johnson County signs up on for the Master Matrix but the application is so easy to 
pass.  The Master Matrix is flawed and he asked for the EPC to give counties local control.  Local control is 
important to Iowans and citizens want to control their air, land, and water.  The Iowa DNR mission is to 
conserve and enhance the natural resources for future generations.  He asked the DNR to do their job so he 
can do his job.  He asked the EPC to pass the petition  He submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the 
petition.   

 
Tom Willett – ICCI  

Tom Willett is from Cerro Gordo County and loves to see Barbara Hovland on the Commission.  Clear Lake 
has invested over $23 million in lake improvements.  When looking at the CAFO map, Clear Lake is the area 
not saturated with CAFOs.  The area has been fighting for CAFOs not to be there because the tourism is 
more important.  There is a hog confinement by Little Clear Lake and it stinks.  If any more CAFOs go in near 
the lake, it will ruin the tourism.  DNR fisheries people are great and create first class fishing.  Walleye come 
from Clear Lake unless the lake gets ruined by run-off.  He believes there needs to be more local control.  He 
is surprised how the legislature gave local control on fireworks but not hog confinements.  In a 12 year 
period, DNR has redone septic tank rules 3 times but not once revisited the Master Matrix.  He is a 
fisherman and enjoys the river but now his retirement property is threatened by neighboring CAFOs.  He is 
insulted by animal feeding operations being built just under the legal limit of 2,499.  The saying is don’t 
blame the players but the game.  He believes the Commission’s job is to get out in front of the game and 
keep it under control. He believes the Master Matrix needs to be revisited and allow for more local control.  
He submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the petition.   

 
Edith Haenel – ICCI  

Edith Haenel lives in Worth County with a CAFO one mile from her home.  In 2016 she was hospitalized for 
two weeks with drug resistant E.coli poisoning and the only medicine available was through an IV drip.  She 
is still recovering from invasive and extensive treatment.  Since she was on Medicare, everyone paid for the 
treatment.  Animals provided antibiotics build up a resistance to drugs.  She asked if the Commissioners 
would give a child contaminated meat or take them to a chemical factory.  She asked if the Commission 
wanted its legacy to be supporting an industry that is making our children sick.  She submitted 200 letters 
from Iowans supporting the petition.   

 
Chris Petersen – Self  
 Not present to present  
 
John Lickty – ICCI  

John Lickty has lived his entire life in Iowa and believes Iowa is a beautiful state but he can’t believe we’re 
debating having clean water.  Are you kidding me?  He is an outdoorsman but can’t swim in the Saylorville 
Lake because of flesh eating bacteria.  He doesn’t understand why there can’t be more buffers to protect 
clean water.  He doesn’t know when this will end and how many communities will be unable to drink their 
water.  He is appalled how farmers are first and the rest of the people can go to hell.  He is not against 
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farmers for they used to be the stewards of the land.  He submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the 
petition.   

 
Joe Fagan – ICCI  

Joe Fagan believes the EPC caters to the 10,000 factory farms in Iowa.  The current Master Matrix is a phony 
and pretend process.  He asked the EPC to take a stand to do something relevant to protect neighbors, 
water, air, and rural and urban Iowa.  He asked for the EPC to take a big step forward by voting to 
strengthen the Master Matrix.  He submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the petition.   

 
Paula Egan – ICCI  

Paula Egan provided a state map with swine operations existing as of April 2017.  She expressed concern for 
the 5,000 factory farms recently discovered by the DNR.  The Master Matrix is a screenplay leading to a 
dystopian future for the citizens of Iowa. She asked the Commission to think out two months into the future 
while they are with their families giving thanks.  She asked what the Commissioners would be thankful for – 
pushing a toxic burden onto their children and grandchildren or having the integrity to save our future.  ICCI 
will be right by their side if they make the correct choice.  She submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting 
the petition.   

 
Mary Ann Koch – ICCI  

Mary Ann Koch attended the EPC meeting in Clarion, Iowa a few months ago.  Along her journey to the 
meeting, she was appalled by the high number of CAFOs she saw.  On a recent trip to New Hampton, Iowa 
she reflected how beautiful the drive was without any CAFOs.  She reminded the Commission, beauty isn’t 
just what we see but also clean air and water.  When the air is so bad, people don’t want to travel through 
Iowa or live by a CAFO.  She asked the Commission to think about the future of everyone.  We all love this 
land but we have to protect it before it gets to the point where nothing can be done.  She asked the 
Commission to reconsider the Master Matrix. She submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the 
petition. 

 
Janis Elliott – ICCI  

Janis Elliott believes Iowans should heed the warnings from the hurricane in Texas.  Hurricane Harvey had 
nowhere to drain and now Houston is paying the price for its unrestricted growth.  Iowa is a state with 
expanding CAFOs and now has over 10,000 factory farms and 750 impaired water bodies. Drinking water 
systems in Iowa are contaminated by nitrates.  Beaches are contaminated and closed to swimming.  Her 
drinking water well has rising nitrate levels over the past 3 years. She is concerned for the other 3,000 
Iowans who rely on private wells.  She wonders how many of these people are drinking poison.  The Iowa 
legislature has done nothing.  She questions why human manure is treated and hog manure is not.  She 
submitted 200 letters from Iowans supporting the petition.     

 
The time frame for public comments in favor of the petition concluded.  Chairperson Ingels noted that the 
written comments already submitted, letters of support, and those registered to speak who were unable to 
speak would be recognized in the public record.   
 
Registered to speak in favor of the petition but were unable to speak: 

Betty Salmon – ICCI  
Rosie Partridge – ICCI  
Shari Hawk – ICCI  
Jim Berge – ICCI  
Jan Wann – ICCI  
Nick Schutt – ICCI  
Carry Ginter – ICCI  
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Jack Reoridon – ICCI  
Harry Burbank – ICCI  
Cherie Mortice – ICCI 
Ric Zarwell – Allamakee County Protectors Inc. – repeal and replace current CAFO policies  

 
Advance written comments submitted in favor of the petition:  

Cerro Gordo Board of Supervisors  
Woodbury County Board of Supervisors  
Palo Alto County Board of Supervisors  
Don and Marylou Ahrens of Osage, Iowa  
Iowa Farmers Union 
Iowa Environmental Council  
Ann and Jay Hardy of Anthon, Iowa  
Mitchell County Board of Supervisors  

 
Public Comments opposed to the petition  
 
Jan Lee Rowlett – Iowa Cattlemen’s Association  

JanLee Rowlett, on behalf of the 10,000 members of the Iowa Cattlemen’s Association, thanked the 
Commission for the opportunity to provide comments on the Petition for Rulemaking requesting 
amendment of the Master Matrix. Upon review of the proposal, we respectfully ask the Commission deny 
the Petition for Rulemaking. 
 
First, the proposed amendment is contrary to the intent of the Iowa legislature in adopting the Master 
Matrix legislation, which was to ensure that it feasibly provide a satisfactory rating. This proposal violates 
that statutory mandate and would effectively stop the growth of Iowa’s livestock industry, which is just what 
the legislature worked to avoid in their development of the current system.  
 
Second, the high approval rate which Petitioners point to in suggesting that the current system is not 
effective is evidence that livestock producers are committed to meeting the requirements outlined in the 
Master Matrix before submitting their matrix. Producers work closely with expert consultants to evaluate 
potential building sites, select a proper location, and meet every DNR requirement prior to submitting their 
application for a construction permit. To put it simply, livestock producers work diligently to do it right the 
first time. 
 
Lastly, increased restriction and limitations on siting of confinement operations would restrain production, 
limit growth, and reduce opportunity for future generations with the desire to come back to the family farm. 
In short, not only would granting this petition circumvent legislative intent, it would cripple economic 
growth and opportunity for Iowans. 
 
She thanked the Commission for the chance to speak on behalf of Iowa cattle producers who request the 
Commission to deny the Petition for Rulemaking. 

 
Jim Christensen – Cattle Producer 

Jim Christensen thanked the Commissioners for the opportunity to offer comments on the Petition for 
Rulemaking proposing changes to the Master Matrix. He owns and operates a sixth generation farm and 
cattle feedlot in northwest Iowa. He and his wife enjoy the partnership of two of their children and their 
spouses in the business. The operation is truly a family business, and we take great pride in the work we do 
and the effort that we make toward environmental stewardship to protect our land and resources and 
improve them for future generations. Our family is a testament to the sustainability needed to not only 
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preserve, but to enhance the natural resources we depend upon for our very living. His family and the 
livestock industry as a whole have a vested interest in protecting those assets and are committed to doing 
so. 
 
His family made a decision 10 years ago to expand the cattle feeding portion of the business. The Master 
Matrix provided us a known path for that growth. We had to purchase land for a permitted site and we had 
the encouragement of our neighbors because we followed the statewide rules. The changes to the Master 
Matrix proposed in the Petition would effectively put a stop to expansion for new construction of animal 
feeding operations in Iowa. The impact would not only damage local economies, but make it more difficult 
for future generations to come back to the family farm to continue the legacy of livestock production. 
 
He thanked the Commission for the opportunity to speak and asked the Commission to protect family farms 
in Iowa and uphold the integrity of the lawmaking process by denying the Petition. 

 
Tyler Bettin – Iowa Pork Producers Association  

Tyler Bettin of the Iowa Pork Producers Association {IPPA) indicated that he and the nearly 5,000 farmer 
members across Iowa thank the Commission for the opportunity to provide comment in opposition to 
the Petition for Rulemaking filed by the Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and 
Water Watch (FWW) on July 18. IPPA believes the petition before you is clearly an attempt to subvert 
the legislative and collaborative process by which the matrix was originally created, and would 
effectively impose a moratorium on sites larger than 1,000 animal units without legislative intent. 
Examples farmers have run with the proposed Master Matrix scoring document, on their highest scoring 
farms, fell far short of passage, which only further demonstrates this request is a moratorium in 
disguise. In one example, a farm scoring 485 on the current matrix scored 150 in the proposed 
mechanism. Another example of a farm scoring 525 in their original matrix, with opportunity to have 
taken another 40 points, only scored 165 in the petition proposal. IPPA has included these examples for 
the record. We have not yet found a current site that would pass through the proposed scoring 
mechanism in the petition. 
 
The Master Matrix was originally created with numerous agriculture, agency and environmental 
stakeholders. This technical advisory committee was established by the legislature through SF2293 in 
2002. As referenced in the DNR response to the petitions, case law has established that when a statute 
is interpreted for an extended period of time without change by the legislature, there is presumption of 
legislative acceptance of the interpretation. Therefore, any attempt to make substantive changes to the 
matrix or establish a workgroup to review such changes should be directed by legislative intent as it was 
in 2002. Non-substantive changes should likewise be addressed through DNR regulatory review 
processes. 
 
Petitioners note that only 2.2 percent of Matrix applications are denied and imply that applications are 
"rubber stamped," however this percentage only further demonstrates the professional nature by which 
livestock farmers approach the matrix process. The majority of applicants work with professionals to 
seek and score potential sites. Therefore, sites not suitable for approval seldom come before the county 
board. This process takes unnecessary burden away from county supervisors and encourages farmers 
due diligence in ensuring requirements are met prior to submitting a Matrix application. This 
expectation was noted in IPPA comments prior to initial implementation of the Matrix. Petitioners cite 
the minimum score of 440 out of 880 should be considered a failing grade, however it should be noted 
the interim Matrix, established by the legislature prior to collaborative Matrix development, established 
a minimum score of 100 out of 735 proposed points. Therefore, rules currently established set criteria 
significantly higher than the interim proposal. 
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In considering the proposed scoring and passage rate of the matrix, it must be kept in mind that these 
point areas are designed to be a menu of options to go above-and-beyond state construction 
requirements. It was not intended to be graded as a percentage score. Farmers also agree to legally 
comply with items they receive points for in the matrix. Thus, because the points taken to receive a 
satisfactory rating are legal requirements which must be met by the applicant, the applicant may, but 
cannot be required to, take more points than is required to achieve a satisfactory rating. 
IPPA appreciates the opportunity to provide comment on this issue and ask for the Commission to deny 
the petition. 

 
Jen Sorenson – Iowa Select Farms 

Jen Sorenson shared with the Commission Iowa Select Farms is Iowa’s largest pork producer and 
employs more than 1,200 Iowans, contracts with 345 farmers and supports hundreds of local Iowa 
businesses throughout the state.  Since the adoption of the Master Matrix, Iowa Select Farms has 
evaluated hundreds of sites for construction using the criteria contained in the Master Matrix. Iowa 
Select Farms spends weeks and thousands of dollars evaluating each site for construction and carefully 
assessing the various categories contained in the Master Matrix. We would never waste the time and 
resources of the Supervisors, the Iowa Department of Natural Resources or this Commission by bringing 
forth a permit application for consideration if we were not confident it would pass the Master Matrix.  
To do so would be counterproductive and a waste of the DNR’s time and resources. The Master Matrix 
was never intended to cause a moratorium on the construction of facilities in the state; a certain result 
of granting this petition for rulemaking.  Instead, it was always intended to require producers 
constructing sites large enough to require a construction permit to go “above and beyond” the baseline 
state requirements for smaller sites. While counties have an opportunity to weigh in on construction of 
sites via the use of the Master Matrix, the legislature and Iowa’s Supreme Court have decided that the 
actual regulation of livestock facilities in Iowa is not meant to be done at the county level but rather at 
the state level through the Department of Natural Resources and this Commission. This ICCI petition 
runs counter to that because it allows the counties to legislate a moratorium on construction; it goes too 
far - negating the existing statutes and case law through the use of rulemaking.  The pork industry is 
growing. The need for pork is growing. Thwarting pork production in Iowa will result in harm to our 
economy through the loss of jobs and income in the state. To meet global demand, pork production will 
go on and it should be in Iowa, where we have the grain, the need for fertilizer for crops and the work 
force to raise pigs. 
  

Heidi Vittetoe – Iowa Pork Producers 
Heidi Vittetoe shared with the Commission she has been in their shoes as a commissioner and she is also a 
3rd generation producer.  The proper site placement of hog buildings is a big decision and Iowa farmers 
strive to exceed existing criteria and work with their neighbors.  Points in the Master Matrix are a menu of 
options to go above and beyond state requirements and are not intended to be a graded score.  Points in 
the Master Matrix are legal requirements.  The petition would create county bonds if a facility closes and 
counties could set excessive prices.  There is already funding available for this in the indemnity fund.  She 
asked the Commission to deny the petition.    

 
Al Wulrelechle – Iowa Pork Producers  

Al Wulrelechle shared with the Commission his pork producing business details.  He, his employees, and his 
neighbors chose to build their hog buildings next to their homes.  With the building close by, it is easier to 
take care of hogs.  Manure is good for the soil – it feeds soil health.  He is a speaker and enjoys showing a 
photo of his wife standing next to corn taller than her.  Iowa has some of the best farming ground in the 
world. He believes the current rules are working.  Separation distances are met from houses, public use 
areas, and drinking water.  His farm a typical farm where he has wetlands, terraces, cover corps, no till, and 
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other practices.  He is trying to do the right thing with research.  He asked the Commission to deny the 
petition.  

 
Brian Sampson – Farmer 

Brian Sampson thanked the Commissioners for their willingness to listen.  He grows corn, soybeans, alfalfa, 
and beef.  It was an emotional time for him when both of his kids moved away from the farm and Iowa.    
Recently he had a conversation with his son about moving back to the farm because his son wants to raise 
his kids here.  The Master Matrix provides his son opportunities to grow.  We keep our water clean and we 
need to be honest and trustworthy if we really want to get along and solve problems.  His son is currently in 
the process of moving back and he and his wife are expecting their first child.  

 
Nick Hermanson – Self  

Nick Hermanson shared with the Commission he is a multi-generation family turkey farmer.  The process to 
get meat to the plate has changed over the years.  Early on, farmers raised animals outside exposed to the 
elements and nutrients were not controlled.  Some years later, farmers recognized the need -- and 
voluntarily started -- to cover the manure which is now a requirement.  His facilities are interconnected and 
manure application is applied with greater precision and accuracy.  Operations with both livestock and crops 
can manage the ups and downs of the agricultural industry.   

 
Colin Johnson – Self 

Colin Johnson thanked the Commission for their service.  He is a father, farmer, and fishermen, in that order 
of his roles.  He is a steward of local community and culture and the DNR is part of himself.  Communities 
have agricultural influence with thousands of direct and indirect jobs. He asked the Commission to deny the 
petition for siting requirements.  The Master Matrix is fair, best suited for site designation, and sustains pork 
production. Iowa is an ideal place to raise livestock and families side by side.  He has been to other countries 
and seen firsthand conditions where the two don’t mix.  Today’s practices are friendlier than ever before 
with indoor climate controlled barns. He asked the Commission to deny the petition. 

 
Brad Moeckly – Self  

Brad Moeckly shared with the Commission he supports the current Master Matrix.  Since he started farming 
in 1967 as the 6th generation, he has seen a lot of changes.  The state has changed and grown agriculturally. 
Responsibility is key for his  600 head farm in Polk County.  The Master Matrix is part of the responsibility 
process.  His practices have improved compared to his father and his grandfather with soil testing, grid 
sampling, and manure application.  He is proud to be part of the growth and moving towards a better 
future.   

 
Brianne Streck – Self 

Brianne Streck thanked the Commission for the opportunity to speak.  As a farmer from Woodbury County 
she asked the Commission to deny the petition to amend the Master Matrix.  The pigs that fill her barns are 
owned by others.  She lives and works next to her hogs which is the right thing to do. She works every day to 
make sure the animals are cared for.  They use the manure to grow their crops.  Her farm uses buffer strips 
to improve the waterways.  She has 3 kids and chose to live in the rural countryside right alongside their hog 
barns.  She is not the face of evil but rather follows guidelines and complies with strict rules of their packers.  
Giving authority to others to pick and choose where to raise hogs would be a detriment to the industry.  She 
asked the Commission to deny the petition.   

 
Randy Drehen – Self 

Randy Drehen expressed he is fortunate to reside on a multigenerational farm.  He is fortunate to have the 
opportunity for his children to be on the farm and being stewards of the land.  He is fortunate that his family 
has been able to maintain the farm for over a century.  His farm has received Iowa’s Environmental Leader 
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Award for sustainable farming practices.  They chose to make $75,000 in environmental improvements 
voluntarily.  Americans have the right to raise crops like they did 100 years ago but today’s job has changed 
and improved.   We don’t want to go back to iceboxes but want to use technology to take care of the land.  
He asked the Commission to keep the economy moving forward for the state relies on agriculture for 20% of 
the jobs.  He does not believe Iowa needs a moratorium on livestock barns.   

 
The time frame for public comments opposed to the petition concluded.  Chairperson Ingels noted that written 
comments already submitted and those registered to speak who were unable to speak would be recognized in 
the public record.   
 
Registered to speak opposed to the petition but were unable to speak:  

Chris Gruenhagen – Iowa Farm Bureau Federation 
 
Advance written comment submitted opposed to the petition:  

Neil Bock, District One Supervisor  
George Beardmore Inc.  
Iowa Cattlemen’s Association  
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation 
Iowa Pork Producers Association  
Jack Seward, Jr. of West Chester, Iowa  
Iowa Corn Growers Association  
Iowa Poultry Association  
Iowa Soybean Association  
Iowa Turkey Federation 
Montgomery County Board of Supervisors  
New Fashion Pork  

 
 
Public Comment neutral on the topic of the petition  
 
Heather Pearson – Representing Water  

Heather Pearson thanked the Commissioners for attending. She shared with the Commission her role as a  
horticulturist, environmentalist, and bee keeper.  She has a well that is tested each year and the pollutant 
levels raise each year.  She lives on a 160 acre farm and is not anti-farmer but she is anti-factory farm. She is 
glad farmers who are doing great efforts came today to share their story but she feels they are not the 
norm.  She believes Iowa is trapped with the CAFO crisis and a moratorium isn’t enough.  She questioned 
the DNR and EPC if they were protecting factory farms or water.  We can’t say we are practicing good 
farming techniques when 750 bodies of water are impaired, we can’t swim in the water, or drink the water.  
She is tired and can’t continue to afford getting arrested to protect our water.  She asked that 
commissioners represent Iowa’s water and Iowans.  We are in a climate crisis and scarcity issues are going to 
be more relevant.  She asked the Commission how they are going to protect the water and what side of 
history they will be on.    

 
Advance written comments submitted neutral regarding the petition: 

JR and Lisa Peterson of Osage, Iowa  
Robert Brownell and Steve Van Oort of Polk County  
 

 
END OF PUBLIC COMMENT RELATED TO THE PETITION 
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DEPARTMENT RECOMMENDATION FOR PETITION FOR RULEMAKING 

Noah Poppelreiter, DNR Attorney presented to the Commission the DNR’s proposed denial of the petition. 
To his aid was Kelli Book, DNR Attorney.   He considered it amazing to watch a young mother sway her child 
in the audience and each person talk about their children and their future.  He admits the policy arguments 
are complicated similar to different opinions on how to raise a child.  But for today, the policy arguments 
will need to be put to the side and the focus be on this particular petition for rulemaking.   
 
Because of the time limits imposed by Iowa Code section 17A.7, the primary question before the 
commission is if the DNR should move forward with rulemaking using the proposed petition presented by 
ICCI and Food & Water Watch.  He believes the answer to that question is no.  The petition for rulemaking 
before the Commission goes too far and requires too much of the DNR and of operators.  It forgets that the 
Matrix is a supplement to the limits put in place by the Iowa Code.  It ignores the mandate of the legislature 
in the Matrix enabling statute.  The petition is simply too flawed for the DNR to start rulemaking.   
 
In order to demonstrate this, we can break the flaws of the petition down into several separate categories.  
First, the proposed matrix is not feasible, meaning it is outside of the legislative mandate of feasibility 
required by Iowa Code section 459.305(2).]  To show how the petition is not feasible, please look to our 
proposed denial.  Once the Commission examines the numbers and the hypotheticals, we believe you will 
agree this petition cannot be considered feasible.  The scenarios ran in Attachment D were very straight 
forward – the applicant passed almost every criteria and yet failed to receive a passing score.  The 
Commission cannot adopt the petition because it is not feasible and goes against legislative mandate.   
 
Second, the petition asks for the DNR to use our limited resources to complete the petitioners’ rule, rather 
than presenting it in a complete, finalized form.  We would like to emphasize that this is not simple tweaks 
and proofreading, but actual substantive input that would require extensive time and effort to complete.  If 
we were to open the matrix for rulemaking, we feel our time and resources would be better spent starting 
with a clean slate or with the current matrix.   
 
Last, it includes criteria that use Notice of Violations and water discharge permits under the Clean Water 
Act.  For legal reasons including due process and federal case law, the DNR contends these are improper for 
the Master Matrix.  This is not to say the NOVs and discharge permits are invalid; it is simply that they 
should not be included in the Master Matrix.   
 
He concluded that the proposed petition must be denied due to its combination of infeasibility, lack of 
completeness, and improper criteria.  The DNR encourages comment from the petitioners on this matter if 
and when the rule is ever opened for revision.  This petition, however, is not to be the device that will start 
that rulemaking process.  The DNR requests the Commission deny the petition for the reasons discussed and 
in the Department’s proposed denial.     
  
Commissioner Discussion 
 
Chad Ingels inquired of the petitioners why they created a position that would go as far as creating a 
moratorium on CAFOs.  Jim Larew believes it is a matter of interpretation of the petition.  His organization 
would not have submitted a proposal that they felt was not feasible for it would not be a good use of 
everyone’s time.  Reviewers may interpret the petition as not feasible but the spirit of the petition, he 
believes, is one of feasibility.  Tarah Heinzen reminded the Commission that during her presentation and the 
briefs submitted, she argued the petition was feasible.  Applicants determine the location of a site and select 
criteria to be achievable.  The DNR‘s position does not provide specifics and she believes the overall 
infeasibility is not an adequate response to the petition. 
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Noah Poppelreiter summarized for the Commission the Master Matrix is a DNR rule which is subject to the 5 
year rule review law.  Chapter 65, the rule chapter containing the Master Matrix, has been reviewed and 
amended several times in the previous 5 year period.  In addition, the Master Matrix rules will be also 
reviewed in the upcoming 5 year period.   
 
Noah Poppelreiter indicated that if the Commission was interested in changes to the Master Matrix it should 
discuss this matter with Director Gipp.   
 
Barbara Hovland and Joe Riding acknowledged the passionate people on the topic of clean air and water 
which everyone wants.  Changes to the Master Matrix may be warranted but the EPC is not the appropriate 
venue and the matter should be reviewed by the legislature.     
 
Chad Ingels understands the Master Matrix to be on top of baseline rules and regulations.  The Master 
Matrix is used to enhance existing law.  He believes that the matrix should be reviewed for the livestock 
industry has evolved and thus the rules should too.   
 
Jim Larew requested an opportunity to respond to the presentations.  Chairperson Ingels denied the request 
since additional time was previously allotted to Senator Johnson’s presentation.   

 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to accept the DNR findings and deny the petition. Seconded by Mary Boote. 
Joe Riding-yea, Bob Sinclair-yea, Ralph Lents-yea, Howard Hill-yea, Nancy Couser-yea, Rebecca Guinn-yea, 
Barbara Hovland-yea, Mary Boote-yea, and Chad Ingels-yea,.  
 Motion passes.  
 

PETITION FOR RULEMAKING DENIED  
 
Lunch Break 
 
Rebecca Guinn and Ralph Lents excused themselves from the remainder of the meeting.  
 
MONTHLY REPORTS 

Bill Ehm shared with the Commission Chairperson Ingels received the Ag and Environment Award. 
Bill Ehm shared with the Commission the intent for the Department to seek a legislative change to the EPC 
reporting requirement to adjust the reporting period from annual to biennial.   
Bill Ehm provided an update that the Twin Valley Association drinking water permit was approved with the 
variance request.  At this point, the association has yet to drill the well.   
 
The monthly report(s) has been posted on the DNR website under the appropriate meeting month: 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions  
 

INFORMATION 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

Ethan Vorhes – Self  
Ethan Vorhes shared with the Commission he is neutral on the decision made earlier regarding the petition 
but does believe there needs to be better protection for water from sink holes and ag drainage wells.  With 
the voice and guidance the Commission provides to the Department and legislature, he asked the 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions
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Commission to increase their oversite to protect the water.  He provided an example where hog CAFO 
manure goes right into a drainage well and now they can’t drink the water.  He believes the Des Moines 
Water Works case sparked good interest but all they talked about was nitrates in the river and not the 
chemicals in the aquifer.  He believes Iowa’s future is more livestock and not less.   

 
• No written comments were submitted.  

 
END OF PUBLIC COMMENT 

 
DIRECTORS REMARKS 

Director Chuck Gipp thanked the Commission for conducting an orderly meeting with a controversial topic.   
Director Chuck Gipp distributed the recent Auditor’s Report and summarized the findings.  He summarized 
the Ag Drainage Well program history and funding.   
 

INFORMATION 

 
FY 19 BUDGET REQUEST  

Chuck Gipp presented to the Commission the FY 19 budget request.  He summarized the differences 
between the previous year’s budget along with the Governor’s request.  General funds were shifted from 
the Department and provided to another agency which resulted in the reduction in staff earlier this year.    
 
Motion was made by Joe Riding to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Barbara Hovland. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT WITH POTTAWATTAMIE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Brian Hutchins presented to the Commission a contract with Pottawattamie County.  He also shared how the 
State Hygienic Laboratory has been assisting with sample collection during the absence of a collector in 
Pottawattamie County.   
 
Motion was made by Howard Hill to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Mary Boote. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
WATER SUPPLY – WATER USE & ALLOCATION ANNUAL PERMIT FEE 

Jon Tack presented to the Commission the water use and allocation annual permit fee.  He does not envision 
the legislature increasing the fee cap but even if they did, stakeholders would drive the initiative.  Mark 
Moeller assisted with explaining the process and fee for late submissions.     
 
Motion was made by Barbara Hovland to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Nancy Couser. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
Joe Riding excused himself from the remainder of the meeting.  
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CLEAN WATER AND DRINKING WATER STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUND – SECOND QUARTER UPDATES TO FY 2018 
INTENDED USE PLANS  

Patti Cale-Finnegan presented to the Commission the upcoming SRF quarter intended use plans.  She 
explained the process for determining eligible expenses and denying applications.  She also explained the 
partnership created in law between the Iowa Finance Authority and Iowa DNR to jointly run this very 
successful program.    
 
Motion was made by Mary Boote to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Barbra Hovland. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT WITH THE UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Roger Bruner presented to the Commission a contract with the USGS.  He distributed an updated agenda 
brief and pointed out in the History Section an error indicating the contractor was the University of Iowa.  
 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Barbara Hovland. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT WITH THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA ON BEHALF OF THE STATE HYGIENIC LABORATORY  

Roger Bruner presented to the Commission a contract with the University of Iowa.  He explained the 
different sample testing approaches between shallow and deep wells.     
 
Motion was made by Howard Hill to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Nancy Couser. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
FINAL RULE – CHAPTER 65 – AMENDMENTS FOR ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS  

Kelli Book presented to the Commission final rules for the AFO program.  She also provided an update on the 
schedule to implement the eMMP project.  Testing is currently happening, marketing will take place this 
winter, and the project will go live in early 2018.     
 
Motion was made by Barbra Hovland to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Howard Hill. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
REFERRAL TO ATTORNEY GENERAL – JOEL THYS   

Kelli Book, DNR Attorney, presented to the Commission an Attorney General referral request.  To her aid 
were Tom Wuehr and Nathan Stueve from DNR’s asbestos program.  Joel Thys is being referred for 
numerous asbestos, open burning and solid waste violations in connection with a demolition and 
disposal of five trailers on his property in Belle Plaine, Iowa.  These violations are the second set of 
major violations by Mr. Thys in recent years.  In 2014, Mr. Thys was issued an administrative order for 
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similar violations as those cited in this referral as a result of a demolition of a commercial building in 
Blairstown, Iowa.  The previous order included a $10,000 penalty.  Mr. Thys failed to voluntarily pay the 
penalty; which ultimately was collected by the Department of Revenue as part of a collection action.   
 
The current violations in this referral, along with Mr. Thys’ past history, warrant referral to the Attorney 
General’s Office. Details of the inspection are highlighted in the brief.  The DNR did a site visit and the 
buildings were removed and fire was still smoldering.  Even though the site was eventually cleaned up, 
the demolition was without a supervisor and asbestos containing material was not properly disposed.  
Even if we reviewed this current matter separately from Mr. Thys’ past compliance history, the 
Department would still recommend referral to the Attorney General.  

  
James Pray, representing Joel Thys, has been an environmental lawyer for almost 30 years.  He expects 
the Commission to refer the case to the Attorney General but would like for his client to read a 
statement.  The historical report does not reflect the person Joel Thys is. 

 
Joel Thys shared a story of his career starting in 2003 purchasing a car dealership and continuing to 
expand over the years.  He is proud of his employees and watches out for them so that they can go 
home each night and take care of their families.  He has paid his previous penalties and feels bad about 
the current situation in which he believed burning mobile homes was not regulated.  His goal was to 
assist the community with cleaning up a run-down part of town.  He prides himself with being a strong 
environmentalist.  He shared a number of his efforts with making his facilities more energy efficient with 
solar panels, geothermal, and natural gas.   

 
Joel Thys stated he was not in violation of any city or county ordinances.  He worked with the Fire Chief 
and separated as much materials from the mobile homes as possible and removed the roofs to better 
control the burn. Even though advised by the Fire Chief not to burn the mobile homes, Joel Thys 
believed they were categorized as homes and thus they could be burned.  He is aware of the commercial 
building rules but considered the mobile homes as residences.   

 
Mary Boote expressed her appreciation for his attendance during the referral and the level of 
seriousness he considers the matter.  She also recognized him for his efforts at his facilities with making 
them more energy efficient.   

 
Motion was made by Barbara Hovland to refer to the Attorney General. Seconded by Bob Sinclair. 
Joe Riding-absent, Bob Sinclair-yea, Ralph Lents-absent, Howard Hill-yea, Nancy Couser-yea, Rebecca Guinn-
absent, Barbara Hovland-yea, Mary Boote-yea, and Chad Ingels-yea,.  
 Motion passes.  
 

REFERRED TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL  
 
 

GENERAL DISCUSSION  
• Jerah Sheets shared with the Commission the EPC website and meeting materials have been updated to 

be ADA compliant.   
• Jerah Sheets summarized the logistics of the upcoming October and November EPC tours and meetings.   

 
Chairperson Ingels adjourned the Environmental Protection Commission meeting at 2:15p.m., Monday, 
September 18, 2017. 
 



Updated  9/8/17 
 

 Environmental Protection Commission 
     Monday, September 18, 2017 

State of Iowa Capitol 
1007 East Grand Ave 

Room 103 (Old Supreme Court Chambers) 
Des Moines, Iowa 

Monday, September 18, 2017  
10:00 AM – EPC Business Meeting 
 2:00 PM – Referral to Attorney General – Joel Thys   
 

Public Participation1 - Requests to speak during the business meeting Public Participation must be submitted to Jerah 
Sheets at Jerah.Sheets@dnr.iowa.gov 502 East 9th St, Des Moines IA 50319, 515-313-8909, or in-person by the start of 
the business meeting. Please indicate who you will be representing (yourself, an association, etc.), the agenda item of 
interest, and your stance of For, Opposed, or Neutral.   

 
If you are unable to attend the business meeting, comments may be submitted via mail and email for the public record. 
The Commission encourages data, reports, photos, and additional information provided by noon the day before the 
meeting to allow ample time for review and consideration.     
 
1   Approval of Agenda  
2 Chairperson Opening Remarks  
3 Approval of July & August Minutes   
4 ICCI Petition for Rulemaking Presentation – up to 15 minutes   
5 Public participation in favor of the petition – up to 30 minutes   
6 Public participation opposed of the petition – up to 30 minutes  
7 Public participation neutral on the petition – up to 15 minutes  
8 Department Recommendation for Petition for Rulemaking  Kelli Book 

(Decision) 
 Lunch Break   
9 Monthly Reports Bill Ehm 

(Information)  
10 Public Participation for remaining agenda items  
11 Director’s Remarks Chuck Gipp 

(Information)  
12 FY 19 Budget Request Chuck Gipp  

(Decision)  
13 Contract with Pottawattamie County Planning Department 

 
Brian Hutchins 
(Decision)  

14 Water Supply – Water Use & Allocation Annual Permit Fee 
 

Mark Moeller 
(Decision)  

15 Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund – Second Quarter 
Updates to FY 2018 Intended Use Plans  
 

Patti Cale-Finnegan 
(Decision)  

16 Contract with The United States Geological Survey 
 

Roger Bruner 
(Decision)  

17 Contract with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE HYGIENIC 
LABORATORY 

Roger Bruner 
(Decision)  

18 Final Rule – Chapter 65 – Amendments for Animal Feeding Operations Kelli Book 
(Decision)  

mailto:Jerah.Sheets@dnr.iowa.gov
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19 Referral to Attorney General – Joel Thys   Kelli Book 
(Decision)  

20 General Discussion  
21 Items for Next Month’s Meeting 

• Tuesday, October 17, 2017 – EPC Business Meeting – Altoona, Iowa  
• Monday, November 20, 2017 – EPC Educational Tour – SE Iowa  
• Tuesday, November 21, 2017 – EPC Business Meeting – SE Iowa  

 

 
For details on the EPC meeting schedule, visit http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions   

1Comments during the public participation period regarding proposed rules or notices of intended action are not included in the official 
comments for that rule package unless they are submitted as required in the Notice of Intended Action.  

 
Any person attending the public meeting and has special requirements such as those related to mobility or hearing impairments should 

contact the DNR or ADA Coordinator at 515-725-8200, Relay Iowa TTY Service 800-735-7942, or Webmaster@dnr.iowa.gov, and advise of 
specific needs. 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions
mailto:Webmaster@dnr.iowa.gov
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Meeting Minutes 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Environmental Protection Commission was called to order by Chairperson Chad Ingels at 
10:00 a.m. on August 15, 2017 at the DNR Air Quality offices in Windsor Heights.  
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT  
Mary Boote  
Nancy Couser  
Rebecca Guinn  
Howard Hill 
Chad Ingels, Chair  
Ralph Lents, Vice Chair  
Joe Riding, Secretary  
Bob Sinclair 
 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
Barbara Hovland  
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
Motion was made by Ralph Lents to approve the agenda as presented. Seconded by Mary Boote. Motion 
passes.  
 

APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
 

OATH OF OFFICE FOR NEW COMMISSIONER 
Director Chuck Gipp swore in Rebecca Guinn to the commission.  

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

No meeting minutes were available.  The July 18, 2017 meeting minutes will be available for the September 
EPC business meeting.   

 
MONTHLY REPORTS 

Bill Ehm shared with the Commission watershed improvements buy-in and participation from communities 
is key to their success.  The Department has decentralized the voluntary water monitoring program by 
empowering counties and conservation boards.  These groups can identify and work on the projects of 
greatest importance.  The Department will continue to aid the groups with various resources for them to 
grow their local volunteers.   
 
The monthly report(s) has been posted on the DNR website under the appropriate meeting month: 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions  
 

INFORMATION 
 

 
 
 
 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions
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PUBLIC COMMENT  
 

Cherrie Mortice – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Cherrie Mortice shared with the Commission she is a retired public school teacher.  A voluntary approach to 
nutrient reduction has been a failure and will continue to fail.  Des Moines residents pay higher drinking 
water rates because of intense row crops and manure run-off.  Wells in small communities are in peril.  The 
EPC can improve the master matrix to improve water quality.  Iowans are rising up, ICCI has brought in new 
faces, and members will continue to push back on “business as usual”.  The master matrix is not logical to 
people with a passing score of 50%.  No new or expanding CAFOs should be allowed until the water quality 
problem is remedied.  Neighbors should not have flies and odor from methane.  The master matrix is 
outdated and does not include site specific environmental factors like karst.  Not all sites are the same. 
Failing to look at the surrounding landscape makes no sense.  Counties should be offered a one-time 
enrollment to use the master matrix.  The master matrix should be consistent for every county to review 
across the state.  
 

Susie Petra – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Susie Petra shared with the Commission Iowa is river rich compared to other places but it is poor for all 
living things.  When she was young, her father took her fishing frequently.  Today she would never 
encourage anyone to eat the fish from the river.  The Skunk River is dismal and she would never tube or 
swim in the river.  She urged the Commission to strengthen the master matrix and to clean up the waters so 
Iowa can say its rivers are safe.  

 
Sheri Hawk – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Sheri Hawk shared with the Commission a cartoon from the Des Moines Register. The cartoon showed a 
man looking at girl and saying “I love you but I love fossil fuels more.” The cartoon made her think about 
how the government loves profit more than anything else.  It is like a meth addiction to add more and more 
CAFOs that destroy our environment.  CAFOs make it so that children can’t breathe outdoors, play in their 
back yards, swim in a lake, or eat the fish.  Every time EPC approves another CAFO, they are placing children 
at risk.  She asked the Commission to do the right thing and strengthen the master matrix.   
 

Jamie Elliott – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Jamie Elliott expressed concern for the well water in economically depressed areas.  She had her well tested 
a few years back and the nitrates were at an 8.  The next test resulted in a 12 and just this year, it was at 19.  
She has been drinking poisoned water.  She had to purchase a home filter.  She does not feel the EPC or the 
legislature is protecting or helping her.  The DNR says nitrates will impact kids and older people and with her 
age, she is scared for her health.  She asked the Commission to protect people who don’t have money and 
have nowhere else to go.   

 
Edith Haenel – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Edith Haenel lives in Worth County and has managed her epilepsy for years.  Three weeks ago, she found 
out a CAFO is moving in 3 miles from her home.  The methane and aromatic hydrocarbons can trigger the 
start of an epileptic episode.  She has spent a lot of money to control her epilepsy and now she is worried 
she can’t go outside because someone has chosen to change the quality of her life.  Other members of her 
family will be living less than mile from the CAFO and she is worried for them too for they have children 
under the age of 10 years old.  Children have a higher percentage of developing asthma from living next to a 
CAFO.  She lives in a Civil War historic home and won't be able to enjoy it with a CAFO next door.  She 
believes the Commission’s job is to protect Iowans and she asked to be protected.   
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Joe Fagan – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Joe Fagan asked the Commission to strengthen the master matrix.  By strengthening the rules the 
environment will be protected for clean water and air. He asked the Commission to stop factory farms and 
live up to the name of the Commission to protect human and natural resources.  ICCI has been asking for 
this protection for years and it is only getting worse.  He asked the Commission to take the master matrix 
seriously and strengthen the master matrix so that the county board of supervisors can better understand 
the process.   

 
Betty Salmon – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Betty Salmon previously lived in Missouri and enjoyed the Lake of the Ozarks with her family.  She has 
wholesome memories of their family recreational experiences fishing, cleaning fish, learning the parts of a 
fish, skiing, and having family quality time. After she was married, she and her husband moved to Iowa and 
raised her family with similar outdoor experiences on Iowa lakes and rivers.  Now with her grandkids, she is 
unable to take them to Iowa lakes and rivers but instead has to take them to water parks where the water is 
safe.  The lakes in the state parks have signs saying don’t swim in the water and the water looks awful.  They 
used to have a pontoon boat but ended up selling it because it is never used. She believes the DNR should 
oversee recreational wholesome family value activities and the Commission should strengthen the master 
matrix.  

 
Vern Tigges – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Vern Tigges shared with the Commission that he was there when the master matrix was created 23 years 
ago and it hasn’t changed since.  It is time for improving the master matrix.  We now have five times more 
polluted waterways.  We have more CAFOs than ever before.  Nothing has been done to strengthen the 
master matrix. He asked the Commission to increase the master matrix because they can do it without the 
legislature.  It would be a step in the right direction 

 
Paula Egan – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Paula Egan shared with the Commission she moved to Iowa a year ago from California. In California the land 
trust has a sacred duty to keep land, water, and air clean for those who live there.  She grew up in the 
Midwest and while living out of state in California Iowa became the state with the worst water quality.  The 
EPC has not been doing its job.  Not only are we affecting Iowans but we are also contributing to the dead 
zone in the Gulf of Mexico.  To her, the master matrix is a dystopian story that does not make sense.  The 
EPC has the control and responsibility to protect the people, water, air, and soil we all depend on.  

 
Judy Lemmish – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Judy Lemmish shared with the Commission that she doesn’t always make it to a meeting because she works 
during the day but today she took vacation leave to be here.  Dickinson County is one of four counties who 
support changes to the master matrix.  They also took the lead to survey the 99 county board of supervisors 
and 13 additional counties also believe the master matrix needs to be changed.  Businesses and residents 
are concerned about water in their community so they are installing rain gardens to protect the great lakes.  
The great lakes profit from tourism but the lakes are getting worse. She recommends the master matrix be 
in every county.  She asked the Commission to do their job and strengthen the master matrix because it is 
23 years old and 50% is a poor passing score. 

 
Ruth Van Antwenp – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Ruth Van Antwenp shared with the Commission she is a retired school teacher from California and has 
recently returned to Iowa to be with family.  She is learning about the water quality problem and wonders if 
the Commissioners are receiving profit from CAFOs.  She believes if a Commissioner is vested in CAFOs, they 
should resign.  The Governor should appoint those who do not have an interest in CAFOs.  
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Jo Rod – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Jo Rod has tears in her eyes because she is living the stories the people are describing.  Her family has lived 
in Okoboji for 20 years and they can’t get in the water any more. She asked the Commission to listen to the 
people and to do their job to protect the water. She urged the Commission to do something about the 
master matrix.  

 
Jim Berge – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Jim Berge shared with the Commission he is the last member of a group of concerned citizens 16 years ago 
who fought a CAFO. They have been able to keep CAFOs out of their area until last Sunday when they found 
out a CAFO was moving in.  He took the responsibility to inform all the neighbors.  CAFOs don’t have the 
decency to tell the neighbors they are building.  He lives on a family farm founded in 1874 and would hate to 
lose the quality of life with CAFOs around him. He asked for the master matrix to be strengthened.  He has 
played in the creeks around his place for years and never has seen them so green.  Farmers may be feeding 
the world but they are also poisoning us with the antibiotics, chemicals, and manure.  E.coli is a big problem 
too.  He doesn’t believe there are any good players in the confinement industry.  He asked the Commission 
to preserve our way of live.  

 
Carl Holvik – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Carl Holvik shared with the Commission she is a second generation farmer in Worth County.  Worth County 
is a beautiful county and she doesn’t want to see it overrun with factory farms.  She asked the Commission 
to strengthen the master matrix.  

 
Jan Wahn – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Jan Wahn shared with the Commission a friend of hers from New York wanted to come to Iowa and go 
camping.  She didn’t know which state parks were even still open so they went to Minnesota to camp.  
While in Minnesota, they met a number of people who live in Iowa but also chose to leave the state to 
recreate.   She believes the EPC is destroying Iowa tourism.  Her grandson lives in Missouri and her son 
doesn’t want to move to Iowa.  She believes the EPC is destroying property values.  Chicken farms are going 
in all around her and they are not permitted because they have one less animal than the permit requires.  
She believes no matter the number of animals, the buildings should be permitted.  She questioned the 
Commission on why farmers are not paying for the pollution they are causing.  She asked the Commission to 
do their job and strengthen the master matrix. 

 
Cindy Axne  

Not present  
 
Heater Ryan   

Not present  
 
Jeff Gorball – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Jeff Gorball shared with the Commission his concerns for air and water quality in Worth County.  He served 
in the Marine Corps for 23 years to protect this country and believes the government is supposed to protect 
the people.  The EPC is to protect our health with objective rules that don’t favor one side over the other 
and use scientific facts.  There are an estimated 21 million hogs in Iowa and with ISU estimating 1.3 gallons 
of manure produced a day per hog there would be over 9 billion gallons of manure from swine alone spread 
on the ground across the state. When manure is spread on the ground, there is a higher propensity for 
manure to get into the water.  What’s the limit?  There is no scientific basis for Iowa to have the lowest set 
back distances in the nation and the highest limit for nuisance odor in the nation.   He asked for changes to 
the master matrix.    
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Nick Schutt – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Nick Schutt shared with the Commission he can smell and hear cattle all the time in his home.  He asked the 
Commission to do their job to increase separation distances and make changes to the master matrix.  He 
wants to get away from it and go to Pine Lake but he can’t swim in the lake because of the bacteria.  Mother 
Jones magazine is doing a story on the issues at Pine Lake.  He suggested if the Commission was being 
graded on their actions, they would receive a failing score.    

 
Larry Ginter – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Larry Ginter hopes the Commission has been listening and understands the concerns.  ICCI is getting more 
and more powerful every day.  He loves agriculture but it isn’t a sacred cow and vertical integration isn’t 
sacred.  Family farms are sacred.  The EPC and the legislature have helped to destroy family farms.  Now, the 
President of the United States believes climate change is a Chinese hoax.  He recommends for CAFOs to 
have an environmental study conducted for each one. His nephew lives in Arizona and works as a biologist 
conducting impact studies.  He understands what the Commission is up against with the Farm Bureau and 
commodity groups holding a sword over their head.  ICCI now has 500 new members. He is for the 
independent family farms and they are being run out of business.  

 
Deanna Brunsfield – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Deanna Brunsfield believes the factory farms should be held to a higher environmental and community 
standard.  She believes the conditions of CAFOs are inhumane for creatures and asked the Commission to 
consider the animals too.  

 
Erica Blair – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Erica Blair shared with the Commission that all the people here are asking for the Commission to uphold the 
duties of protecting the environment.  ICCI will come back every month to remind Commissioners of their 
role.  She is hearing from people all over the state that they want the master matrix strengthened.  There 
have been four counties who have sent a letter of support and thirteen additional counties passing 
resolutions in support of the petition.  Last month, the Commission heard from Kelly and her daughter.  
They could not make it this month but sent a letter sharing their experience discussing the petition with 
RAGBRAI participants.  Everyone she spoke with were in support of the petition and were appalled by the 
number of factory farms in Iowa.  People are concerned for Iowa’s future. The master matrix is a failure and 
it is not protecting the communities and factory farms are cheating the system.  There is no difference 
between 2,499 and 2,500 animals units.  There needs to be more than 50% to receive a passing score.   

 
Jess Mazour – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Jess Mazour shared with the Commission the reason why the Commission should do something is because 
of the people in this room who can’t go in their back yard or go to the local lake or eat fish.  There are weak 
laws to protect the Farm Bureau, Prestage, Iowa Select, and factory farms.    Everything in the petition is 
something the EPC can do outside of the legislature.  Farm Bureau will tell you that it is outside of your 
purview and you should not pass it but you can do it.  She encouraged the Commission to test out the 
master matrix but quadruple the separation distances.   A community just successfully convinced their board 
of supervisors to deny a 7,500 head facility.  The people who live there decided they don’t want the factory 
farm.  Now, the EPC has to decide if they are with the people who live there and the supervisors who don’t 
want them there or if they are with the factory farms.  She recommended a moratorium on factory farms.  

 
Barb Kalbach – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Barb Kalbach shared with the Commission her main goal is to strengthen the master matrix rules and 
regulations.  The petition is asking for simple and mild changes.  Only 2% of CAFO applications are not 
approved to build.  She had a factory farm sited near her home but she got it stopped.  When the legislature 
was considering the master matrix bill, she thought to herself, it won’t pass because of Ag drainage well and 
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other manure pollution concerns. She was surprised it passed.  After the master matrix was created, if a 
county denies the application, the DNR almost always approves it and the EPC always approves it too.  Now, 
Iowa has over 750 impaired waterways.  She does not believe the master matrix or voluntary compliance is 
working.  If the Commission also believes that they are not working, the Commission should pass the master 
matrix changes.  If you hesitate think about sick kids, sick adults, poisoned water, aromatic hydrocarbons, 
property values, and the Des Moines water system.   

 
Wayne County  
Not present  
 
Tom Willet  

Not present  
 
Chris Petersen – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 

Chris Petersen shared with the Commission his achievements over the past 20 years as a responsible farmer.  
He is getting tired but he is not going away.  He is a pig farmer.  He referenced a study conducted by the 
DNR which is 76 pages long about the animal feeding industry impacts and growth potential from currently 
13,000 CAFOs to 47,000.  In the report, it discusses land types, average manure application, and permitting 
distancing.  There are people in state who want to turn the entire state into CAFOs.  It is all about money 
and does not factor in people.  He is a traditional pig farmer who doesn’t use confinements and his pigs 
don’t do drugs.  He feels pretty successful to still be able to farm but he is sick and tired of big money 
dividing our neighborhoods.   

 
Melissa Sero – Iowa Department of Transportation  

Melissa Serio shared with the Commission the Iowa DOT’s interest in the rulemaking package for storm 
water general permits for their agency has over 160 GP2 permits for construction activities that disrupt 
more than an acre of land. The Iowa DOT has had opportunity to comment to DNR regarding their concerns 
and the majority have been addressed.  The outlying concern is the temporary stabilization requirement 
changing from the previous 14 days to now 0 days will change the scope of the projects.  With this change, 
the contracts for each project would have to be updated which would create excess work.  The Iowa DOT 
will continue to provide comment on this item as it moves through the rulemaking process.  She respectfully 
requested consideration of the comments.  

 
 

• No written comments were submitted.  
 

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
DIRECTORS REMARKS 

Director Chuck Gipp shared with the Commission that there a number of activities underway at the Iowa 
State Fair and DNR building at the fairgrounds.  He encouraged all to stop by.  During the fair, the Governor 
and Lt. Governor will honor 81 landowners for their environmental improvements to their little piece of the 
world. One of those recipients will be Chairperson Chad Ingels.   
 

INFORMATION 
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STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN REVISION FOR LEAD IN COUNCIL BLUFFS  
Mathew Johnson presented to the Commission a proposed change to the lead non-attainment area of 
Council Bluffs. There were no public comments submitted by the community or two businesses involved. 
Upon approval of the Commission, the SIP will be forwarded to U.S. EPA for federal notice and approval and 
the state will ask U.S. EPA to redesignate the area to attainment.   

 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Howard Hill. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
AMENDMENT TO A CONTRACT WITH THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA FOR FLOODPLAIN MAPPING UPDATES AND 
MAINTENANCE  

Kathryne Clark presented for the Commission’s approval a contract amendment for floodplain mapping.  
With her presentation, she provided a visual handout of a map of Iowa indicating the status of completion 
based on counties.     

 
Motion was made by Howard Hill to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Mary Boote. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT AMENDMENT #1 TO AN EXISTING CONTRACT (17ESDLQBSRALS-999) WITH STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES, 
INC. FOR PROGRAM MANAGEMENT (PM) AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT & RISK COMMUNICATION (CERC) FLOOD 
PLAIN MAPPING SERVICES 

Kathryne Clark presented for the Commission's approval a contract amendment for floodplain mapping 
services with a consulting company.  Through the discussion, Commissioners gained additional information 
regarding the responsible parties, potenitional future funding, and the need to continually update the data.  

 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Mary Boote. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT AMENDMENT #1 TO EXISTING CONTRACTS (17ESDLQBSRALS-0001 THROUGH 0004) WITH FOUR PRE-
QUALIFIED COMPANIES FOR FLOOD PLAIN MAPPING SERVICES  

Kathryne Clark presented to the Commission a contract amendment for floodplain mapping services.   
 
Motion was made by Mary Boote to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Joe Riding. Motion 
passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
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REFERRAL TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL - MR. AARON ROCHESTER, OWNER OF SIOUXLAND P.C. AND ELECTRONIC 
RECYCLING, L.L.C. D/B/A RECYCLETRONICS - DISABLED VETS AT WORK (RECYCLETRONICS) FOR OPEN DUMPING OF 
CATHODE RAY TUBES (CRT) AND OTHER ELECTRONIC WASTE IN VIOLATION OF IOWA SOLID WASTE REGULATIONS AND FOR 
FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THE REPAYMENT OBLIGATIONS OF A DNR SOLID WASTE ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (SWAP) 
LOAN ISSUED – WOODBURY COUNTY  

Dave Scott, Attorney from the DNR, summarized the matter of the illegal disposal of solid waste / hazardous 
materials, permit noncompliance, and SWAP loan payment delinquency by Mr. Aaron Rochester and the 
company formerly known as Recycletronics.  The Commission’s decision is not of guilt or innocence but 
rather a decision that the Attorney General’s Office handle the matter rather than the DNR.  
 
The Department regulates the recycling and disposal of certain CRT and electronic wastes because of the 
hazardous nature of some of their components.  The regulatory program is enumerated in Iowa 
Administrative Code Chapter 567-122, with relevant regulations provided in the litigation report included in 
the agenda.  Generally, the program requires certain operational processes to be in place – such as ensuring 
that broken leaded glass or broken electronics are not left outside and exposed to the elements and the 
program requires fairly comprehensive recordkeeping to ensure that materials are being properly disposed 
of.  The regulations also put limits on the amount of time such material can be stored on a permitted 
property and make storage on an unpermitted property illegal.  
 
Mr. Rochester held a permit from the state of Iowa to run a CRT recycling operation which is currently 
located at 1230 Steuben Street in Sioux City, Iowa.  The DNR provided a SWAP loan to Mr. Rochester’s 
predecessor in interest which was intended to allow the operation to purchase necessary equipment to 
allow for recycling. Mr. Rochester assumed responsibility for the loan, and entered into multiple contract 
revisions with DNR.  
 
In operating the recycling facility, Mr. Rochester collected payments from businesses and the public to 
properly recycle electronics including CRTs.  The permit program allows an operator to deconstruct the 
materials in this waste and sell it as scrap, but also requires the operator to comply with certain solid and 
hazardous waste disposal rules for anything that cannot be recycled.  Of particular interest is the leaded 
glass, mercury and other hazardous materials that may result in serious potential health and safety risks to 
citizens of Iowa can be released from this glass if not handled properly.   
 
The Department supports the Attorney General’s referral recommendation based on the three areas of non-
compliance.  The first is Mr. Rochester’s failure to comply with his permit obligations at the formerly 
permitted Steuben Street site.  A large amount of electronic waste, including hazardous leaded glass, has 
been illegally-stockpiled at the facility, and the site has stored hazardous materials outside in violation of its 
permit and at significant risk to public health and the environment.  The Department has been working with 
Mr. Rochester to bring him into compliance since at least 2014.  However, due to the ongoing nature of 
these infractions, the site’s permit was revoked in March of this year.  Prior to revocation, the DNR gave Mr. 
Rochester a final warning in January that if he didn’t come into compliance he would face revocation.   
 
Additionally, Mr. Rochester is also in violation of the repayment obligations of a loan from the SWAP 
program.  He has ceased making payments and has retained all of the equipment purchased with the loan 
funds.   A recent visit to the facility by DNR staff found the equipment to be unrecoverable due to being in 
very poor condition.   DNR has not received a payment from Mr. Rochester toward his loan obligations since 
August 2015 despite repayment schedule amendments as recently as February 2016.  Mr. Rochester owes 
the state of Iowa approximately $75,000 on the SWAP loan. 
 
Finally, and most significantly, the Department is seeking referral after learning in April, 2017, that Mr. 
Rochester has illegally-disposed of hazardous materials at three other sites in the Sioux City area and two 
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additional sites in Nebraska.  The estimated weight of material disposed of at these sites in Iowa alone is 
approximately eleven times the amount by weight still sitting at the formerly-permitted site.    
 
The DNR cannot emphasize sufficiently in words the nature of these violations.  There is approximately 1.2 
million pounds of waste stored at the formerly permitted site.   There is approximately 11 million pounds of 
waste illegally disposed of at three other sites in Iowa, and even more at illegal disposal sites in Nebraska.  
This represents a potential environmental nightmare, and it represents a potentially massive cleanup effort 
that should not fall on the shoulders of Iowa taxpayers.   
 
Susan Johnson, Environmental Specialist Senior of the DNR, provided a slide show with photos of the sites of 
concern.  She showed broken and damaged items, stockpiles, and items outside uncovered and exposed to 
the elements. She explained why all these situations are hazardous to human and environmental health.  
She explained the previous inspections conducted over the time period and where progress has and has not 
been made.  Within the slide show was an estimate for the amount of pounds of waste stored at these sites.   
 
David Scott stated the Department wishes for referral because the Attoreny General can most effectively 
pursue an enforcement action and get these sites cleaned up quickly to protect human health and the 
environment without allowing the burden of remediation costs to fall on taxpayers of the state of Iowa. 
 
Mr. Rochester shared with the Commission Recycletronics is closed and has not been stockpiling money.  
Originally, the company hired disabled veterans from every branch of the service.  They would work for 4 or 
5 hours a day.  The federal government was supposed to provide financial assistance but it didn’t work out.  
The additional sites the DNR mentions are only storage sites and he does not believe the storage sites need 
to be permitted.  Brian Whiting at the DNR Spencer office has been inspecting the other facilities and notes 
progress with about half of the stuff already gone.  Mr. Rochester has been paying people to remove the 
items in the facility out of his own pocket.  As soon as cleanup is done at one facility, they will go to the 
other sites to clean up.  
 
Mr. Rochester shared that at the Nebraska locations he was working with a construction company to turn 
the waste into landscaping block but the landlord backed out of the lease and wanted items removed before 
the landscaping block could be completed.  The landlord sued the construction company and Mr. Rochester 
to get the glass off site and that’s when EPA got involved because of a complaint filed.  EPA says the 
hazardous glass cannot be diluted in construction block concrete.  Dilution is not an acceptable way to get 
rid of the material.  California and Arizona have millions of pounds of this hazardous glass and are trying to 
find solution for it all.  Mr. Rochester says the reason he doesn’t want a referral is because they are cleaning 
up sites and the facility is closed.  Ted Hamilton tried to get the building and permit to take over operations 
but has given up.  He let 7 years of customers go to competitors.  We are cleaning up the sites.  The 
Nebraska sites are already at the Attorney General’s office because of EPA.  The sites in Iowa, he is dealing 
with the DNR.   
 
Mr. Rochester says when items are found outside, he moves them inside.  All the leaded glass is stored 
inside now.  He is not able to pay back the SWAP loan since he can’t accept any additional waste. He has 
almost lost his home.  Loan payments were $1,000 a month and he decided to first pay rent then payroll.  
He asked to keep the equipment like fork lifts and bailers because he can’t get rid of the waste without 
them.  
 
Mr. Rochester could not estimate the cost of cleaning up 17 million pounds of waste.  He shared estimated 
prices from companies to take it along with international companies who might take it if one pays for 
shipping.  He is hoping a solution will find itself.  He also shared the estimated territory his company serviced 
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all the way up to Minneapolis.  He shared there were customers who would pull up and dump a semi-truck 
of waste outside the building.   
 
Mr. Rochester shared he took over in 2011 and the company has never been able to make a profit or be able 
to dig out of a hole.  They had to sue the original franchiser because he was forcing them to take product at 
a lower rate than their competitors which created stockpiles.  Even though the cleanup is slow, they desire 
to reopen the permitted facility.  Everything is on the record now and there no more non-permitted sites.  
Once materials are removed from the outside, decontamination will begin.   
 
David Scott reminded the Commission the goal is to get the sites cleaned up.  The DNR has heard this 
rhetoric for the last 3 -4 years.  In April of this year, DNR found out there was 11 million extra pounds of 
waste in illegally stored areas.  The company has been taking waste and getting paid for it and placing it 
offsite on other properties.  He feels Mr. Rochester knowingly transported waste to other sites illegally.  
Additionally, the reporting does not match up for what was brought into and out of the facility.  The 
Attorney General has the resources to find where all the money received has gone and if there is anything 
remaining for cleanup.   

 
Mr. Rochester has visited many companies across the country and storing offsite is normal operation 
business.  He did not feel that it was illegal to have a stockpile offsite without staff on site.  When he took 
over the facility, they were doing their best to report and were not lying.  Reports showed what was coming 
in and going offsite.  They did have additional storage for TVs from the early years but have been moving 
them around and trying to dispose of them.  His bank accounts show a negative balance and so there is no 
hidden money.  He has been working with the DNR since 2014 and just this year they discussed getting rid of 
his permit.  His business is now closed and he is not receiving any more materials and is shrinking the piles. 
He asked to keep working with the DNR in Iowa for EPA already has authority in Nebraska.   
 
Motion was made by Joe Riding to refer to the Attorney General. Seconded by Bob Sinclair. 
Joe Riding-yea, Bob Sinclair-yea, Ralph Lents-yea, Howard Hill-yea, Nancy Couser-yea, Rebecca Guinn-yea, 
Barbara Hovland-absent, Mary Boote-yea, and Chad Ingels-yea,.  
 Motion passes.  
 

 
REFERRED TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL  

 
 

NOTICE OF INTENDED ACTION – CHAPTER 64 – RENEWAL OF STORM WATER GENERAL PERMITS  
Joe Griffin presented to the Commission a proposed rulemaking package for general permits.  He distributed 
a handout summarizing the proposed changes.  The Commission discussed solutions to the Iowa DOT 
concern like grandfather clauses.  However it was also noted that the EPA rule has been around for a 
number a years so organizations had time to prepare.  Ed Tormey shared with the Commission that this 
issue was similar to the 4” topsoil rule from a few years ago.       
 
Motion was made by Mary Boote to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Ralph Lents. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
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NOTICE OF INTENDED ACTION – CHAPTER 64 – RENEWAL OF PRIVATE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM GENERAL PERMIT 4 
John Crotty presented to the Commission a proposed rulemaking package for NPDES General Permit No. 4.     
 
Motion was made by Joe Riding to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Bob Sinclair. Motion 
passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
SOLID WASTE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEM PROGRAM’S GRANT AWARD CRITERIA-UPDATE  

Leslie Goldsmith presented to the Commission updates to the grant award criteria. She also distributed a 
map and the booklet of success stories which can be found at 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/waste/EMS%20Participants/emssuccessstories2016.pdf 
 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Mary Boote. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
GENERAL DISCUSSION  

• Bob Sinclair requested additional information regarding the propane bus grant for he may know of a 
community interested.   Bill Ehm was going to follow up but also reminded the Commission the grant 
program has been transferred to the Iowa Economic Development Authority.  

• Jerah Sheets discussed the date and location change of the September EPC meeting to meet the 
requirements of the law for the Commission to make a decision within 60 days of a petition.   

• Commissioners discussed concerns for the date of the October EPC meeting for three Commissioners 
know of conflicts where they would not be able to attend.  Jerah Sheets will work with Commissioners 
to find a date for the greatest attendance of Commissioners.   

 
Chairperson Ingels adjourned the Environmental Protection Commission meeting at 1:00 p.m., Tuesday, 
August 15, 2017. 
 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/waste/EMS%20Participants/emssuccessstories2016.pdf
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Meeting Minutes 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting of the Environmental Protection Commission was called to order by Chairperson Chad Ingels at 
10:00 a.m. on July 18, 2017 at the DNR Air Quality offices in Windsor Heights.  
 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT  
Mary Boote  
Nancy Couser  
Howard Hill 
Barbara Hovland  
Chad Ingels, Chair  
Ralph Lents, Vice Chair  
Joe Riding, Secretary  
Bob Sinclair 
 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT 
Rebecca Guinn  
 

ADOPTION OF AGENDA 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda as presented. Seconded by Joe Riding. Motion 
passes.  
 

APPROVED AS PRESENTED 
 

OATH OF OFFICE FOR NEW COMMISSIONER 
Director Chuck Gipp swore in Barbara Hovland to the commission.  

 
MONTHLY REPORTS 

• Bill Ehm shared with the Commission the Department has had a reduction in work force. Previous cuts 
to the General Fund have been absorbed by vacancies and process efficiencies but this cut required 
reducing the number of staff.  At this time, the Department does not anticipate a disruption of services 
to our customers.  

• Bill Ehm shared with the Commission a recent press release promoting the SRF loan program with the 
impact of improving water quality through agriculture and urban storm water best management 
practices and improvements to wastewater facilities.  Over time, the program has distributed almost 
$2.5 billion around the state.   

 
The monthly report(s) has been posted on the DNR website under the appropriate meeting month: 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions  
 

INFORMATION 
 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 

Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the June 20, 2017 EPC meeting minutes. Seconded by Ralph 
Lents. Motion passes.  

 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/About-DNR/Boards-Commissions


July 2017 Environmental Protection Commission Minutes 
 

2 

APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT  

 
Barb Kalbach – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
Barb Kalbach presented to the Commission a formal petition for rulemaking to strengthen the master matrix 
which is 15 years old.  The master matrix is little more than a rubber stamp.  To pass the master matrix, only 
50% of the points are required which in her standard is an F.  Since the master matrix has been used, only 
2% of master matrix applications have been denied while 98% have been approved.  In 2007, the DNR 
analyzed the master matrix and found some items were always used and others never used.  The master 
matrix is not working.  Factory farmers are degrading the quality of life in Iowa. Rules let factory farms game 
the system to ruin the land, air, and water.  Annually 22 billion gallons of manure are produced which go 
onto the ground and then into the water.  Half of the waters in Iowa are impaired with E.coli which leads 
back to manure. We hear from DNR that the DNR’s hands are tied and we need to go to the legislature.  We 
have gone to the legislature and year after year the legislature does nothing but cut your budget.  The 
legislature only acts to defund the DNR.  We are giving the Commission an opportunity to give Iowans 
protection from factory farms.  Changing the master matrix is something you can do without the legislature.  
 
Debbie Bunka – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Debbie Bunka shared with the Commission there are many reasons to rethink and redraw the master matrix 
with just a few being the lack of leadership, degradation of Iowa’s natural resources, and lack of local 
control. ICCI has been listening to people and have submitted a petition for rulemaking for the following 
requests: (1) Higher minimum passing score to receive a construction permit; (2) One time enrollment of the 
Construction Evaluation Resolution instead of the current burdensome annual submission; (3) Revisions to 
the matrix to incentivize, prevent, or minimize pollution; (4) Add in factors undressed by master matrix like 
karst land; (5) Elimination of criteria that do not have meaningful community or environmental impact; (6)  
Increase separation distances.  Corporate food structures don’t align with our beliefs.  Understanding our 
values and beliefs will transform Ag and food production systems to achieve change but we must be an 
engaged and passionate citizenry.   We submit this rulemaking petition and empower you to listen to the 
voice of the people.  
 
Nick Schutt – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Nick Schutt believes Iowa used to be a great place to raise a family with fresh air, crisp water, and peace and 
quiet.  We had clean clothes on the line and open windows in our home.  But now the quality of life stinks 
with factory farms.  He is unable to open his bedroom window for he hears and smells cows. Corporate 
greed has stolen our life in Iowa.  Over 10,000 factory farms produce 22 billion gallons of manure each year 
that gets applied to the land and runs into water.  There have been a record number of impaired waters and 
closed beaches.  Big Ag is doing just fine meanwhile the DNR is eliminating staff that could oversee factory 
farms and closing state parks.  Iowa can’t handle more factory farms.  We allow factory farms to expand 
without protection to Iowans.  He asked the Commission to strengthen the master matrix.  
 
Judy Lennisn – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Judy Lennisn believes the role of the DNR is to lead Iowans to care for the natural resources.  She used to go 
to Okoboji but now her family goes to Minnesota to fish.  Minnesota does a great job with water quality 
protection and Iowa does not.  Dickinson County has been spending money to protect the lake and 
waterways from invasive species which also improves the recreation and local economy. Strengthening the 
master matrix would also benefit the economy.  
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Paula Egen – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Paula Egan thanked the Commission for listening and considering our opinions.  She shared she is a 
transplant from California to Iowa.  She comes from a community with a land trust organization that holds 
the sacred duty to preserve the land.  The land trust promotes Ag practices that are organic and sustainable 
in which people want to feed their families.  Californians pride themselves on their happy cows and happy 
pigs on the hillsides.  When she moved to Iowa, the master matrix seemed like a science fiction novel.  It is 
up to you to assist us as citizens being poisoned by big Ag.  
 
Jan McGinns – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Jan McGinns wouldn’t have believed a few years ago she would have read so many books on agriculture.   
We are not doing good for Iowa.  She teaches adolescents and they are reading about a dystopian culture 
after the dissolving of the United States.  They don’t believe their government works for them.  What they 
see in Iowa is row after row of corn and topsoil being washed down the river to the dead zone in the Gulf of 
Mexico.  Iowa was the greatest natural resource in the world 250 years ago.  We need to move towards 
more diverse crops, fewer pesticides, keeping our rivers clean and aquifers replenished - not a future of 
oppressive government and starvation.  
 
Tyler Bettin – Iowa Pork Association  
Tyler Bettin thanked the Commissioners for their service.  Iowa Pork Producers support agenda item #6, 
proposed rules providing options for a producer to submit a Manure Management Plan (MMP) in both 
paper format and electronically.  The electronic option provides additional efficiencies for farmers, DNR, and 
county staff. The electronic option will provide accurate fee calculations and secure payment along with 
streamlined information provided directly to counties.  The master matrix increases the standards for larger 
farms in Iowa.  The master matrix is an effective tool for county input and consistency across Iowa.   
 
Shari Hawk – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Shari Hawk read in the paper an article by Ray Esser, past Soybean Association President, in which he talked 
about Iowa farmers being sustainable providers of food.   She thought about it and believes Iowa’s farms are 
far from sustainable.  With over 750 polluted waterways, over 10,000 factory farms, 22 billion gallons of 
manure created each year, 800 manure spills, record breaking beach advisories, and 430 new confinements 
approved each year, that is not sustainable.  Iowa’s agricultural system is not sustainable.  She asked the 
Commission to do this little thing within their power to strengthen the master matrix.     
 
Mike Carberry – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Mike Carberry thanked the Commissioners for their service and shared he is a County Supervisor for Johnson 
County.  He grew up in small Benton County where his dad was a large animal vet.  He has castrated 
thousands of pigs in his lifetime and used to go skinny dipping in local creeks, lakes, and ponds. But he can’t 
do that anymore because of how we raise meat. He has been an environmental advocate for 15 years 
before he became a County Supervisor where he fought for clean water and clean agriculture.  He has been 
on a number of river cleanup events and a day or so after the event, he would be sick because of the 
unclean water.  The way we are raising animals just is not right.  Johnson County Supervisors sent a letter 
last year requesting the master matrix be fixed and counties have more local control.  Only 2.2% of 
confinement applications don’t pass and the producer gets to score the master matrix themselves which just 
isn’t right.  He is tasked with protecting the citizens of his county and DNR’s mission is to protect and 
conserve.  He asked the Commission to help the DNR do their job so he can do his.   
 
Mary Ann Koch – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Mary Ann Koch shared with the Commission the water crisis we are in because water is life.  We may have 
water in Iowa but it is polluted and dangerous.  It is not the life giving water we need.   We ask for you to live 
up to your slogan to lead Iowans in caring for its natural resources.  Even though there is all this money 
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going to help water, she believes a stitch in time saves nine.   She believes in preventing the pollution rather 
than repairing water that has been polluted.  Water is life and we need quality water to be safe for drinking.   
 
Ana Garst – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Ana Garst shared with the Commission her neighbors tried to establish a CAFO near their home.  Her family 
scared them away but her family always lives in fear they will try to build a CAFO next to their home.  She 
asked the Commission to support the petition being presented.   
 
Kelli Mennen – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Kelli Mennen shared with the Commission her parents live on a small farm in northeast Iowa which looks 
very different now compared to when she grew up.  All the small towns are surrounded by factory farms.  
She has to worry about her daughter when she visits nana and papa because factory farms have been built 
all around their home.  She wants the master matrix to consider local topography like karst soils when 
manure is applied to this soil.  With karst, there is limited filtration to the water supply.  He family can no 
longer drink the water from the family well.  She asked the Commission to protect the natural resources for 
future generations.  As a teacher, if she passed her students with a 50% score, they wouldn’t be able to read 
or write.  
 
Sharon Johnson – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Sharon Johnson shared with the Commission she was born and lived her entire life in Iowa.  She used to be 
proud to be an Iowan but now she is not because Iowa is number one in the country for polluted waterways.  
The master matrix was created 15 years ago and it has done nothing to stop factory farms from polluting 
communities and the environment.  Environmental knowledge and efforts have been cast aside and ignored 
by our legislators to a point that now we are in crisis.  We have a water crisis and can’t wait any longer.  She 
asked for the factory farm application process to be changed.   
 
Chris Gruenhagen – Iowa Farm Bureau  
Chris Gruenhagen shared with the Commission how she grew up on a livestock and crop farm which will 
received the Century Farm designation this year.  Farm Bureau supports the proposed AFO rulemaking 
which will provide options to file manure management plans (mmp) and fees annually.  She thanked the 
DNR for their time developing the project and web application. The master matrix was developed in a public 
process by a diverse group of hard working people from the universities, government, and associations and 
was overseen by a federal mediator.  The master matrix also went through the rulemaking process which 
included public comments.  Farm Bureau didn’t support everything in the master matrix but that is the 
nature of compromise.  Commissioners have heard one perspective of issues which were also raised during 
the creation of the master matrix.   
 
Maggie Rawland – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Maggie Rawland believes environmentalists have been discounted for years which has resulted in 
degradation to our air, land, and water.  The master matrix was supposed to protect communities from 
factory farm polluters but instead it rubber stamps approval with no regard to the impact.  Iowans deserve 
better.  It is up to the DNR to take their role seriously to protect the environment.    
 
Dianne Siasoco – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Diane Siasoco stated factory farm pollution is affecting her and Iowans.  Her pregnant friends don’t trust to 
drink the water.  They are paying for and installing personal filtration systems.  She asked the Commission to 
support the ICCI petition to strengthen the master matrix because water is life.  
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Joe Fagan – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Joe Fagan shared with the Commission the master matrix was set up so locals can have a voice but that is a 
facade.  The master matrix is set up to do little for locals to have any say at all. He used to live in Allamakee 
County where the streams used to be clean and clear and you could see to the bottom.  He is sure if he 
would go back now, he would not be able to see the bottom of the stream because factory farms have been 
built.  He asked the Commission to take the petition seriously for locals to have some say.  He asked the 
Commission to take clean water seriously because everyone in the world is saying it.   
 
Vern Tigges – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Vern Tigges shared with the Commission he lives in Adel County along the Raccoon River.  Bill Ehm 
mentioned the efficiencies developed to get permits out quicker and now Iowa is saturated with livestock 
confinements.  He believes Iowa doesn’t have a whole lot more hogs than we used to but now they are just 
more concentrated.  Just got back from Europe where their agriculture is pristine. The confinements don’t 
pump manure straight out of the pit and apply it to the land.  They process the manure and then spread it as 
fertilizer year round.  He asked the Commission to not make his granddaughter have to fight for clean water.   
 
Jess Mazour – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Jess Mazour listened to the Pork Producers and Farm Bureau but she wanted to talk to the Commission 
about reality.  Farm Bureau and the Pork Producers don’t want to change the master matrix because they 
are making money the way it is.  They don’t want to change because they will have to fix it at the source.  
Iowans are sick of the smell, water quality crisis, dead hog in dumpsters, higher water bills, and roads being 
destroyed from factory farm operations.  We came to the EPC protesting the construction of a factory farm 
next to a resident with COPD.  The Commission approved the construction and then he died.  Allamakee 
County fought back and denied the construction of a factory farm next to a trout stream but the EPC 
approved it.  A family with a child who has muscular dystrophy now can’t do his exercises in the pool 
because of a factory farm the EPC approved.  The EPC has approved rules to allow manure to be spread on 
snow covered and frozen ground.  The EPC approved rules to allow manure to be applied to soybeans which 
don’t need manure because they produce their own nitrogen.  All these examples show how the EPC works 
for the factory farm industry.  She asked the Commission to work with ICCI rather than against them for 
clean water.   
 
Brenda Brink – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Brenda Brink proposed to get rid of our labels.  Democrat or Republican, life-long Iowan or new citizen, or 
urban or rural, it doesn’t matter because we all need clean water and a healthy environment.  But instead, 
we are suffering.  The master matrix was supposed to protect us and the water but it has not.  We need 
more local control of factory farms.  The only protection is the master matrix but it is 15 years old and 
doesn’t address property values, quality of life, and livelihoods.  The EPC is to protect the people and 
environment but it has been catering to the industry with out of state owners who benefit.  You call them 
stakeholders and they have the ear of the DNR.  They get the first shot at writing the rules they are 
supposed to follow.  She has to put up with the smell next to her home during manure application but also 
dead hogs rotting and attracting flies.  She feels the stakeholders have been misidentified.   
 
Jane Lee – Iowa Cattlemen’s Association  
Jane Lee on behalf of the members of the Cattlemen’s Association thanked the Commissioners for their 
work.  The association supports the proposed AFO rules allowing electronic submission of the MMP updates 
and fees.  The proposal makes sense to stream line the process for the Iowa DNR and producers.  The 
association also supports the master matrix.  The current state of the master matrix raises the standards for 
counties to work with producers and communities. 
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Erica Blair – Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement  
Erica Blair stated that ICCI has officially filed the master matrix petition. The DNR and EPC no longer are able 
to tell us their hands are tied. The ball is now in your court.  Iowans are suffering as heard through the 
stories shared.  ICCI went around the state to talk with the real stakeholders, Iowans living next to factory 
farms.  They asked if the master matrix was working for them and they heard a consistent answer of no.  
ICCI wants the master matrix to hold factory farms to higher standards.  Every single application is rubber 
stamped approved and doesn’t consider water contaminated or karst soils. It also doesn’t work for county 
supervisors as evidenced by thirteen counties who have rallied together calling for strengthening the master 
matrix.  The industry doesn’t want the master matrix to change because it benefits the industry.  Factory 
farms are an industry and need regulated like any other industry.  The legislature hasn’t done anything 
except cut the DNR’s budget.  Iowans deserve more by changing the master matrix, more local control, and 
a moratorium on new or expanding facilities until we have clean water.    
 
• No written comments were submitted.  

END OF PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
DIRECTORS REMARKS 

Director Gipp shared with the Commission the Iowa Finance Authority partners with the DNR to run the 
State Revolving Loan Fund.  Over the years, 78 million dollars has been distributed to assist communities 
with upgrading their wastewater facilities.  Many of these facilities were built when Eisenhower was 
President and need to be improved to properly treat wastewater before it reaches a stream. 
 
Director Gipp acknowledged the ICCI petition has been delivered to the DNR.  The Department will review 
the petition and determine what can be done through administrative rule or the legislature.  The 
Department will have 60 days to provide a recommendation to the EPC for a decision.   
 
Director Gipp distributed a handout regarding the Department budget.  Team members were laid off 
because a lack of funds and not based on their performance.  The Department uses general fund money for 
state parks, federal match, and forestry.  Federal match money allows for the state to obtain funds to run 
the environmental programs.  The Department has reduced the number of employees over the past few 
years by not filling approximately 90 vacancies.  The Department is fortunate to have quality employees who 
are still able to issue permits timely.  The Department’s loss of funds was not due to lack of funds but rather 
a shift of funds from the DNR to other agencies along with the DNR absorbing the annual employee salary 
increase for 8 years in a row which is about a 20% reduction in funds.  Services will be diminished because 
one cannot keep eliminating positions without an impact.   
 

INFORMATION 
 

EMMP STATUS UPDATE AND DEMO OF ONLINE SYSTEM  
Ted Petersen from the DNR Field Office provided the Commissioners with a summary of the project of 
adding an option for producers to submit the annual Manure Management Plan (MMP) update 
electronically.  Kim Breese from the DNR Information Technology team provided a live demonstration of the 
draft test website.  She demonstrated how the system would work for the producer with a secure log in, 
electronic payments, and adding additional authorized users.  She answered questions of the Commission 
related to security of the website and how information would be displayed for the public.  Currently, testing 
of the system is being conducted by producers.  From their feedback, improvements will be made.  Through 
the fall, communication and training will be provided with an anticipated roll out for producer use by the 
end of the calendar year.   

INFORMATION  
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NOTICE OF INTENDED ACTION – CHAPTER 65 – PROPOSED RULE AMENDMENT FOR ANIMAL FEEDING OPERATIONS  

Kelli Book presented to the Commission a proposed rulemaking to begin the process of collecting formal 
comments for accepting electronic submissions of Manure Management Plans and the electronic fees 
associated with them.   

 
Motion was made by Joe Riding to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Howard Hill. Motion 
passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
CONTRACT AMENDMENT WITH IDALS FOR IOWA GREAT LAKES WATERSHED PROJECT  

Steven Konrady presented for the Commission’s approval a contract for watershed improvement projects in 
the Iowa Great Lakes.   

 
Motion was made by Ralph Lents to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Nancy Couser. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
DERELICT BUILDING GRANT PROGRAM – GRANT RECOMMENDATIONS  

Scott Flagg presented for the Commission's approval grant recommendations for the Derelict Building 
program.  He also summarized the program’s funding mechanism, selection process, and provided photos of 
the projects.   

 
Motion was made by Howard Hill to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Joe Riding. Motion 
passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
AMENDED NOTICE OF INTENDED ACTION: EASE OF APPLICATION RULES - CHAPTER 22 

Christine Paulson presented to the Commission proposed rules to amend Air Quality applications.   
 
Motion was made by Bob Sinclair to approve the agenda item as presented. Seconded by Nancy Couser. 
Motion passes.  

 
APPROVED AS PRESENTED 

 
THE STATE OF IOWA PUBLIC DRINKING WATER PROGRAM 2016 ANNUAL COMPLIANCE REPORT 

Diane Moles presented to the Commission a summary of the annual report.  She was honored to continue to 
say that Iowa has not had any deaths occur from drinking public water.  Not all states can say the same.  
Compliance is the highest goal of this program.    

 
INFORMATION  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION  
• Jerah Sheets provided an update to the Commission meeting schedule.  The August EPC tour and 

meeting have been moved to September 18 and 19 in Adams County.  The August business meeting will 
be held in Windsor Heights.   

• Nancy Couser shared her experience when working with properly applied manure and the benefits to 
soil health and plants.   

• The Department summarized the process for reviewing a petition for rulemaking.  Unless an extension is 
granted by the petitioner, a decision by the Commission is required within 60 days.   

• Joe Riding shared he was approached by Perry Windle of Twin Valley Lakes water supply to make a 
formal presentation to the Commission.  The Commission directed the DNR to continue working with 
the association regarding their concerns.   

 
Chairperson Ingels adjourned the Environmental Protection Commission meeting at 12:50 p.m., Tuesday, 
July 18, 2017. 
 



























































































































































































































































































































































































































 Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Commission 

ITEM DECISION 

TOPIC PETITION FOR RULEMAKING 

On July 18, 2017, Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement and Food & Water Watch 
jointly filed a Petition for Rulemaking with the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR).  
The Petition requests the amendment of 567 IAC chapter 65 to revise the enrollment period for 
counties to adopt the Master Matrix and to make numerous changes to the Master Matrix.   

Pursuant to Iowa law, within sixty days after submission of a petition, the Commission either 
shall deny the petition in writing on the merits, stating its reasons for the denial, or initiate 
rulemaking proceedings in accordance with Iowa Code section 17A.4.  A review “on the merits” 
requires fair consideration but does not require the Commission to take a stand on the substantive 
issues presented in the Petition.  The Commission must render a final decision to approve or 
deny the Petition for Rulemaking at the September 18, 2017 regularly scheduled meeting of the 
Commission. 

The Department recommends that the Petition for Rulemaking be denied for the reasons set 
forth herein.     

Edmund J. Tormey, Chief 
Legal Services Bureau 

September 7, 2017 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION 

Petitioned by: 

IOWA CITIZENS FOR 
COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT 
and FOOD & WATER WATCH 

For the amendment of: 

567 Iowa Administrative Code 65 

DENIAL OF PETITION FOR 
RULEMAKING 

September 18, 2017 

I. SUMMARY

On July 18, 2017, Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement and Food & 
Water Watch (Petitioners) jointly filed a Petition for Rulemaking (Petition) with 
the Iowa Department of Natural Resources (Department) pursuant to section 
17A.7 of the Code of Iowa and 561 Iowa Administrative Code (IAC) Chapter 5, as 
adopted by reference at 567 IAC 5.1.1   The Petition requests the amendments of 
567 IAC chapter 65 to revise the enrollment period for counties to adopt the 
master matrix and to revise the criteria and scoring for the master matrix.   

Pursuant to section 17A.7 of the Code of Iowa and 561 IAC 5.4(2), as adopted 
by reference at 567 IAC 5.1, within sixty days after submission of a petition, the 
Environmental Protection Commission (Commission) shall either deny the 
petition in writing on the merits, stating its reasons for the denial, or initiate 
rulemaking proceedings in accordance with section 17A.4.  A review “on the 
merits” requires fair consideration but does not require the Commission to take a 
stand on the substantive issues presented in the Petition.  See Litterer v. Judge, 
644 N.W.2d 357, 361 (Iowa 2002).   

   The Petition has been reviewed on its merits and the Department’s findings 
are outlined in this Denial of Petition for Rulemaking.  The Petition and 
attachments are considered incorporated in the record.  Additionally, a copy of 
the current master matrix is attached as Exhibit A.  When the criteria in the 
existing master matrix are noted in this document, please refer to the numbering 
listed in Exhibit A.  Petitioners’ proposed master matrix is attached as Exhibit B.  
When criteria in the proposed master matrix are noted in this document, please 
refer to the numbering listed in Exhibit B.  An overview of the points available 
and required in both the current master matrix and the proposed master matrix 
is attached as Exhibit C.  Hypotheticals used as demonstrative evidence in this 
Denial of Petition for Rulemaking are attached as Exhibit D.  

1 Upon the Petitioners’ request, the Department met with the Petitioners to discuss the Petition on July 25, 
2017. 
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II. DEPARTMENT’S FINDINGS

The ruling of the Commission is based upon the following findings presented 
to the Commission by the Department.   

A. Feasibility

In 2002, pursuant to Senate File 2293, the Iowa legislature adopted Iowa Code 
section 459.305.  This section required the Department to develop a master 
matrix to “provide a comprehensive assessment mechanism in order to produce a 
statistically verifiable basis for determining whether to approve or disapprove an 
application for the construction… of a confinement feeding operation.”  Iowa 
Code section 459.305(1).  The legislature intended the master matrix “be 
structured to ensure that it feasibly provides for a satisfactory rating.”  Iowa Code 
section 459.305(2).  As such, the master matrix is a collection of voluntary 
additional criteria that supplement the more stringent construction requirements 
found in the Iowa Code and associated rules, rather than a list of mandatory 
regulations.   

Through a series of meetings of a technical advisory committee established by 
Senate File 2293, a master matrix was developed pursuant to the legislation, and 
the Commission adopted the master matrix into 567 IAC chapter 65.  The master 
matrix is applied to all construction projects for confinement feeding operations 
with an animal unit capacity of at least 1,000 animal units.  The confinement 
feeding operation must comply with the regulatory requirements stated in statute 
and rule and then must complete and pass the master matrix in order to provide 
for additional environmental safeguards.     

On July 18, 2017, Petitioners proposed the adoption of amendments to the 
master matrix as shown in Exhibit B.  The amendments to the master matrix 
suggest several procedural alterations to 567 IAC 65.10 and, more substantially, a 
complete rewrite of the current master matrix that changes both the language of 
the criteria and the points awarded for meeting the requirements of the criteria.   

Analysis: 

The Department has determined the proposed master matrix is infeasible, as 
detailed below and the Petition should be denied.   

The Department notes the current master matrix statute has been in place for 
over fifteen years with no change by the legislature.  When a statute is interpreted 
for an extended period of time with no change by the legislature, there is a 
presumption of legislative acceptance of the interpretation.  Cf. Lockray v. State, 
495 N.W.2d 754, 755 (Iowa 1993).  The current master matrix is the prime 
example of feasibility by which to compare the proposed master matrix. 
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Vital to the analysis of infeasibility are the point totals for the current master 
matrix and the proposed master matrix. For clarity, these are laid out in Exhibit 
C. In short, the proposed master matrix reduces the available points, both in
total and in the subcategories, while simultaneously increasing the required
passing score, again both in total and in the subcategories.

The current master matrix requires an applicant to obtain 50% of the total 
available points, and 25% of the available points in each of the three 
subcategories (Air, Water, and Community).  The proposed master matrix retains 
this same structure, but drastically increases the point requirements for a passing 
score.  Under the proposed master matrix, an applicant must obtain 86% of the 
total points and 75% of the available points in each of the subcategories in order 
to receive a passing score.  

The Petition moves the score required to pass the master matrix from 440 
points out of 880, or 50%, to 522 points out of 610 or 86%.  That switch alone 
calls into question the feasibility of a passing score.  However, the percentage 
increase is not the only change.  The Petitioners have also modified the existing 
44 criteria, many times decreasing the existing points allowed while also 
increasing the minimum threshold for that criteria.  For example, of the 16 
existing criteria concerning separation distances from the proposed confinement 
feeding operation to an object, such as a residence or public well, the Petitioners 
propose the following: 

 The elimination of four separation distances and associated scoring
(Criteria 3, 4, 6 and 32);

 Increasing three separation distances based on distances met by only 45%
of past applicants (Criteria 2, 8, and 10);

 Increasing eight other separation distances (Criteria 1, 5, 7, 9, 30, 31, 33
and 34).  In one instance (Criterion 1), an applicant would be required to
meet a separation distance 500% greater than the current distance in
order to receive the same or similar amount of points.

Not only have the Petitioners increased the required separation distances, they 
also have reduced or eliminated available points on 12 of the 16 existing criteria 
(Criteria 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 32, 34).   For example, for existing Criterion 5, 
possible points have been reduced from 30 to five (while also increasing the 
separation distance from 300 to 500 feet). 

With respect to the other 28 existing criteria, Petitioners have reduced available 
points on nine of those criteria (Criteria 12, 15, 16, 17, 20, 22, 23, 25 and 26); six 
of which now include more stringent minimum thresholds (Criteria 16, 20, 22, 
23, 25 and 26).   For example, with respect to existing Criterion 20, an applicant 
has to demonstrate that it has not received an administrative order or court 
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ruling in the last five years for an environmental or worker protection violation at 
any facility in which it has an interest.  Petitioners now propose that in order to 
receive a reduced total of 10 rather than 30 points, an applicant has to 
demonstrate that it, any affiliated limited liability company, and any  
contractor(s) have not received a Notice of Violation over the past 10 years, in 
addition to any administrative orders or court rulings.   Petitioners have also 
eliminated two of the other 28 existing criteria (Criteria 19 and 24) and for three 
others, have increased possible points but have also proposed more stringent 
minimum thresholds (Criteria 14, 38 and 39).   

In sum, Petitioners propose an increased passing score of 86% - not 86% 
passing rate on existing criteria – but 86% of a much more burdensome set of 
requirements.  The percentages required by the proposed master matrix appear 
to be facially infeasible.  For this reason alone, the proposed master matrix can be 
deemed infeasible.  

The unlikelihood of an applicant achieving a passing score is further evidenced 
by a simple test: how many consecutive criteria of Petitioners’ proposed master 
matrix would an applicant have to meet before it received a satisfactory rating?  
Assuming an applicant received a top score on each of Petitioners’ modified 
criteria, it would take until proposed Criterion 40 before an applicant received a 
passing score of 522.  In other words, an applicant would have to meet the 
highest category in 40 consecutive criteria, including: 

 Maximum separation distances on 12 separate criteria
 No Notice of Violation letters received by applicant, any affiliated limited

liability company, and any  contractor(s) for ten years
 No tax credits
 100% approval by neighbors within a one-mile radius
 Baseline funding of well monitoring for every neighbor within a one mile

radius
 Perpetual quarterly surface water monitoring

If an applicant was to meet only the minimum score for each successive 
criteria (still a draconian task), it would take until proposed Criterion 44 before it 
received a passing score (there are only 46 criteria in Petitioners’ proposed 
master matrix).   

Remembering again that the purpose of the master matrix is to supplement 
existing statutory requirements, having to satisfy 87% (40/46) (top score) or 96% 
(44/46) (low score) of the criteria is simply not feasible.2   

2 With respect to the water subcategory in Petitioners’ proposed master matrix, in order to receive 
a passing score, an operator must meet the maximum point totals in all relevant water criteria 
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Up to this point, the Department has considered the infeasibility of the 
proposed master matrix in the abstract.  When reasonable hypothetical situations 
are evaluated using Petitioners’ proposed master matrix, it becomes apparent 
that the proposed master matrix is infeasible on a practical level as well.  In these 
hypotheticals, the applicant will always fail the matrix despite satisfying 
approximately 87% of the criteria.  See Exhibit D.   

In Hypothetical 1, Applicant A scored 520 total points out of 610.  The 
applicant was not able to meet the added separation distances from a residence 
and the road and he did not live at the facility.  All his neighbors agreed to sign 
the approval letter.  He did not install wells and did not conduct monitoring, but 
took the maximum points for all other criteria and yet only scored 520 points. 
The proposed master matrix requires 522 total points to pass.  Therefore, 
Applicant A fails to meet the 522 points required under the proposed master 
matrix.  Applicant fails despite meeting 40 of the 46 criteria.

In Hypothetical 2, Applicant B scored 515 total points out of 610.  The proposed 
master matrix requires 522 total points to pass.  The applicant meets all the 
separation distances and obtains top points for all criteria concerning separation 
distances.  His neighbor refuses to sign an approval letter for the construction of 
the facility.  The applicant is under a contract with an integrator and takes the 
pollution control tax exemption.  In addition, he cannot meet proposed Criteria 
33 and 44 (no added economic development and no federal or state funds).  Yet 
the applicant only scored 515 points.  Therefore, Applicant B fails to meet the 522 
points required under the proposed master matrix.  Applicant fails despite 
meeting 40 of the 46 criteria.   

The Department finds it troubling that these applicants would fail the 
Petitioners’ proposed master matrix even though they passed approximately 87% 
of the criteria and complied with every other applicable statute and regulation.  
This goes beyond the intent of section 459.305 and further demonstrates the 
infeasibility of the Petitioners’ proposed master matrix.    

The Department does not have the right to create a moratorium on the 
construction of confinement feeding operations, yet that appears to be the 
practical effect of the proposed master matrix.     

B. Agency Resources and Completeness

The proposed master matrix requires significant input from the Department 
on several factors such as appropriate distances from locations such as public use 

between Criterion 1 and Criterion 39, leaving only four optional water criteria available as 
applicant seeks to obtain a passing overall score.  
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areas and high quality waters (See Criterion 2, Criterion 5, and Criterion 7 of 
Petitioners’ proposed master matrix).  For example, with respect to Criterion 2, 
the Petitioners require the Department to: 

[r]eplace existing separation distances with new, increased
separation distances …. The Department will analyze a statistically 
significant and geographically representative sample of past Matrix 
applications and establish three new separation distance ranges that 
would each have been achieved by approximately 15% of past 
applicants.   

 For the Department to undertake this work, it would need to devote 
considerable agency resources to the task.  It would likely take away from other 
Department priorities.   

Moreover, despite the absence of actual separation distances for these three 
criteria, Petitioners have included points and are requesting the Department’s 
approval to proceed with rulemaking on this Petition.  The Department considers 
this to be an incomplete petition submitted pursuant to Iowa Code section 17A.7.    

C. Improper Considerations

Proposed Criterion 16 requires applicants and their contractors to have no 
Notice of Violation (NOV) letters in order to obtain credit for the section.  It is 
true that an NOV letter is an important tool for the Department’s enforcement of 
environmental violations.  However, unlike formal enforcement actions such as 
administrative orders, the Department does not consider NOVs as final agency 
actions and NOVs historically have not been appealable.  With Petitioners’ 
proposed criterion, NOVs now take on a more significant meaning and this will 
invite legal arguments related to the Due Process clauses of the United States and 
Iowa Constitutions, especially since the intent is to apply this criterion 
retroactively going back ten years.  The Department considers Proposed Criterion 
16 to be improper.   

The Department believes Proposed Criterion 42 is improper. A properly 
designed confinement feeding operation is constructed for full containment of all 
manure.  Iowa Code Section 459.311(1).   Yet to receive the points for Proposed 
Criterion 42, a proposed facility must seek a discharge (NPDES) permit.  This is 
arguably improper and inconsistent with federal case law.  See Nat’l Pork 
Producers Council et al. v. EPA, 635 F.3d 738, 749-51 (5th Cir. 2011) (holding that 
an agency may not require a concentrated animal feeding operation to apply for a 
NPDES permit absent a showing of an actual discharge); Waterkeeper Alliance, 
Inc. v. EPA, 399 F.3d 486, 504-05 (2d Cir. 2005) (same holding).   
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D. Summary

       The Petition requests amendments to 567 IAC chapter 65 to revise the 
enrollment period for counties to adopt the master matrix and to revise the 
criteria and scoring for the master matrix.  The above findings provide sufficient 
grounds for denying this Petition.  The Petition does not provide for a master 
matrix that is structured to feasibly provide for a satisfactory rating and contains 
improper criteria.  Moreover, the Petition is incomplete because it requires 
extensive agency analysis and resources to develop the criteria in the proposed 
rulemaking. 

III. RULING OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission hereby adopts the findings of the Department and DENIES 
the Petition for Rulemaking filed by Iowa Citizens for Community Involvement 
and Food & Water Watch.  

The Commission does acknowledge that the current master matrix has been 
the subject of recent public attention and intends to review the current criteria 
with stakeholders to determine if any changes are needed.  Future review will also 
consider if any changes to the current enrollment process for counties are needed.   

IV. JUDICIAL REVIEW

Pursuant to section 17A.19 of the Code of Iowa, petitioners Iowa Citizens for 
Community Improvement and Food & Water Watch may seek Judicial Review of 
the ruling of the Commission.   

__________________________________      Dated this _____ day of 
CHAD INGELS, CHAIR September, 2017 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION 



ATTACHMENT A 
 MASTER MATRIX  

  
Proposed Site Characteristics  
 
The following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark 
one score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain a minimum 
overall score of 440 and a score of 53.38 in the "air" subcategory, a score of 67.75 in the "water" 
subcategory and a score of 101.13 in the "community impacts" subcategory.  
 

1. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the 
closest:  

∗ Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation,  
∗ Hospital,  
∗ Nursing home, or  
∗ Licensed or registered child care facility.  
 Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 25 16.25  8.75 
501 feet to 750 feet 45 29.25  17.50 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 65 42.25  22.75 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 85 55.25  29.75 
1,251 feet or more 100 65.00  35.00 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances.  

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation.  

(C) “Licensed or registered child care facility” - a facility licensed or registered by the department of human services 
providing child care or preschool services for six or more children as provided in Iowa Code chapter 237A. 

(D) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the department of 
human services.  

 
2. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 

public use area.  
 Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00  3.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00  6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00  9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00  12.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 25 10.00  15.00 
1,501 feet or more 30 12.00  18.00 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances.  

(B) "Public use area” - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 of 567--Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time.  

 
3. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the 

closest:  
∗ Educational institution,  
∗ Religious institution, or  
∗ Commercial enterprise.  
 Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00  3.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00  6.00 



751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00  9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00  12.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 25 10.00  15.00 
1,501 feet or more 30 12.00  18.00 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances.  

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation.  

(C) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 
enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities.  

(D) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship.  
(E) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a farm operation.  

 
4. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirement of 500 feet, from proposed confinement structure 

to the closest water source.  
 Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 5  5.00  
501 feet to 750 feet 10  10.00  
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15  15.00  
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20  20.00  
1,251 feet to 1,500 25  25.00  
1,501 feet or more 30  30.00  

 
"Water source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite banks 
and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

 
5. Separation distance of 300 feet or more from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest 

thoroughfare.  
 Score Air Water Community 
300 feet or more 30 9.00  21.00 

 
(A) "Thoroughfare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or maintained by the state 

or a political subdivision.  
(B) The 300-foot distance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus additional 200 feet.  

 
6. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 

critical public area.  
 Score Air Water Community 
500 feet or more 10 4.00  6.00 

 
(A) All critical public areas as defined in 567--65.1(455B), are public use areas, and therefore subject to public use 

area minimum separation distances.  
(B) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances.  

 
7. Proposed confinement structure is at least two times the minimum required separation distance from all private 

and public water wells.  
 

 Score Air Water Community 
Two times the minimum separation distance 30  24.00 6.00 

Refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 for minimum required separation distances to wells.  
 

8. Additional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 1,000 feet, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest:  

∗ Agricultural drainage well,  



∗ Known sinkhole, or  
∗ Major water source.  
 Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 1.50 7.50 6.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 2.00 10.00 8.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 2.50 12.50 10.00 
1,501 feet to 1,750 feet 30 3.00 15.00 12.00 
1,751 feet to 2,000 feet 35 3.50 17.50 14.00 
2,001 feet to 2,250 feet 40 4.00 20.00 16.00 
2,251 feet to 2,500 feet 45 4.50 22.50 18.00 
2,501 feet or more 50 5.00 25.00 20.00 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, that is closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation.  
(B) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells.  
(C) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567--Chapter 65.  

 
9. Distance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that has a submitted 

department manure management plan.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Three-quarter of a mile or more (3,960 feet) 25 7.50 7.50 10.00 

Confinement facilities include swine, poultry, and dairy and beef cattle.  
 

10. Separation distance from proposed confinement structure to closest:  
∗ High quality (HQ) waters,  
∗ High quality resource (HQR) waters, or  
∗ Protected water areas (PWA)  
is at least two times the minimum required separation distance  
 Score Air Water Community 
Two times the minimum separation distance 30  22.50 7.50 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation.  
(B) HQ waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(C) HQR waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(D) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

(http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA’s%20in 
 

11. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time for residences 
within two times the minimum separation distance.  

 Score Air Water Community 
University of Minnesota OFFSET model results demonstrating 
an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time 10 6.00  4.00e 

 
(A) OFFSET can be found at http://www.extension.umn.edu/distribution/livestocksystems/DI7680.html. For more 

information, contact Dr. Larry Jacobson, University of Minnesota, (612)625-8288, jacob007@tc.umn.edu. 
(B) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in the model.  
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceptable until the department recognizes other air quality models. 

 
12. Liquid manure storage structure is covered.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Covered liquid manure storage 30 27.00  3.00 

 
(A) "Covered" - organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal feeding operation structure used to store 

manure, which significantly reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure and the outside air. 
Organic materials include, but are not limited to, a layer of chopped straw, other crop residue, or a naturally 
occurring crust on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials include, but are not limited to, wood, 
steel, aluminum, rubber, plastic, or Styrofoam. The materials shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of 

http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA's%20in
mailto:jacob007@tc.umn.edu


the stored manure from the outside air. Cover shall include an organic or inorganic material which current 
scientific research shows reduces detectable odor by at least 75 percent. A formed manure storage structure 
directly beneath a floor where animals are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered.  

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
13. Construction permit application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for emergency 

containment area at manure storage structure pump-out area.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Emergency containment area 20  18.00 2.00 

 
(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume capacity of the 

manure storage structure.  
(B) The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low permeability.  
(C) If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported to the department within six 

hours of onset or discovery.  
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency containment area must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

14. Installation of a filter(s) designed to reduce odors from confinement building(s) exhaust fan(s).  
 Score Air Water Community 
Installation of filter(s) 10 8.00  2.00 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s) must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
15. Utilization of landscaping around confinement structure.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Utilization of Landscaping 20 10.00  10.00 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. The design should contain at least 
three rows of trees and shrubs, of both fast and slow-growing species that are well suited for the site.  

 
16. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used in stockpiling and composting activities, such as 

an impermeable pad and a roof or cover.  
 

 Score Air Water Community 
Stockpile and compost facility enhancements 30 9.00 18.00 3.00 

 
(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the stockpile or compost structure enhancements must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(B) The stockpile or compost structures must be located on land adjacent or contiguous to the confinement building.  

 
17. Proposed manure storage structure is formed  

 Score Air Water Community 
Formed manure storage structure 30  27.00 3.00 

 
(A) "Formed manure storage structure" -a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure from an animal 

feeding operation, which has walls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, wood, steel, or similar 
materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, fiberglass, or other synthetic 
materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have the structural integrity to withstand 
expected internal and external load pressures.  

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the formed manure storage structure must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
18. Manure storage structure is aerated to meet departmental standards as an aerobic structure, if aeration is not 

already required by the department.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Aerated manure storage structure 10 8.00  2.00 

 
(A) Aerobic structure - an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg wash water storage structure which 

relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained by the utilization of air or oxygen and which includes 
aeration equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall be used and shall be capable of providing 
oxygen at a rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 milligrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the 
upper 30 percent of the depth of manure in the structure at all times.  



(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
19. Proposed confinement site has a suitable truck turnaround area so that semitrailers do not have to back into the 

facility from the road  
 Score Air Water Community 
Truck turnaround 20   20.00 

 
(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the truck turn around area must be in the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(B) The turnaround area should be at least 120 feet in diameter and be adequately surfaced for traffic in inclement 

weather.  
 

20. Construction permit applicant's animal feeding operation environmental and worker protection violation history for 
the last five years at all facilities in which the applicant has an interest.  

 Score Air Water Community 
No history of Administrative Orders in last five years 30   30.00 

 
(A) "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more 

ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, 
shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it 
is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both.  

(B) An environmental violation is a final Administrative Order (AO) from the department of natural resources or final 
court ruling against the construction permit applicant for environmental violations related to an animal feeding 
operation. A Notice of Violation (NOV) does not constitute a violation.  

 
21. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for the life of the 

proposed confinement feeding operation structure.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Permanent waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption 5   5.00 

 
(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limited to the proposed structure(s) in the construction permit 

application.  
(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and it must be in the construction 

permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

22. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where the proposed 
confinement structure is to be constructed 
- OR - 
the construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the proposed confinement structure.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or permit applicant 
is closest resident to proposed structure 25   25.00 

 
(A) Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption is required as part of the construction permit application.  
(B) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding 

operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both.  

 
23. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land where the 

proposed confinement feeding operation is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 425A.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Family Farm Tax Credit qualification 25   25.00 

 
Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding 
operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both.  

 
 

24. Facility size.  



 Score Air Water Community 
1 to 2,000 animal unit capacity 20   20.00 
2,001 to 3,000 animal unit capacity 10   10.00 
3,001 animal unit capacity or more 0   0.00 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity of the proposed 

confinement structure at the completion of construction.  
(B) If the proposed structure is part of an expansion, animal unit capacity (or animal weight capacity) must include all 

animals confined in adjacent confinement structures.  
(C) Two or more animal feeding operations under common ownership or management are deemed to be a single 

animal feeding operation if they are adjacent or utilize a common area or system for manure disposal. In addition, 
for purposes of determining whether two or more confinement feeding operations are adjacent, all of the following 
must apply: 

(a) At least one confinement feeding operation structure must be constructed on and after May 21, 1998. 
(b) A confinement feeding operation structure which is part of one confinement feeding operation is separated 

by less than a minimum required distance from a confinement feeding operation structure which is part of 
the other confinement feeding operation. The minimum required distance shall be as follows: 

(1) 1,250 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of less than 
1,000 animal units. 

(2) 2,500 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of 1,000 animal 
units or more.  

 
25. Construction permit application includes livestock feeding and watering systems that significantly reduce manure 

volume.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Wet/dry feeders or other feeding and watering systems that 
significantly reduce manure volume 25  12.50 12.50 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices  
 
The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark one score under each criterion that best reflects the 
characteristics of the submitted manure management plan.  

 
26. Liquid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" - "e" and mark one score in that 

subsection). 
  Score Air Water Community 
a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 

surface-applied 15  15.00  

Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

      
b. Dry manure is composted and land-applied under the 

requirements of an approved department manure management 
plan 

10 4.00 4.00 2.00 

Dry manure is composted and sold so that no manure is applied 
under the requirements of an approved department manure 
management plan 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

      
c. Methane digester is used to generate energy from manure and 

remaining manure is surface-applied under the requirements of an 
approved department manure management plan 

10 3.00 3.00 4.00 

After methane digestion is complete, manure is injected or 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure management 
plan 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

      
d. Dry manure is completely burned to generate energy and no 

remaining manure is applied under the requirements of an 
approved department manure management plan 

30 9.00 9.00 12.00 

Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, but remaining 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 



manure is land-applied and incorporated on the same date it is 
land applied 

      
e. Injection or incorporation of manure on the same date it is land-

applied 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

 
(A) Choose only ONE line from subsection "a", "b," "c," "d," or "e" above and mark only one score in that subsection.  
(B) The injection or incorporation of manure must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit.  
(C) If an emergency arises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of manure the 

applicant must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department field office to surface-apply 
manure.  

(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure under pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A must be 
incorporated into the construction permit application and made a condition of the approved construction permit.  

(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utilization of manure as an energy source must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilities must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
27. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation phosphorus uptake level.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Two-year phosphorus crop uptake application rate 10  10.00  

 
(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop rotation cycle.  
(B) The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit.  
 

28. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
approved buffer strips contiguous to all water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields listed in the manure 
management plan.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Manure application on farmland with buffer strips 10  8.00 2.00 

 
(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation and 

maintenance of filter strips. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, it must meet NRCS standard 
specifications.  

(B) The application field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive points.  
(C) On current and future manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strips on all land application areas 

must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

29. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL), as classified by the USDA NRCS.  
 Score Air Water Community 
No manure application on HEL farmland 10  10.00  

Manure application on non-HEL farmland must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
30. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application 

of manure to the closest:  
∗ Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation,  
∗ Hospital,  
∗ Nursing home, or  
∗ Licensed or registered child care facility.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 3.25  1.75 
Additional separation distance of 500 feet 10 6.50  3.50 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation.  
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 

application: 0 feet.  
(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet.  
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  



(E) “Licensed or registered child care facility” - a facility licensed or registered by the department of human services 
providing child care or preschool services for six or more children as provided in Iowa Code chapter 237A. 

(E) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the Department of 
Human Services 

 
31. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for land application of 

manure to closest public use area.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 2.00  3.00 

 
(A) “Public use area” - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 

which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 in 567--Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time.  

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: 0 feet.  

(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet.  
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
 

32. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application 
of manure to the closest:  

∗ Educational institution,  
∗ Religious institution, or  
∗ Commercial enterprise.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 2.00  3.00 

 
(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet.  
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on same date as application: 

0 feet.  
(C) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
(D) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 

enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities.  

(E) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship.  
(F) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a farm operation.  

 
33. Additional separation distance of 50 feet, above minimum requirements (0 or 200 feet, see below), for the land 

application of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public drinking water well - OR  
well is properly closed under supervision of county health officials.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 50 feet or well is properly 
closed 10  8.00 2.00 

 
(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 

application or 50-foot vegetation buffer exists around well and manure is not applied to the buffer: 0 feet.  
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet.  
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well; the well closure must be incorporated into the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

34. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure to the closest: 
∗ Agricultural drainage well, 
∗ Known sinkhole, 
∗ Major water source, or 
∗ Water source 



 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
Additional separation distance of 400 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 

 
(A) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells.  
(B) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state, which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567--Chapter 65.  

(C) "Water source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite 
banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian.  

(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit.  

 
35. Additional separation distance above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure, to the closest:  

∗ High quality (HQ) water,  
∗ High quality resource (HQR) water, or  
∗ Protected water area (PWA).  
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5  3.75 1.25 
Additional separation distance of 400 feet 10  7.50 2.50 

 
(A) HQ waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(B) HQR waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(C) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

(http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA’s%20in 
 

36. Demonstrated community support.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Written approval of 100% of the property owners within a one 
mile radius 20   20.00 

 
37. Worker safety and protection plan is submitted with the construction permit application.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Submission of worker safety and protection plan 10   10.00 

 
(A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure 

management plan records.  
 

38. Applicant signs a waiver of confidentiality allowing public to view confidential manure management plan land 
application records  

 Score Air Water Community 
Manure management plan confidentiality waiver 5   5.00 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and places.  

 
39. Added economic value based on quality job development (number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions), and 

salary equal to or above Iowa department of workforce development median (45-2093) 
-OR-  

the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in the county.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Economic value to local community 10   10.00 

The Iowa Department of Workforce Development regional profiles are available at 
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm. Select the appropriate region and then select 
"Regional Profile."  

 
 
 

40. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plan.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Emergency action plan 5  2.50 2.50 

http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA's%20in
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm


 
(A) Iowa State University Extension publication PM 1859 lists the components of an emergency action plan. The 

emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the publication.  
(B) The posting and implementation of an emergency action plan must be in the construction permit application and 

made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management plan 

records.  
 

41. Construction permit application contains a closure plan.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Closure Plan 5  2.50 2.50 

 
(A) The closure plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 

construction permit.  
(B) The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records.  

 
42. Adoption and implementation of an environmental management system (EMS) recognized by the department.  

 Score Air Water Community 
EMS 15 4.50 4.50 6.00 

 
(A) The EMS must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 

permit.  
(B) The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement operations.  

 
43. Adoption and implementation of NRCS approved Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan (CNMP).  

 Score Air Water Community 
CNMP 10 3.00 3.00 4.00 

The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
44. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure, and applicant agrees to provide 

data to the department. 
 Score Air Water Community 
Groundwater monitoring 15  10.50 4.50 

 
(A) Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements.  
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring wells, and data transfer to the 

department, must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

 

 
Total 
Score Air Water Community 

 880 213.50 271.00 404.50 
Score to pass 440 53.38 67.75 101.13 

 



ATTACHMENT B 
PROPOSED MASTER MATRIX  

 
 
Proposed Site Characteristics  
 
The following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark one 
score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain a minimum overall 
score of 522 and a score of 74 in the "air" subcategory, a score of 180 in the "water" subcategory and a 
score of 206 in the "community impacts" subcategory.  
 

1. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest:  
∗ Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation,  
∗ Hospital,  
∗ Nursing home,  
∗ Licensed or registered child care facility,  
∗ Educational institution, 
∗ Religion institution, or 
∗ Commercial enterprise. 
 Score Air Water Community 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 12  8 
1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 15  10 
1,501 feet or more 30 18  12 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 
to determine minimum required separation distances.  

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four [sic] listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation.  

(C) “Licensed or registered child care facility” - a facility licensed or registered by the department of human services 
providing child care or preschool services for six or more children as provided in Iowa Code chapter 237A. 

(D) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the department of human 
services.  

(E) [Additional definitions required but not in Petition]  
 

2. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 
public use area.  

 Score Air Water Community 
#1: TBD, more than 1,501 feet 
Must be 15% of prior applicants 5 2  3 
#2: TBD, more than #1 
Must be 15% of prior applicants  10 4  6 
#3: TBD, more than #2 
Must be 15% of prior applicants  15 7  8 

 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 
to determine minimum required separation distances.  

(B) "Public use area” - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but are 
not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes as 
listed in Table 2 of 567--Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or remain 
in the area for significant periods of time.  
 

 
  

3. Separation distance of 500 feet or more from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest thoroughfare.  
 Score Air Water Community 
500 feet or more 5 2  3 

 
(A) "Thoroughfare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or maintained by the state or 



a political subdivision.  
(B) The 300-foot distance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus additional 200 feet. [Must be corrected, but is not 

in Petition.] 
 

 
4. Applicant has taken measures to protect private and public water wells from the proposed confinement structure. 

 
 Score Air Water Community 
Three times the minimum separation distance from all private 
and public water wells and documentation that the confinement 
structure is not on karst terrain. 

10  8 2 

Refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 for minimum required separation distances to wells.  
 

5. Additional separation distance, above the minimum applicable requirement from proposed confinement structure to 
the closest designated area, karst terrain, surface tile inlet, terrace tile inlet, or wetlands.   

 
 Score Air Water Community 
#1: TBD, more than 2,501 feet 
Must be 15% of prior applicants  10  8 2 

#2: TBD, more than #1 
Must be 15% of prior applicants  15  11 4 

#3: TBD, more than #2 
Must be 15% of prior applicants  20  14 6 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three [sic] listed above, that is closest to the 

proposed confinement feeding operation.  
(B) “Designated area" means a known sinkhole, abandoned well, unplugged agricultural drainage well, agricultural 

drainage well cistern, agricultural drainage well surface tile inlet, drinking water well, designated wetland, or water 
source. "Designated area" does not include a terrace tile inlet or surface tile inlet other than an agricultural drainage 
well surface tile inlet. 

(C) “Karst terrain" means land having karst formations that exhibit surface and subterranean features of a type 
produced by the dissolution of limestone, dolomite, or other soluble rock and characterized by closed depressions, 
sinkholes, or caves. If a 25-foot vertical separation distance can be maintained between the bottom of an unformed 
manure storage structure and limestone, dolomite, or other soluble rock, then the structure is not considered to be in 
karst terrain. 

(D) "Wetlands" means an area of two or more acres in a natural condition that is mostly under water or waterlogged 
during the spring growing season and is characterized by vegetation of hydric soils. 
 

6. Distance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that has a submitted 
department manure management plan.  

 Score Air Water Community 
More than one mile 10 3 2 5 

Confinement facilities include swine, poultry, and dairy and beef cattle.  
  



7. Separation distance from proposed confinement structure to closest:  
∗ High quality (HQ) waters,  
∗ High quality resource (HQR) waters, 
∗ Protected water areas (PWA), or 
∗ Waters listed on Iowa's most current final 303(d) list due to impairment by pollutants or conditions that may 

be associated with animal waste. 
 
 Score Air Water Community 
TBD, more than two times the minimum separation distance 
Must be 45% of prior applicants 15  12 3 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three [sic] listed above, closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation.  
(B) HQ waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(C) HQR waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(D) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

(http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA’s%20in 
(E)  [Needs additional definitions not in Petition] 

 
8. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time for residences within 

two times the minimum separation distance.  
 Score Air Water Community 
University of Minnesota OFFSET model results demonstrating 
an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time 10 6  4 

 
(A) OFFSET can be found at http://www.extension.umn.edu/distribution/livestocksystems/DI7680.html. For more 

information, contact Dr. Larry Jacobson, University of Minnesota, (612)625-8288, jacob007@tc.umn.edu. 
(B) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in the model.  
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceptable until the department recognizes other air quality models. 

 
9. Liquid manure storage structure is covered.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Covered liquid manure storage 5 4  1 

 
(A) "Covered" - organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal feeding operation structure used to store manure, 

which significantly reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure and the outside air. Organic 
materials include, but are not limited to, a layer of chopped straw, other crop residue, or a naturally occurring crust 
on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials include, but are not limited to, wood, steel, aluminum, 
rubber, plastic, or Styrofoam. The materials shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of the stored manure 
from the outside air. Cover shall include an organic or inorganic material which current scientific research shows 
reduces detectable odor by at least 75 percent. A formed manure storage structure directly beneath a floor where 
animals are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered.  

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
10. Construction permit application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for emergency 

containment area at manure storage structure pump-out area.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Emergency containment area 20  18 2 

 
(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume capacity of the 

manure storage structure.  
(B) The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low permeability.  
(C) If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported to the department within six 

hours of onset or discovery.  
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency containment area must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
  

http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA's%20in
mailto:jacob007@tc.umn.edu


11. Installation and use of a biofilter(s) designed to reduce odors from confinement building(s) exhaust fan(s).  
 Score Air Water Community 
Installation and use of biofilter(s) 20 15  5 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s) must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. [Needs change, but not in Petition.]  

 
12. Utilization of landscaping around confinement structure.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Utilization of Landscaping 10 5  5 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit. The design should contain at least three rows of 
trees and shrubs, of both fast and slow-growing species that are well suited for the site.  

 
13. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used in stockpiling and composting activities, including 

an impermeable pad and a roof or cover.  
 

Stockpile and compost facility enhancements Score Air Water Community 
Use of impermeable pad and roof or cover for 
all stockpiles and compost piles 15 2 10 3 

 
(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the stockpile and compost structure enhancements must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(B) The stockpile and compost structures must be located on land adjacent or contiguous to the confinement building.  

 
14. Proposed manure storage structure is formed  

 Score Air Water Community 
Formed manure storage structure 5  4 1 

 
(A) "Formed manure storage structure" -a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure from an animal 

feeding operation, which has walls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, wood, steel, or similar 
materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, fiberglass, or other synthetic 
materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have the structural integrity to withstand 
expected internal and external load pressures.  

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the formed manure storage structure must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
15. Manure storage structure is aerated to meet departmental standards as an aerobic structure, if aeration is not 

already required by the department.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Aerated manure storage structure 10 8  2 

 
(A) Aerobic structure - an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg wash water storage structure which 

relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained by the utilization of air or oxygen and which includes aeration 
equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall be used and shall be capable of providing oxygen at a 
rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 milligrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the upper 30 
percent of the depth of manure in the structure at all times.  

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

  



16. Construction permit applicant's and their contractor’s animal feeding operation environmental and worker protection 
violation history for the last ten years at all facilities in which the applicant has an interest, facilities with which the 
applicant has a relationship via membership in a Limited Liability Company, or facilities in which the contractor has 
a relationship via a production contract.  

 Score Air Water Community 
No history of Administrative Orders or Notices of Violation in last 
ten years 10   10 

 
(A) "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more 

ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, 
shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is 
held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both.  

(B) "Contractor" means a person who owns a commodity at the time that the commodity is under the authority of the 
contract producer as provided in Iowa Code chapter 579B.3 pursuant to a production contract executed pursuant to 
Iowa Code chapter 579B.2. 

(C) "Production contract" means an oral or written agreement executed pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 579B.2 that 
provides for the production of a commodity by a contract producer. 

(D) "Limited Liability Company" means an entity formed under Iowa Code chapter 489. 
(E) "Member" means a person that has become a member of a limited liability company under Iowa Code § 489.401 

and has not dissociated under Iowa Code § 489.602.  
(F) An environmental violation is a Notice of Violation (NOV) or a final Administrative Order (AO) from the department of 

natural resources or final court ruling against the construction permit applicant or other interest holder for 
environmental violations related to an animal feeding operation.  
 

17. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for the life of the proposed 
confinement feeding operation structure.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Permanent waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption 15   15 

 
(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limited to the proposed structure(s) in the construction permit 

application.  
(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and it must be in the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

18. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where the proposed 
confinement structure is to be constructed 
- OR - 
the construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the proposed confinement structure.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or permit applicant 
is closest resident to proposed structure, and applicant is not in 
a production contract with a contractor 

15   15 

 
(A) Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption is required as part of the construction permit application.  
(B) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding 

operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding 
operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest 
holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent 
child, or both.  

(C) "Contractor" means a person who owns a commodity at the time that the commodity is under the authority of the 
contract producer as provided in Iowa Code chapter 579B.3 pursuant to a production contract executed pursuant to 
Iowa Code chapter 579B.2. 

(D) "Production contract" means an oral or written agreement executed pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 579B.2 that 
provides for the production of a commodity by a contract producer. 

 
19. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land where the proposed 

confinement feeding operation is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 425A and is not in a production 
contract with a contractor. 

 Score Air Water Community 
Family Farm Tax Credit qualification 15   15 

 
Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest," "contractor," and "production contract" have 
the same meanings as in criteria 20 and 22. 
 



 
20. Construction permit application includes livestock feeding and watering systems shown to reduce manure volume 

by at least 25%, as well as documentation demonstrating the system's effectiveness. 
 Score Air Water Community 
Wet/dry feeders or other feeding and watering systems shown to 
reduce manure volume by at least 25%, and documentation 
demonstrating the system's effectiveness. 

15  10 5 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices  
 
The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark one score under each criterion that best reflects the 
characteristics of the submitted manure management plan.  

 
21. Liquid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" - "e" and mark one score in that subsection). 

  Score Air Water Community 
a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 

surface-applied 5  5  

Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied 15 4 8 3 

      
b. Dry manure is composted and land-applied under the requirements 

of an approved department manure management plan 10 4 4 2 

Dry manure is composted and sold so that no manure is applied 
under the requirements of an approved department manure 
management plan 

15 6 6 3 

      
c. Methane digester is used, and after methane digestion is complete, 

manure is injected or incorporated on the same date it is 
land-applied under the requirements of an approved department 
manure management plan 

10 4 4 2 

      
d. Dry manure is completely burned to generate energy and no 

remaining manure is applied under the requirements of an approved 
department manure management plan 

8  8  

Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, but remaining 
manure is land-applied and incorporated on the same date it is land 
applied 

10 4 4 2 

      
e. Injection or incorporation of manure on the same date it is 

land-applied 15 6 6 3 

 
(A) Choose only ONE line from subsection "a", "b," "c," "d," or "e" above and mark only one score in that subsection.  
(B) The injection or incorporation of manure must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
(C) If an emergency arises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of manure the applicant 

must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department field office to surface-apply manure.  
(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure under pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A must be 

incorporated into the construction permit application and made a condition of the approved construction permit.  
(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utilization of manure as an energy source must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilities must be in the construction permit application 

and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
  



22. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation phosphorus uptake level.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Two-year phosphorus crop uptake application rate 20  20  

 
(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop rotation cycle.  
(B) The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
 

23. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) approved 
buffer strips contiguous to all water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields listed in the manure management 
plan.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Manure application on farmland with buffer strips 15  13 2 

 
(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation and 

maintenance of filter strips. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, it must meet NRCS standard 
specifications.  

(B) The application field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive points.  
(C) On current and future manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strips on all land application areas 

must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

24. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL), as classified by the USDA NRCS.  
 Score Air Water Community 
No manure application on HEL farmland 15  15  

Manure application on non-HEL farmland must be in the construction permit application and made a condition 
in the approved construction permit.  

 
25. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application of 

manure to the closest:  
∗ Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation,  
∗ Hospital,  
∗ Nursing home,   
∗ Licensed child care center or registered child development home,  
∗ Educational institution, 
∗ Religious institution, or 
∗ Commercial enterprise.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 500 feet 10 7  3 
Additional separation distance of 1000 feet 15 10  5 

 
(A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the seven listed above, closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation.  
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 

application: 0 feet.  
(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet.  
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
(E) "Licensed child care center" – a facility licensed by the department of human services providing child care or 

preschool services for seven or more children, except when the facility is registered as a child care home.  
(F) "Registered child development homes" - child care providers certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 

department of human services. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for providers caring for six or more children.  

(G) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the Department of Human 
Services 

(H) "Educational institution" -- a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students enrolled 
in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic schools, 
area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the state board 
of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(I) "Religious institution" -- a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(J) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods and services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the entire 
calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does not 
include a farm operation. 



26. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for land application of 
manure to closest public use area.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 500 feet 10 5  5 

 
(A) “Public use area” - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 

which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but are 
not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes as 
listed in Table 2 in 567--Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or remain 
in the area for significant periods of time.  

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: 0 feet.  

(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet.  
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
 

 
27. Additional separation distance of 100 feet, above minimum requirements (0 or 200 feet, see below), for the land 

application of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public drinking water well - OR  
well is properly closed under supervision of county health officials.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 100 feet or well is properly 
closed 10  8 2 

 
(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 

application or 50-foot vegetation buffer exists around well and manure is not applied to the buffer: 0 feet.  
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet.  
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well, the well closure must be incorporated into the construction permit application 

and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
 

28. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure to the closest 
designated area, karst terrain, surface tile inlet, terrace tile inlet, or wetlands. 

 
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 400 feet 10  6 4 

 
(A) “Designated area" means a known sinkhole, abandoned well, unplugged agricultural drainage well, agricultural 

drainage well cistern, agricultural drainage well surface tile inlet, drinking water well, designated wetland, or water 
source. "Designated area" does not include a terrace tile inlet or surface tile inlet other than an agricultural drainage 
well surface tile inlet. 

(B) “Karst terrain" means land having karst formations that exhibit surface and subterranean features of a type 
produced by the dissolution of limestone, dolomite, or other soluble rock and characterized by closed depressions, 
sinkholes, or caves. If a 25-foot vertical separation distance can be maintained between the bottom of an unformed 
manure storage structure and limestone, dolomite, or other soluble rock, then the structure is not considered to be in 
karst terrain. 

(C) "Wetlands" means an area of two or more acres in a natural condition that is mostly under water or waterlogged 
during the spring growing season and is characterized by vegetation of hydric soils. 

  



29. Additional separation distance above the minimum requirements for high quality waters, for the land application of 
manure, to the closest:  

∗ High quality (HQ) waters,  
∗ High quality resource (HQR) waters, 
∗ Protected water area (PWA), or  
∗ Waters listed on Iowa's 303(d) list due to impairment by pollutants or conditions that may be associated with 

animal waste. 
 Score Air Water Community 
Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5  4 1 
Additional separation distance of 400 feet 10  8 2 

 
(A) HQ waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(B) HQR waters are identified in 567--Chapter 61.  
(C) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

(http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA’s%20in 
(D)  [Additional definitions required by not in Petition.] 
 
30. Demonstrated community support.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Written approval of 100% of the property owners within a one 
mile radius 20   20 

 
31. Worker safety and protection plan is submitted with the construction permit application.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Submission of worker safety and protection plan 15   15 

 
(A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit.  
(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management 

plan records.  
 

32. Applicant signs a waiver of confidentiality allowing public to view confidential manure management plan land 
application records and provides the county with an up-to-date manure management plan. Applicant provides 
any and all plan updates to the county, to be made available to the public, if changes are made during the plan 
year.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Manure management plan confidentiality waiver 10   10 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and places.  

 
33. Added economic value based on quality job development (number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions), and 

salary equal to or above Iowa department of workforce development median (45-2093) 
-AND-  

the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in the county.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Economic value to local community 15   15 

The Iowa department of workforce development regional profiles are available at 
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm. Select the appropriate region and then select 
"Regional Profile."  

 
34. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plan.  

 Score Air Water Community 
Emergency action plan 5  2.5 2.5 

 
(A) Iowa State University Extension publication PM 1859 lists the components of an emergency action plan. The 

emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the publication.  
(B) The posting and implementation of an emergency action plan must be in the construction permit application and 

made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management plan 

records.  
  

http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater.htm#Location%20of%20PWA's%20in
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm


35. Construction permit application contains a closure plan.  
 Score Air Water Community 
Closure Plan 5  2.5 2.5 

 
(A) The closure plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 

permit.  
(B) The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records.  

 
36. Adoption and implementation of an environmental management system (EMS) recognized by the department.  

 Score Air Water Community 
EMS 15 4.5 4.5 6 

 
(A) The EMS must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit.  
(B) The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement operations.  

 
37. Adoption and implementation of NRCS-approved Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan (CNMP).  

 Score Air Water Community 
CNMP 10 3 3 4 

The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit.  

 
38. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure, and applicant agrees to conduct 

representative up-gradient and down-gradient monitoring at least quarterly for the duration the waste storage 
structure is in use and provide data to the department and the public. 

 Score Air Water Community 
Groundwater monitoring 15  10 5 

 
(A) Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements.  
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring wells, and data transfer to the 

department, must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

(C) Sampling results will be reported to the department at least quarterly and within 5 business days of obtaining 
the sample analysis results. 

 
39. Applicant offers by mailed notification to provide funding for baseline residential well quality testing for CFO 

pollutants of concern to any residents within a one mile radius of the confinement feeding operation structure 
prior to beginning operation. 
 

 Score Air Water Community 
Baseline well monitoring 10  5 5 

 
40. Applicant will conduct representative, quarterly surface water monitoring at all points of potential discharge 

from the production area, as determined by a certified nutrient management planner, and provide the data to 
the department and the public. 
 

 Score Air Water Community 
Surface water monitoring 15  10 5 

 
(A) Monitoring locations, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements. 

 
(B) The monitoring locations and plan, and the plan for data transfer to the department, must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

 
(C) Sampling results will be reported to the department at least quarterly and within 5 business days of obtaining the 

sample analysis results. 
 

 
41. Applicant will not apply manure in winter or on frozen or snow-covered ground. 

 Score Air Water Community 
No manure application, including by incorporation or injection, 
between December 21 and April I or on snow covered or frozen 
ground. 

15  15  

 



 
 

42. Applicant is in compliance with, or has applied for, a national pollutant discharge elimination system 
(NPDES) permit for the facility. 

 Score Air Water Community 
Facility will have and comply with a NPDES permit 15  15  

 
43. Applicant will post a bond sufficient to remediate a manure spill of full waste storage capacity or other 

contamination event and to ensure proper closure of the CFO facilities, as determined by the board of 
supervisors. 

 Score Air Water Community 
Applicant posts a bond 15   15 

 
44. Applicant uses no federal or state funds or loan guarantees in the construction, maintenance, or operation of 

the confinement structure. 
 Score Air Water Community 
Applicant uses no federal or state funds 15   15 

 
45. Applicant mails notification to residents within a 3-mile radius prior to submitting construction permit 

application to the department. 
 Score Air Water Community 
Applicant mails notification to neighbors 10   10 

Notification must include: a description of the proposed CFO or expansion, including the size, animal 
unit capacity, location of CFO structures by street address or latitude and longitude, proposed waste 
management practices and technologies, and all owner(s') and operator(s') name(s) and contact 
information, including phone number and email address; contact information for all county 
supervisors, including phone number and email address; and a statement detailing the option for a 
public hearing on the permit application. 
 

46. Applicant's manure management plan contains no fields with "soil loss for conservation plan" RUSLE2 output 
values that exceed 75% of the USDA "T" erosion loss value for the applicable soil type. 
 

 Score Air Water Community 
Manure management plan fields have low calculated erosion 
loss 15  15  

 
 

 
 

 
Total 
Score Air Water Community 

 614 [sic] 98.5 240.5 
[sic] 275 

Score to pass 522 74 180 206 
 



ATTCHMENT C 
POINT COMPARISON BETWEEN CURRENT AND PROPOSED MATRICES 

 
Points from Criteria – Current Master Matrix 
 
Total points available:  
 880 points 
 
Total points available in the Air subcategory: 
 213.50 points 
 
Total points available in the Water subcategory: 
 271 points 
 
Total points available in the Community subcategory: 
 404.50 points 
 
 
 
 
Required points – Total  
 440 points (50% of total) 
 
Required points – Air   
 53.38 points (25% of Air) 
 
Required points – Water 
 67.75 points (25% of Water)  
 
Required points – Community 
 101.13 points (25% of Community)  
 
 

 
Points from Criteria – Proposed Matrix 

 
Total points available:  

 614 points 
 

Total points available in the Air subcategory: 
 98.5 points 

 
Total points available in the Water subcategory: 

 240.5 points 
 

Total points available in the Community subcategory: 
 275 points 

 
 
 
 

Required points – Total  
 522 points (86% of total) 

 
Required points – Air   

 74 points (75% of Air) 
 

Required points – Water 
 180 points (75% of Water)  

 
Required points – Community 

 206 points (75% of Community)  
 
 



ATTACHMENT D 

The following hypothetical facts are used to demonstrate non-compliance with certain criteria in 
the proposed master matrix for purposes of analysis only.  These facts are hypothetical and are 
not based on any person, company, or organization.   

Hypothetical 1: 

Applicant A intends to build a confinement animal feeding operation on Land M.    

• The proposed facility is an additional separation distance of 1,000 feet from the nearest 
residence.  Applicant A cannot claim any points for Proposed Criterion 1 (Separation 
Distance from Residence).

• The proposed facility is 499 feet from the nearest road.  Applicant A cannot claim any 
points for Proposed Criterion 3 (Separation Distance from a Thoroughfare).

• Applicant A will not live on Land M, so he cannot claim a Homestead Tax exemption. 
Applicant A cannot claim any points for Proposed Criterion 18 (Homestead Tax 
Exemption).

• Applicant A will not be maintaining the groundwater and baseline wells for the entire 
duration of the operation and will not be doing monitoring.    Applicant A cannot claim 
any points for Proposed Criteria 38 and 39. (Baseline well testing and Well monitoring)

• Applicant A chooses not to conduct surface water monitoring. Applicant A cannot claim 
any points for Proposed Criterion 40. (Surface water monitoring) 

Applicant A is aware of all the laws required for building and operating a confinement, and is in 
compliance with all such laws. Additionally, Applicant A earned the maximum points in all other 
Proposed Criteria of the proposed master matrix.   

Applicant A scored 520 total points in this hypothetical under the proposed master matrix and 
does not pass the proposed master matrix.  



 

Hypothetical 2: 
 
Applicant B intends to build and operate a confined animal feeding operation on Land P which is 
outside the maximum additional separation distances suggested by the proposed master matrix.   
 

• Applicant B will be maintaining pollution control equipment and elects to take the 
Pollution Control Tax Exemption.  Applicant B cannot claim any points under Proposed 
Criterion 17 (Pollution Control Tax Exemption waiver).  

• Applicant B plans to live at the proposed facility and would qualify for a Homestead Tax 
Exemption; however Applicant B is in a production contract with an integrator.  
Applicant B cannot claim any points for Proposed Criterion 18 (Homestead Tax 
Exemption).  

• Applicant B is a family farm, but in a production contract with an integrator.  Applicant B 
cannot claim any points under Proposed Criterion 19 (Family Farm Tax Credit).  

• Neighbor Y is not in favor of the proposed facility.  Applicant B cannot claim any points 
for Proposed Criterion 30 (Community Support).   

• After consulting with an accountant, Applicant B cannot say that the factors in Proposed 
Criterion 33 will be met.  Applicant B cannot claim any points under Proposed Criterion 
33 (Added economic value based on job development).  

• Applicant B intends to use a federal loan for the construction costs.  Applicant B cannot 
claim any points under Proposed Criterion 44 (No federal or state funds or loans).  
 

Applicant B is aware of all the laws required for building and operating a confinement animal 
feeding operation, and is in compliance with all such laws. Additionally, Applicant B earned the 
maximum points in all other Proposed Criteria of the proposed master matrix, including every 
separation distance criteria.   
 
Applicant B scored 515 total points in this hypothetical under the proposed master matrix and 
does not pass the proposed master matrix.   
 



Item #
DNR Reviewer Facility/City Program Subject Decision Date Agency

Reference

1
Lanie Boas University Water Supply water supply construction Construct water main of DIP with nitrile gaskets instead of constructing storm sewer of water

main material where sewer crosses above the water main approved 7/3/2017 14wcv183

2
Lanie Boas Goldfield Water Supply water supply construction Line the storm sewer using Cast-In-Place-Pipe (CIPP) where it is within 75 feet of the well

instead of replacing the sewer with water main materia approved 7/5/2017 14wcv184

3
Taylor Tomlinson MD Products Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/5/2017 14aqv185

4
Michael Hermsen Latham Pool Products, Inc. Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/7/2017 14aqv186

5
Rachel Quill Iowa Steel & Wire Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/11/2017 14aqv187

6
Jason Christopherson Rockwell Collins - Coralville Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/11/2017 14aqv188

7
Danjin Zulic Tyson Fresh Meats, Inc. - Perry Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/11/2017 14aqv189

8
Jason Christopherson GE - Industrial Solutions Division Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/13/2017 14aqv190

9
Danjin Zulic Procter & Gamble Hair Care LLC Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/14/2017 14aqv191

10
Ashley Dvorak Iowa Waste Reduction Center Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/18/2017 14aqv192

11
Karen Kuhn Cargill - Sioux City Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/19/2017 14aqv193

12
Dennis Thielen Green Plains Lakota Air Quality to test while operating using less water and chemical injection as required by permit 11-A-179-

S3. approved 7/19/2017 14aqv194

13

Nina M. Booker Alliant Energy-Ottumwa Midland
CCR Landfil

Sanitary Disposal Alliant requests that collection of fliltered samples for analysis of dissolved metals as required
in 567 IAC 103.1(2)f be discontinued. Total metals recovery will be collected instead.

approved 7/20/2017 14sdv195

14
Mick Leat CIPCO CCR Landfill (70-SDP-09-

91) 
Sanitary Disposal Remove filtered/dissolved samples, and 8 specific metals, from the list of constituents to be

analyzed in groundwater at the site approved 7/20/2017 14sdv196

15
Reid Bermel DuPont Nevada Site Air Quality DuPont Nevada Site (DuPont) facility is requesting the use of a boiler before obtaining a

modified construction permit. approved 7/21/2017 14aqv197

16

Ann Seda Rembrandt Enterprises, Inc. Air Quality Rembrandt Enterprises, Inc. – Thompson location contacted FO2 stating a roof had blown off
a storage bin during a recent storm The bin is used to hold feed for their chicken feeding
operation. Want to continue using bin without baghouse approved 7/21/2017 14aqv198

17
Ashley Dvorak Advanced Heat Treat Corporation Advanced Heat Treat Corporation Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/21/2017 14aqv206

18
Danjin Zulic CertainTeed Gypsum Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/25/2017 14aqv199

19
Rachel Quill Cooperative Farmers Elevators Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/25/2017 14aqv200

20

Casey Laskowski Iowa Army Ammunition Plant Air Quality IAAP requested a variance from the provisions of the IAC 567 IAC 23.1 [Prohibition of open
burning] for an emergency burning to remove explosive contamination from 15,000 gal. water
tank. It is a safety issue and is the only option for safedisposal. approved 7/25/2017 14aqv201

21
Danjin Zulic Lakes Regional Healthcare 17-261 Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/25/2017 14aqv202

22
Jason Christopherson John Deere - Ottumwa Works Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/26/2017 14aqv203

23
Jason Christopherson Winnebago Industries Inc. Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/27/2017 14aqv204

24
John Curtin Wiese Industries, Inc. Air Quality Construction Permits Waiver of Initial Stack Test Requirement.

approved 7/28/2017 14aqv211

Monthly Variance Report
July 2017
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Decision Item  
 
FY19 Budget Request 
 
 
The Environmental Protection Commission’s approval is requested for the Department’s appropriation 
request for Fiscal Year 2019.  The State Budget Director has instructed all departments that for 
operating appropriations the FY 19 base level will match the FY 18 enacted.  Capital appropriations are 
considered new, so the Department is able to request restoration of Water Trails/Lowhead Dams, Park 
Infrastructure and Resource Enhancement and Protection.  Additionally, the Department is requesting 
funds from the Technology Reinvestment Fund for an Air Quality E-Application system.  The budget is 
required by statute to be submitted to the Department of Management by October 1, 2017. 
 
Chuck Gipp 
September 18, 2017 
 
Attached: FY19 Budget Request 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources - FY 19 Budget Request 



  
  

APPROPRIATION NAME 
FY 18                 

Appropriation 
FY 19 Budget 

Request 
Increase/  

(Decrease) 
        
GENERAL FUND       
Department Operations $11,299,811  $11,299,811  $0  
Floodplain Management $1,885,000  $1,885,000  $0  
Forestry Health Management $500,000  $500,000  $0  
Total General Fund Appropriations $13,684,811  $13,684,811  $0  
        
INFRASTRUCTURE       
Lake Water Quality Improvements $9,600,000  $9,600,000  $0  
Water Trails/Lowhead Dams $0  $1,000,000  $1,000,000  
Park Infrastructure Improvements $2,000,000  $3,000,000  $1,000,000  
Total Infrastructure Appropriations $11,600,000  $13,600,000  $2,000,000  
        
ENVIRONMENT FIRST        
Resource Enhancement and Protection $12,000,000  $16,000,000  $4,000,000  
Ambient Air Quality Monitoring $425,000  $425,000  $0  
Water Quality Monitoring $2,955,000  $2,955,000  $0  
GIS Data for Watershed Managers $195,000  $195,000  $0  
Park Operations and Maintenance $6,235,000  $6,235,000  $0  
Water Quantity $495,000  $495,000  $0  
Animal Feeding Operations $1,320,000  $1,320,000  $0  
Water Supply Appropriation $500,000  $500,000  $0  
Geological and Water Survey $200,000  $200,000  $0  
Total Environment First Appropriations $24,325,000  $28,325,000  $4,000,000  
        
TECHNOLOGY REINVESTMENT FUND        
Air Quality E-Application $0  $954,000  $954,000  
Total Technology Reinvestment Appropriations $0  $954,000  $954,000  
        
NON-GENERAL FUND        
Fish and Wildlife Operations $43,768,530  $43,768,530  $0  
Groundwater Fund $3,455,832  $3,455,832  $0  
UST Administration Match $200,000  $200,000  $0  
Snowmobile Transfer to Fish and Wildlife $100,000  $100,000  $0  
Total Non General Fund Appropriations $47,524,362  $47,524,362  $0  
  

   TOTAL $97,134,173  $104,088,173  $6,954,000  
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Decision Item  
 
Contract with Pottawattamie County Planning Department 

 
 
Commission approval is requested for a contract with Pottawattamie County Planning Department, of Council Bluffs, Iowa. 
 
Contract Terms: 

Amount:  Not to exceed $37,896.00 
Dates:  September 20, 2017 to June 30, 2020. 
Funding Source(s):  103 federal grant dollars (16% cc 7240); and Environmental First Funds (84% HC2A). 
Statutory Authority:  Iowa Code Section 455B.103 

 
Contract Background:  Ambient air monitoring filters and samplers are in various locations throughout the state.  The data 
collected in these filters/samplers is used by the DNR in determining the levels of air pollutants in the specific locations where the 
samples are collected.  The DNR contracts with the State Hygienic Laboratory (SHL) to collect a majority of the filter/sampler data 
and to then analyze the collected data.  The DNR also employs local contractors to collect filters and sampler data in areas of the 
state where it would be cost prohibitive to include the area as part of a routine route for filter/sampler pickup to be conducted by 
SHL.   
 
In order to complete the collection and transmittal of filter/sampler data and to transmit it to SHL, the DNR requires selected 
Contractors to: 

• Be dependable and reliable in all weather conditions; 
• Have own transportation to reach the monitoring site; 
• Be available at least every 3 days for sample collection at the site;  
• Climb ladders, as necessary; 
• Participate in field training, provided by SHL, of collection procedures to become proficient and knowledgeable in order to 

operate and maintain air monitoring samplers and to retrieve data using a computer, USB thumb drive, or similar device 
as provided by DNR/SHL; 

• Read, comprehend and follow operational and quality assurance procedures as listed in the SHL standard operating 
procedures (SOP) for operation of the instruments and adhere to the procedures specified by SHL for timely performance 
of tasks; and 

• Respond to requests and other communications with SHL/DNR within the timeframe requested. 
 
Contract Purpose:  The parties propose to enter into a Contract for the purpose of retaining a contractor to collect filter and 
sampler data from ambient air monitoring samplers for transmittal to the State Hygienic Laboratory (SHL).  Data collection will take 
place from ambient air monitoring sites in Council Bluffs at the following locations: 

• Franklin School, 3130 C Avenue 
• Griffin Pipe, 8th Avenue and 27th Street 

 
Selection Process Summary:   
INTERGOVERNMENTAL:  Intergovernmental contracting with Pottawattamie County Planning Department is authorized under 
11 IAC 118.4.  Also contracts with state universities and other public agencies for laboratory work, scientific field measurement 
and environmental quality evaluation services necessary to implement Iowa Code Chapter 455B is authorized under Iowa Code 
section 455B.103(3). 
 
Contract History:  
The DNR has been entering into filter collection contracts with local contractors since the late 1990s to support the ambient air 
monitoring network. A former contractor for the Council Bluffs area ended services on June 30, 2017.  This would be DNR’s first 
contract with the Pottawattamie County Planning Department for these services. The payment for successful collection and 
transmission of each sample and sampler performance data remains the same as the prior contract.  
 
Brian Hutchins, Supervisor, Compliance and Monitoring, Air Quality Bureau  
Environmental Services Division 
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Decision Item 
 
Topic: Water Supply – Water Use & Allocation Annual Permit Fee 

 

The Commission is asked approve the Water Use and Allocation Program annual permit fee of $134.00 
per permit for SFY 2018. 
 
Background 
Water use permits are required of any person or entity using 25,000 gallons of water in a single day 
during the year, and are issued for a period of up to 10 years.  Prior to FY 2009, appropriations from the 
General Fund were used to fund the water allocation and use permits program.  During the 2008 
legislative session, the legislature authorized the department to collect up to an additional $500,000 in 
fees each fiscal year.  Iowa Code §455B.265(6) requires the fees to be based on the Department’s 
“reasonable cost of reviewing applications, issuing permits, ensuring compliance with the terms of the 
permits, and resolving water interference complaints.”  There are two types of fees in the Water Use and 
Allocation Program: an application fee and an annual permit fee.  This request is for the determination of 
the annual fee for SFY 2018. 
 
The annual fee rule, adopted in 2009, is summarized below (IAC 567-50.4(2)“b”): 
• Each year, the Commission is asked to set the annual fee based on the budgeted expenses for that 

year minus the amount of any unused funds from the previous year and anticipated general fund 
allocations.   

• The department reviews the annual permit fee each year and has adjusted the fee as necessary to 
cover all reasonable costs required to develop and administer the water use permitting program. 

• The annual fee is based on the number of active permits. 
• Each permit holder pays the same annual fee. 
• The fee is not prorated and is nonrefundable. 
• The department requests Commission approval of the amount of the annual fee no later than 

September 30 of each year. 
• The department provides an annual fee notice to each permittee at least 60 days prior to the fee due 

date. 
• The annual fee due date is December 1st; 60 days prior is October 1st. 

 
 
There is no annual fee required for either a water storage permit (permitted for the life of the structure) 
or a minor nonrecurring water use registration (one-year permit duration).   
 
The annual permit fee was $135.00 in the first two years, $95.00 in SFY 2012, and $66.00 in SFY 2013 
and SFY 2014, $99.00 in SFY 2015 and SFY 2016, and $66.00 in SFY 2017.   
 
SFY 2018 Budget 
The worksheet included with this agenda brief illustrates the actual expenditures in SFY 2013 – 2017 
and the budgeted amounts for SFY 2017 and SFY 2018.  The final accounting figures for SFY 2017 are 



not expected to change.  In addition to accomplishing the normal work activities of the program, the 
budget in 2018 includes the following: 
• Continuing with the well-matching efforts for the various aquifers,  
• Increase use of the on-line database by permittees for annual use reports and fee payment, and  
• Continue to implement the Jordan aquifer management strategies, working with affected systems 

that are near Tier 2-3 levels. 
 
Fee Analysis 
In this ninth year of the current fee structure, the department is proposing to use the fee cap less the 
average of the application fee as the calculation basis, in order to provide a more stable fee and provide 
for budget forecasting beyond a single year. 
 
At the Water Use Stakeholder meeting on August 17, 2017, the program’s activities and budget were 
reviewed.  It is anticipated that there will be no General Fund in SFY 2018, and possibly in future years.  
In order to have more stability in budgeting and less annual fluctuation of the fee, the department 
proposed to use the $500,000 as a cap, subtract the average application fee of approximately $50,000, 
and calculate the annual fee based upon the remaining $450,000 spread over all permit holders.  All fee 
monies are held in the water use account; the carryforward from SFY 2017 would be used to meet the 
anticipated budgeted expenses in SFY 2018. 
 
A $134.00 annual water use permit fee was proposed by the department for SFY 2018.  The stakeholder 
members participating in the meeting concurred. 
 
Based on the budget and stakeholder input, the annual water use permit fee for SFY 2018 should be 
$134.00. 
 
Mark Moeller, Supervisor, Water Supply Engineering Section 
Environmental Services Division 
September 18, 2017 
 
 

Water Allocation and Use 
(7152) 

FY13 Final 
Expenses 

FY14 Final 
Expenses 

FY15 Final 
Expenses  

FY16 Final 
Expenses 

FY17 
Budget 

FY17 Actual 
(through 
6/2017) 

FY18 Budget 

REVENUES         
  

  
General Fund $148,885  154,268 $312,684  $236,590  $169,306  $165,176  $0  
Water Use Permit Fund $347,397  359,958 $382,169  $289,165  $395,048  $385,411  $445,189  
WU Permit Fund   Carryforward* $287,121  247,076 $187,195  $187,549  $174,051  $255,466  $134,294  

TOTAL REVENUES $496,282  514,226 $694,853  $525,755  $564,354  $550,587  $579,483  
        

EXPENSES 
FTE 3.54  3.72  4.01  4.12  4.25 4.07  4.25 

        

TOTAL EXPENSES $496,282  $514,227  $694,853  $525,755  $564,534  $550,587  $579,483  
Notes: Actual Expenditures for SFY2013 - SFY2016 are final. Projected actual & proposed budget expenditures for SFY2017 &  
SFY2018 are subject to change.  This spreadsheet shows the actual revenue amount drawn from WU Permit Fund and General  
Fund, not the fund balances. 
*Actual carryforward is not additive for the revenue.  
Document Date: 8/16/2017 
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Decision Item  
 
Clean Water and Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Fund – Second Quarter Updates to FY 2018 
Intended Use Plans  
 
 
Commission approval is requested for the second quarter updates to the Clean Water State Revolving Fund 
(CWSRF) and Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (DWSRF) Intended Use Plans (IUPs) for FY 2018 (July 1, 2017 – 
June 30, 2018).  
 
The State Revolving Fund programs are authorized through federal legislation and administered by the State of 
Iowa under the oversight of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. The CWSRF finances publicly owned 
wastewater and sewer facilities, storm water management for water quality, and nonpoint source control 
practices to keep pollution out of Iowa’s water.  The DWSRF covers water system projects, including source 
water, treatment, storage, and distribution and transmission, as well as consolidation and connections.   
 
The Iowa SRF is operated through a coordinated partnership between the Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) and the Iowa Finance Authority (IFA).  DNR administers the environmental and permitting aspects of the 
programs, with IFA providing financial assistance including loan approval and disbursements.  Other important 
partners include the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship, Soil and Water Conservation 
Districts, county sanitarians, participating lenders, and others. 
 
The FY 2018 IUPs include plans of action for the SRF programs, including goals and objectives, an analysis of 
current and projected financial capability, financial management strategies, the project priority lists, discussion 
of set-aside programs and efforts, and planned uses for administrative accounts.   
 
The IUPs are developed and updated quarterly, in June, September, December, and March or more often as 
needed.  Each draft IUP is released for public comment, and then presented for approval to the Commission. A 
public meeting was August 10, 2017 to receive comments on the proposed IUP updates.  There were no 
attendees.  The written comment period closed on August 17, 2017.  There were no written comments. 
 
The Sources and Uses tables for both CWSRF and DWSRF show that funds are available or obtainable to provide 
anticipated disbursements.  The IUPs will be updated quarterly during FY 2018. 
 
Patti Cale-Finnegan, DNR SRF Coordinator     
August 21, 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 Approved by the Environmental Protection Commission on June 20, 2017; Second Quarter Update approved on 
September 18, 2017 
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The fiscal year beginning July 1, 2017 marks the 30th year of the Clean Water SRF and 
the 20th year of the Drinking Water SRF.  What have these programs accomplished in 
Iowa in their 50 cumulative years of operation? 

1.  Since 1988, Iowa’s SRF has 
provided more than $2.9 billion in loans 
for water and wastewater infrastructure, 
agricultural best management practices, 
and other water quality projects.  SRF 
loans are used as stand-alone financing or 
in combination with a wide variety of 
grants, including other federal water and 
wastewater assistance programs, state 
and federal agricultural cost-share, and 
local sources, along with private 
investment. 

 
 

2. Cities, counties, and 
sanitary districts across the state 
have used the Clean Water SRF to 
protect the state’s water quality. 
Loans are used to build or upgrade 
publicly owned wastewater and 
sewer facilities and to create green 
infrastructure solutions for storm 
water. 
 
The goal of the Drinking Water SRF 
is to help public water systems 
serve safe, adequate, and 
affordable drinking water.  Both 
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publicly and privately owned water systems use SRF loans to upgrade treatment and replace aging 
infrastructure.  These systems are owned by cities, counties, rural and regional water systems, and homeowners 
associations. 
 
Many borrowers come back to the SRF multiple times to finance their ongoing capital improvement projects. 
 

3. Within the broad framework set by 
federal legislation, states have flexibility to set 
their own priorities and manage their own SRF 
programs.  Iowa’s SRF has become one of the 
most innovative and far-reaching in the 
United States to help the state meet its water 
quality goals. 
 
Iowa’s SRF listens to stakeholders and creates 
programs and financing tools to meet their 
needs. 
 
In particular, Iowa’s SRF has responded to the 
need for funding for nonpoint source 
pollution control.  Program innovations such 
as sponsored projects and loans to farmers 
and livestock producers are providing 
effective financing tools for voluntary practices. 
 

4. Strong partnerships 
developed between three 
state agencies form the 
basis for the SRF programs.  
The Iowa Department of 
Natural Resources, the Iowa 
Finance Authority, and the 
Iowa Department of 
Agriculture and Land 
Stewardship work together 
to deliver streamlined 
programs and good 
customer service.  
 
Iowa’s SRF also depends on 
several other types of 
partners to implement 
program and financial goals, 
including Soil and Water 
Conservation Districts, 
county environmental 
health agencies, watershed and land trust organizations, and lending institutions across the state. 
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5. Iowa’s SRF programs are rated highly in 
financial markets, giving the programs strong 
leveraging capacity to keep up with demand for loans.  
The SRF programs accept applications year-round, and 
make funding available when projects are ready to 
proceed.  All eligible projects can be funded.  

 
The Clean Water Act and the Safe Drinking Water Act 
created the programs as revolving loan funds to 
provide an ongoing source of financing.  Iowa’s SRF 
draws on several sources of money to make loans, 
including federal capitalization grants, bonds, and loan 
repayments with interest.  No state general funds are 
provided.   
 
 

6. Iowa’s SRF staff is 
committed to transparency and 
accountability.  All program 
plans are issued for public 
review and comment, with 
approval quarterly by the Iowa 
Environmental Protection 
Commission.  Annual reports 
and program audits show 
program performance.  Surveys 
and questionnaires are used to 
gauge customer satisfaction 
and identify and solve 
problems. 
 
The Intended Use Plans (IUPs) following this introduction provide a roadmap to the policies and procedures of 
the SRF programs, along with the lists of projects and activities to be funded.  The IUPs outline the proposed 
management of the Clean Water SRF and the Drinking Water SRF during State Fiscal Year 2018 (July 1, 2017 – 
June 30, 2018). The IUPs are developed and updated quarterly, in June, September, December, and March or 
more often as needed.  
 
There have been many changes to the SRF programs since their beginnings in 1988 (Clean Water) and 1998 
(Drinking Water).  Over the years, Iowa’s SRF has responded to new regulations and requirements at the federal 
level, updated state goals for the programs, and new developments in the landscape of Iowa. Moving into the 
next era of the programs will continue to bring challenges and opportunities.  With the FY 2018 Intended Use 
Plan and future program plans, Iowa’s SRF will continue to help Iowans protect public health and the 
environment through investing in Iowa’s water. 
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I.   STATE FISCAL YEAR 2018 PLAN OF ACTION 
The plan is based on anticipated use of new and revolved funds available in the CWSRF for funding water quality 
protection needs, including both publicly owned wastewater infrastructure and nonpoint source water 
protection projects. 
 
The CWSRF loan program consists of three main program areas: 
 

 The purchase of debt obligations for wastewater and some storm water projects is provided through the 
CWSRF to publicly owned facilities.   

 Direct loans or linked deposit financing approaches address nonpoint source programs.   
 Water Resource Restoration sponsored projects address nonpoint source problems via interest rate 

reductions on wastewater loans.   
 
The SFY 2018 Plan of Action covers the following areas: 
 

 CWSRF goals and objectives; 
 Current and projected financial capacity of the CWSRF; 
 Financial management strategies; 
 Plan for the SFY 2018 project priority list; 
 Plan for nonpoint source set-asides; and 
 Plan for use of administrative accounts. 

 
CWSRF Goals and Objectives 
The primary long-term goal of the Iowa CWSRF is to protect the environment and public health and welfare 
through a perpetual financial assistance program.  While there have been changes to the CWSRF in recent years 
due to federal legislation, no major program updates are anticipated in SFY 2018.  The SFY 2018 short-term goals 
and objectives are as follows: 
 

 Goal:  Commit loan funds to as many recipients as possible in accordance with the state priority rating 
system, the IUP, staff resources, and available funding, in order to assist in the construction of projects 
with the highest water quality impacts.  Objective:  During SFY 2018, quarterly updates to the IUP will be 
prepared to add projects and update program financial information.  Sponsored project applications will 
be taken and added to the IUP twice per year.  Projects approved under the nonpoint source set-aside 
programs will be funded on a continuous basis. 
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 Goal:  Require applicants to engage a registered Municipal Advisor (MA).  Objective:  During SFY 2018, all 

applicants submitting an Intended Use Plan application must demonstrate that they have hired an MA to 
assist with cash flows, rate setting, debt service coverage, and other financial aspects of their 
wastewater utility. 

 
  Goal:  Implement the “Use of American Iron and Steel (AIS)” requirements enacted by Congress on 

January 17, 2014.  Objective:  During SFY 2018, SRF staff will help applicants determine eligibility for the 
exemptions and waivers provided for in the Act and EPA guidance.  SRF staff will provide information to 
those applicants required to comply on necessary documentation and inspection procedures.  SRF will 
engage DNR Field Office staff to conduct site visits and provide technical assistance. 

 
 Goal:  Fund green projects to meet the requirements of the Green Project Reserve.  Objective:  During 

SFY 2018, the Iowa SRF plans to fund green projects as required in the FFY 2017 capitalization grant.  

Iowa has already complied with the GPR requirements in the FFY 2010 – 2016 cap grants.  The GPR 

requirement for the FFY 2017 cap grant is 10%. 

 

 Goal:  Apply additional subsidization required in FFY 2012 - 2014 and FFY 2016 capitalization grants to 
disadvantaged community projects and green projects.  Develop plans for allocating any loan 
forgiveness required in FFY 2017 cap grant.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff plans to approve plans 

and specifications and execute loans or loan amendments with loan forgiveness for the amounts 

required in the FFY 2017 cap grant. For the FFY 2015 capitalization grant, loan forgiveness was optional.  

Iowa does not intend to provide any loan forgiveness from the FFY 2015 grant.  Iowa has complied with 

the add subs requirements for all previous cap grants.  The add subs requirement for FFY 2017 is 20%. 

 Goal:  Comply with EPA guidance on reporting under the Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act (FFATA).  Objective:  In the Annual Report, SRF staff will list loans that met the several 
requirements of FFATA for open capitalization grants. Grants may not be closed out until equivalency 
amounts can be reported.  Loans reported for FFATA will meet equivalency requirements for the 
following: 

 
o Section 602(b)(14) of the Clean Water Act:  “A contract to be carried out using funds directly 

made available by a capitalization grant…for program management, construction management, 
feasibility studies, preliminary engineering, design, engineering, surveying, mapping, or 
architectural related services shall be negotiated in the same manner as a contract for 
architectural and engineering services is negotiated under Chapter 11 of title 40, United States 
Code….” 

o Federal socioeconomic cross-cutters. 
o Federal environmental cross-cutters. 
o EPA signage guidance. 
o Single audit requirements. 

 

 Goal: Comply with EPA guidance on cost and effectiveness requirements under Section 602(b)(13) of the 
Clean Water Act, which states:  “Beginning in (federal) fiscal year 2016, the State will require as a 
condition of providing assistance…that the recipient of such assistance certify…that the recipient – A) 
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has studied and evaluated the cost and effectiveness of the processes, materials, techniques, and 
technologies for carrying out the proposed project…; and B) has selected, to the maximum extent 
practicable, a project or activity that maximizes the potential for efficient water use, reuse, recapture, 
and conservation, and energy conservation, taking into account – i) the cost of constructing the project 
or activity; ii) the cost of operating the project or activity over the life of the project or activity; and iii) 
the cost of replacing the project or activity.”  Objective:  During SFY 2018 CWSRF will require applicants 
whose project requests were placed on the IUP after October 1, 2015 to submit a self-certification form 
indicating compliance with this requirement. 

 

 Goal:  Promote and identify sustainable practices in projects proposed for funding.  Objective:  During 
SFY 2018 SRF staff will provide information on the EPA’s Sustainability Policy to applicants and include 
sustainability features in project descriptions. 

 

 Goal:  Continue to implement the Water Resource Restoration Sponsor Program authorized in Iowa 
Code 384.84.  Objective:  During SFY 2018, SRF staff will receive applications twice per year for sponsored 
project funding. Application deadlines will be in September and March. In conjunction with DNR 319 
program staff, watershed coordinators, Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship urban 
conservationists, and others, SRF staff will evaluate the applications and prepare a list of proposed 
projects for the IUP. 

 

 Goal:  Comply with the EPA Signage Guidance.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff and recipients will 
notify the public in the most effective ways possible about assistance agreements and benefits of the 
CWSRF program in order to enhance public awareness of EPA assistance agreements nationwide. 

 

 Goal:  Update the CWSRF Operating Agreement.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will work with 
EPA Region 7 to update the Clean Water SRF Operating Agreement between DNR and EPA.  The 
agreement has not been updated since 2007. 

 
Additional long-term goals include: 
 

 Goal:  Work with other state and federal agencies to coordinate water quality funding.  Objective: 
During SFY 2018, SRF staff will meet regularly with staff from the Community Development Block Grant 
program, and USDA Rural Development.  SRF staff will also coordinate funding with new state Water 
Quality Initiative grants for nonpoint source projects. 

 
 Goal:  Apply program requirements that are simple and understandable and do not add unnecessary 

burdens to applicants or recipients.  Objectives:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will continue to assist 
applicants with completing the federal cross-cutting requirements for environmental and historical 
review. Staff will not be responsible for Davis-Bacon compliance but will advise borrowers as needed. 
Borrowers will be responsible for compliance and may hire outside consultants to assist.  

 
 Goal: Continue the option of extended financing terms for CWSRF infrastructure projects.  Objective:  

During SFY 2018 this option will be offered to current and new projects on the project priority list.  
Applicants seeking extended financing must complete a worksheet outlining the anticipated life of the 
project components, which can be averaged to determine the extended term.  
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 Goal:  Maintain mechanisms for funding the on-going administration of the program if federal funding is 
reduced or eliminated. Objective:  During SFY 2018 initiation and servicing fees will be collected on 
CWSRF loans for deposit to administrative accounts.  SRF staff will develop short and long-term plans for 
administrative budgets. 

 
 Goal:  Manage the CWSRF to maximize its use and impact through sound financial management.  

Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff and financial advisors will continue to conduct financial analysis 
and develop innovative approaches to financial management. 

 
 Goal:  Implement programs that effectively address water quality needs and target appropriate 

audiences.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will continue to educate users and potential users about 
the program offerings through presentations, displays, program materials, and the IowaSRF.com 
website. 

 
Current and Projected Financial Capacity of the CWSRF 
Appendix A, the Estimated Sources and Uses table, shows that funds are available to fund current requests as of 
the date specified. The Iowa CWSRF program uses its equity fund to originate loans.  When a sufficient number 
of loans have been made, the SRF program issues bonds, backed by those CWSRF loans, and uses the bond 
proceeds to replenish the equity fund.  A bond issued was completed in SFY 2017 and included state match for 
the FFY 2017 capitalization grant. 
 
The leveraging capacity of the CWSRF is robust due to the maturity of the fund and the current loan portfolio.  
SRF staff has analyzed the future financial capacity of the CWSRF in light of the discussion over water quality 
standards and other future wastewater needs.  Using relatively conservative assumptions, it is projected that 
the CWSRF could loan an average of $300 million per year over the next 10 years, or a total of $3 billion.  
Analysis is done based on a financial model developed by IFA’s financial advisor, using scenarios with and 
without capitalization grants. 
 
Financial Management Strategies 
The CWSRF Project Priority List (attached) show total loan requests for wastewater projects.  Because many of 
these projects are in the planning phase, they are not expected to sign a binding loan commitment during this 
fiscal year.  The projected timing and demand for loan draws is reflected in the sources and uses table (Appendix 
A). Other uses for CWSRF funds in SFY 2018 include $22.8 million for nonpoint source set-asides.   
 
The cash draw procedure used is the direct loan method.  State match is fully disbursed prior to drawing EPA 
capitalization grant funds.  The EPA capitalization grant funds will be drawn at a 100% proportionality ratio. 
Iowa’s bonds are cross-collateralized across both the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF accounts. 
 
SFY 2018 Project Priority List 
The management of the CWSRF program includes a priority list of projects for loan assistance, which has been 
developed according to DNR rules 567 IAC 92 (455B).  
 
With the available CWSRF funds, this IUP provides a projection of loan funding assistance for applications in 
priority order determined by point source rating criteria defined in 567 IAC 91 (455B). This priority list will be 
amended on a quarterly basis during SFY 2018. Chart 1 (attached) constitutes the project priority list.   
 
Due to the project workload and for planning purposes, the CWSRF staff may evaluate projects that have been 
on the IUP list for more than three years.  A notification will be sent to the applicants that their project may be 

Deleted: April 
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dropped if there is no progress in the six months following the notice.  If a project is dropped, the applicant may 
reapply when the project is ready to move ahead. 
 
For program planning purposes, the fundable projects are further identified as “R – ready for loan” (indicating 
that the construction permit and environmental review have been completed), and “P – in planning.” 
 
The following categories of projects will be included for funding during SFY 2018 and are included on Chart 1: 
 
Unfunded Prior Years’ Section 212 Projects:  These are loan requests remaining on the project priority list from 
previous years’ IUPs. It is Iowa’s intention to make CWSRF loans to these projects during SFY 2018 if they are 
ready for a binding loan commitment. 
 
Segments of Previously Funded Section 212 Projects.  State rules provide that subsequent segments of a 
project, which has previously received funding priority or assistance, be placed on the project priority list ahead 
of new projects. Segmented projects will be added to the SFY 2018 project priority list as received. 
 
New Section 212 Projects.  New applications for assistance during SFY 2018 will be added to the project priority 
list. Applications will be accepted on a continuous basis during SFY 2018 with quarterly updates completed as 
needed. 
 
Supplemental Financing.  Supplemental financing for projects listed in previously approved IUPs are added to 
the IUP as they are requested unless the additional funds will be used for improvements that would significantly 
change the scope of the project.  Additional environmental review may be required. Supplemental loans will not 
be provided for changes that are ineligible for funding.  
 
Planning and Design Loans. Planning and design loans are provided at 0% interest for up to three years to cover 
the costs of preparing facility plans and project specifications.  The loans will be rolled into CWSRF construction 
loans or repaid by another source of permanent financing.   
 
Capitalization Grant Requirements.  The FFY 2010 - 2016 capitalization grants include requirements for certain 
percentages of the funds to be allocated for additional subsidization and/or green projects  (note: the FFY 2015 
cap grant required GPR but not add subs).  
 

Add Subs Rqd. Add Subs Actual % GPR Reqd. GPR Actual %

2010 4,129,860$                  4,491,676$                  109% 5,515,000$                5,516,792$             100%
2011 1,851,928$                  2,918,377$                  158% 3,997,000$                12,042,485$           301%
2012 1,063,065$                  1,548,000$                  146% 1,912,800$                3,924,060$             205%
2013 851,127$                     1,276,000$                  150% 1,806,900$                3,477,000$             192%
2014 1,032,630$                  1,548,000$                  150% 1,897,600$                2,480,000$             131%
2015 N/A N/A N/A 1,900,300$                28,923,179$           1522%
2016 1,808,300$                  1,838,300$                  102% 1,808,300$                5,691,797$             315%

TOTAL 10,736,910$               13,620,353$               127% 18,837,900$              62,055,313$           329%  
 
The specific projects that have received add subs or been counted for the GPR are listed in Appendix C.  Iowa 
will satisfy the amounts required in the FFY 2017 capitalization grants. 
 
Water Resource Restoration.  In 2009, the Iowa General Assembly amended Iowa Code chapter 384.84 to add a 
new category of projects that can be financed with sewer revenues.  This new category, called “water resource 
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restoration” sponsored projects, includes locally directed, watershed-based projects to address nonpoint source 
water quality issues.  
 
On a typical CWSRF loan, the 
utility borrows principal and 
repays principal plus interest.  
On a CWSRF loan with a 
sponsored project, the utility 
borrows for both the 
wastewater improvement 
project and the sponsored 
project.  The overall interest 
rate on the total amount of 
principal borrowed is reduced 
so that the utility’s ratepayers 
do not pay any more than they 
would have for just the 
wastewater improvements.  
Instead, two water quality 
projects are accomplished for 
the cost of one. 
 
The map shows the project 
locations for approved 
sponsored projects as of April 2017. 
 
The applications proposed for funding in SFY 2018 are listed in Appendix D. 
 
Applications will be taken during SFY 2018 on September 1, 2017 and March 1, 2018. The same requirements 
apply.  
 

 For loans up to 20 years, the interest rate on the combined infrastructure/sponsored project loan will be 
reduced to not lower than 0.75%.  The equivalent of the amount that would be generated by a 1% 
interest rate (approximately $100,000 per $1 million borrowed) will be available for eligible sponsored 
project costs.  Loans between 20-30 years can also be used but the dollar amount for sponsored projects 
will also be $100,000 per $1 million. 
 

 The amount set aside for interest rate reductions for the in FY 2018 is $10 million (on up to $100 million 
worth of future CWSRF infrastructure loans).  If sponsored project requests exceed that amount, DNR 
reserves the right to cap the dollar amount of a single project to a percentage of the total allocated. 

 
Explanations of eligible applicants and projects, as well as specific  application requirements, are outlined in the 
SFY 2018 Sponsored Project Application Packet, available online at:  
http://www.iowasrf.com/about_srf/sponsored_projects_home_page.cfm. 
 
Plan for Nonpoint Source Set-Asides 
Iowa authorizing legislation and state administrative rules allow the use of CWSRF funds for nonpoint source 
pollution control projects. Four set-asides for nonpoint source program assistance have been established which 

http://www.iowasrf.com/about_srf/sponsored_projects_home_page.cfm
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target areas of need allowed under federal guidance and identified in the state nonpoint source water quality 
management plan:   
 

 The On-Site Wastewater Systems Assistance Program (OSWAP), providing loans to homeowners to 
replace inadequate septic systems.  New systems are certified by county sanitarians and loans are made 
through participating lenders through a linked deposit arrangement.  

 
 The Local Water Protection (LWP) Program, addressing soil, sediment, and nutrient control practices on 

agricultural land.  DNR contracts with the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship, which 
operates the program through local Soil and Water Conservation Districts. Loans are made through 
participating lenders through a linked deposit arrangement.  

 
 The Livestock Water Quality Facilities (LWQ) Program, assisting livestock producers with manure 

management plans, structures, and equipment.  Facilities with fewer than 1,000 animal unit capacity are 
eligible.  DNR contracts with the Iowa Department of Agriculture and Land Stewardship, which operates 
the program through local Soil and Water Conservation Districts. Loans are made through participating 
lenders through a linked deposit arrangement.  

 
 The General Nonpoint Source (GNS) Program, for a wide variety of other water quality protection 

efforts.  Projects include habitat and wetland restoration, landfill closure, lake restoration, and 
watershed planning.   Funding for Storm Water Best Management Practices loans is also included in this 
set-aside amount.  Projects that involve purchase of land require separate approval by the EPC.  These 
projects are listed in Appendix E. 

 
The table below outlines the current and proposed set-aside amounts planned for the four programs.  These set-
aside amounts may be amended based on need and the financial capacity of the CWSRF. 
   
Program Proposed SFY 2018 Set-Aside 

Amount 

Onsite Wastewater Assistance Program (OSWAP) $1.8 million 
Local Water Protection Program (LWPP) $5.0 million 
Livestock Water Quality Facilities Program (LWQ) $6.0 million 
General Nonpoint Source Program (GNS) $10.0 million 
TOTAL $22.8 million 

 
Plan for Use of Administrative Accounts 
There are three distinct funding sources for CWSRF administrative expenses: 
 

 The CWSRF administrative set-aside.  Iowa intends to take or reserve 4% of the federal capitalization 
grant funds for program administration. The Iowa SRF program did not take any administrative set-aside 
from the ARRA capitalization grant.  The administrative set-aside of $2,122,000 from the ARRA cap grant 
is reserved for future use.  Any unused administration commitments from other capitalization grants are 
reserved for use in future years as necessary should capitalization grants be reduced, or actual costs 
increase.  

 
 Loan initiation fees.  A 0.5% loan origination fee will be charged on new CWSRF loans.  The maximum 

amount to be paid will be $100,000.  Under EPA rules, because Iowa’s origination fees are financed 
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through the loans, the proceeds are considered program income.  Program income can only be used for 
the purposes of administering the CWSRF program or for making new loans.  There is approximately $3 
million available in funds considered program income.  A portion of these funds will be used in SFY 2018 
for program administration, and the remainder will be reserved for future administrative expenses.   

 
 Loan servicing fees.  A fee of 0.25% on principal is charged on CWSRF loans.  Under EPA rules, only 

servicing fees charged on loans made above and beyond the amount of the capitalization grant and fees 
collected after the capitalization grant under which the loan was made has been closed are considered 
non-program income.  Non-program income can be used to administer the program or for other water 
quality purposes.  The uses of non-program income are discussed below. 

 
Program Income.  CWSRF program expenses are currently approximately $2.6 million per fiscal year.  This 
includes the work of wastewater engineering section project managers, specialists in environmental review, 
nonpoint source program administrators, financial officers, loan coordinators, and program managers.  It also 
covers expenses for financial and legal advisors.   
 
Non-Program Income.  There is approximately $8 million available in funds considered non-program income.  
The DNR proposes the following uses for a portion of these funds during SFY 2018: 
 
Purpose Explanation Amount 

To support wastewater 
compliance activities 

SRF non-program income will be used in place of state general 
fund dollars for three FTEs in the field office wastewater staff.  
The field offices will be doing inspections to ensure compliance 
with the NPDES permit, assisting permit holders with staying in 
compliance with their permit, investigating complaints from the 
public related to wastewater treatment and offering technical 
assistance to wastewater facility operators.  Another task is 
working with unsewered communities to become properly 
sewered. 

$328,000 
 

To provide staffing in 
the Water Quality 
Bureau 

This funding will replace state general funds for up to three 
environmental engineers that review construction projects in the 
Wastewater Engineering section, up to four permit writers in the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) section, 
up to three water quality monitoring staff, the Water Quality 
Resource Coordinator position, half the time of a business analyst 
to update Bureau databases, and engineering interns. 

$1,400,000 

To support the 
development of a 
stream mitigation 
program 

The funding will be used to fund staff time to develop a stream 
mitigation banking effort. 

$32,500 

 TOTAL $1,760,500 

 
 
II.   INFORMATION ON THE CWSRF ACTIVITIES TO BE SUPPORTED 
 
Allocation of Funds 
Allocation of funds to eligible projects was based on a four-step process: 
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1. The amount of financial assistance needed for each application was estimated; 
2. The sources and allowable uses of all CWSRF funds were identified; and 
3. The CWSRF funds were allocated among the projects, consistent with the amount available and the financial 

assistance needed.  
4. A designated amount was selected as reasonable and manageable for each set-aside. 
 
Information pertinent to each CWSRF project is contained in Chart 1, pursuant to Section 606(c)(3) of the Clean 
Water Act. 
 
Sources and Uses of Available CWSRF Funds 
Appendix A to the Intended Use Plan illustrates potential sources and uses of funds in the CWSRF for SFY 2018.  
As shown, all pending loan requests and program administration needs can be funded.  Projects will draw on 
their funding at different intervals based on their construction cycles. These differences are used to estimate 
cash needs throughout the year.  Appendix A will be updated quarterly as needed to provide an ongoing view of 
the financial plan for meeting loan requests. 
 
Section 212 Projects Program Policies 
 
Project Scope.  The scope of the project must be outlined on the Intended Use Plan application and in the 
facility plan.  Changes to the scope are allowed prior to loan closing.  Significant changes in scope may cause 
delays if additional work is required by the project manager or environmental review specialist.  Once a loan is 
signed, only minor changes to the scope will be allowed and only if they do not require additional technical or 
environmental review. 
 
Loan Interest Rates. The interest rates for construction loans made from the CWSRF are as follows: 
 
Loan Term Applicant Type Interest 

Rate 
Servicing 
Fee 

Total Additional Information 

Standard (up to 20 
years) 

All 1.75% 0.25% 2.00%  

Extended (21 to 
30 years based on 
useful life) 

Disadvantaged 1.75% 0.25% 2.00% Communities must be 
determined to be disadvantaged 
based on criteria in Iowa Code 
section 455B.199B, 
Disadvantaged Communities 
Variance, as amended by Senate 
File 407 on April 28, 2011. These 
criteria include income and 
unemployment data.  SRF staff 
will also consider population 
trends, providing 1 point for 
communities with projected 
increases or decreases in 
population.  Population trends 
are also reviewed as part of the 
construction permitting process 
as required in Iowa 
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Administrative Code 567 Chapter 
64.2(9).  

Extended (21 to 
30 years based on 
useful life) 

Non-
Disadvantaged 

2.75% 0.25% 3.00%  

 
Interest rate for CWSRF planning and design loans will be 0% for up to three years. 
 
Loan Fees. A 0.5% origination fee is charged on the full loan amount for new CWSRF construction loans, with a 
maximum amount of $100,000.  No origination fees will be charged on planning and design loans.  A .25% 
servicing fee will be charged on construction loans.  Payment of the loan servicing fee is semi-annual with 
interest payments for all new SRF loans.  Loan servicing fees are only charged on the principal amount disbursed 
during construction (not the entire original loan amount). 
 
Financing Term.  The financing term will be up to 30 years.  Current and new projects on the project priority list 
may request an extended term.  The length of the term will be based on calculation of the average useful life of 
the entire project, to be determined by the applicant’s consulting engineer and approved by DNR. 
 
Maximum Financing.  There is no maximum financing amount. 
 
Project Readiness.  Applicants cannot be offered assistance until they meet program requirements.  
 
Funding Limitations.  Pending loans identified in this IUP do not exceed funds obtainable for the CWSRF 
program.   
 
Plan for Efficient and Timely Use of CWSRF Funds 
The State of Iowa’s Clean Water State SRF uses federal capitalization grant funds as expeditiously as possible.  
Iowa has been able to use its federal capitalization grant funds in a timely way due to a robust and sustained 
demand for loans.   A number of program features have spurred the growth in loan demand.  These include: 
 

 Improvements and streamlining in the wastewater construction permitting process, which reduced 
timelines for project review and approval; 

 Allow applicants to pursue phased approach for projects to enable individual phased projects proceed 
timely to construction instead of waiting on approval on a large project; 

 Planning and design loans at 0% interest for three years to provide upfront capital to get projects started 
and ready for construction and loan closing; 

 Year-round application process with quarterly updates to the Intended Use Plan, which keeps projects in 
the loan pipeline on a continual basis; 

 Expansion of nonpoint source and green infrastructure programs to include loans for farmers, livestock 
producers, watershed organizations, and others; 

 Extended term financing, based on project useful life, which allows more utilities to benefit from the 
CWSRF;  

 Environmental review services to complete assessments of impacts to natural and cultural resources, 
reducing costs and barriers to participating in the loan program; and 

 Focus on marketing, customer and consultant education, and coordination with other funders. 
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Financial management also contributes to the timely use of federal funds.  The Iowa CWSRF program uses its 
Equity Fund to originate new loans.  This fund consists of principal and interest repayments.  When additional 
funds are needed,    the SRF program issues bonds, backed by those CWSRF loans, and uses the bond proceeds 
to replenish the equity fund.    
 
Iowa’s SRF program issues bonds annually or as needed.  These bond issues include the state match for the next 
federal capitalization grants.  After the bonds are issued, the state match is spent first so the cap grant can be 
drawn down at 100% when it is received. Due to equivalency guidance from the U.S. EPA, cap grant dollars can 
be directed on a first in, first out basis.  That allows the cap grant to be drawn down more quickly.   Equivalency 
projects are chosen to meet the full range of SRF requirements.  Loan disbursements are made weekly.  Iowa’s 
CWSRF disbursements average $10.6 million per month.   
 
With a return of $3.34 for every dollar of federal investment (compared to the national average of $2.63), Iowa’s 
CWSRF is an efficient and effective delivery mechanism for water infrastructure funding. 
 
The practices described above are currently working well for Iowa and will be continued through FY 2018. 
 
Water Quality Management Planning 
A reserve for water quality management planning as required by Title VI of the Clean Water Act will be set aside 
from Iowa’s Title VI allotments and granted to the state for this purpose separately from the CWSRF. This 
reserve does not appear in this IUP as it has been already deducted from Iowa’s allotment and taken into 
account in projecting Iowa’s available capitalization grant. 
 
SEE Salary Funds Deducted from Cap Grant 
The Iowa DNR may request U.S. EPA to deduct funds from FFY 2017 capitalization grants which could be 
included in Iowa’s next grant applications to EPA after receiving notification of availability of the CWA Title VI 
Funds and evaluating the state allotment amount. These positions could be filled by EPA Region 7 and assigned 
to the DNR’s Wastewater Engineering section to provide technical and administrative assistance to the CWSRF 
projects and program. The SEE enrollees could help provide staffing at Iowa DNR to maintain the CWSRF 
program and keep up with the increasing CWSRF project technical and administrative work load. Authorized 
under the Environmental Programs Assistance Act of 1984 (PL 98- 313), the SEE program is intended "to utilize 
the talents of older Americans in programs authorized by other provisions of law administered by the 
Administrator in providing technical assistance to Federal, State, and local environmental agencies for projects 
of pollution prevention, abatement, and control."  
 
 
III.   ASSURANCES AND SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 
 
Iowa will provide the necessary assurances and certifications according to the Operating Agreement between 
the State of Iowa and the U.S. EPA. Iowa’s Operating Agreement was amended in April 2007 and will be updated 
during SFY 2018.  
 
 
IV.   CRITERIA AND METHOD FOR DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 
 
Section 212 Infrastructure Projects 
The following approach was used to develop Iowa’s proposed distribution of CWSRF funds for Section 212 
infrastructure projects: (1) analysis of the priority of communities applying and financial assistance needed; (2) 

Deleted: first-come, first-served
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identification of the sources and spending limits of available funds; (3) allocation of funds among projects; (4) 
development of a payment schedule which will provide for making timely binding commitments to the projects 
selected for CWSRF assistance; and (5) development of a disbursement schedule to pay the project costs as 
incurred. 
 
Allocation of Funds Among Projects.  All projects listed in the CWSRF Project Priority List (attached) are eligible 
for assistance and may be funded from the CWSRF subject to available funds. 
 
All projects scheduled for funding with Iowa’s CWSRF will be reviewed for consistency with appropriate plans 
developed under sections’ 205(j), 208, 303(e), 319 and 320 of the Clean Water Act, as amended. Evidence of this 
review and finding of consistency will be documented in each CWSRF project file. Should a project fail to meet 
this review criterion, it may be bypassed as allowed by State rules. The Project Priority List provides for 
contingency projects, which may be considered for loan assistance as bypass projects according to state rules 
without formal amendment of this intended use plan.  
 
Priority of Communities and Financial Assistance Needed.  Iowa law provides only for loan assistance. Additional 
subsidization required by federal capitalization grant conditions will be through forgivable loans. The state’s 
CWSRF rules identify the priority rating system used to establish priorities for loan assistance. 
 
Nonpoint Assistance Programs 
Nonpoint source assistance includes set-asides for the Onsite Wastewater Assistance Program (OSWAP), 
Livestock Water Quality Facilities (LWQ), Local Water Protection (LWP) and General Nonpoint Source (GNS). 
These funds implement the intent of Iowa statute to use CWSRF funds to improve residential wastewater 
systems, to assist owners of existing animal feeding operations to meet state and federal requirements, for local 
water protection projects that will provide water quality improvement or protection and for general nonpoint 
source projects that will provide water quality improvements or water quality protection. These systems are 
addressed as a need by Iowa’s State Nonpoint Source Management Plan. Individual loan applicants for all set-
asides are not identified in this IUP. These programs will be operated as linked deposit, loan participation, or 
direct loan programs.  
 
 
V.   METHOD OF AMENDMENT OF THE INTENDED USE PLAN 
 
This IUP will be followed by the State in administering CWSRF funds in SFY 2018. Federal and state law requires, 
and Iowa welcomes, opportunity for public participation in the development of the IUP. Any revisions of the 
goals, policies and method of distribution of funds, must be addressed by a revision of the IUP, including 
opportunity for public participation.  Updates to the IUP to add projects to the priority list, to make program 
changes, or to adjust dollar amounts in set-asides, will be made quarterly as needed.  Minor adjustments in 
funding schedules, loan amounts and use of bypass provisions including funding of projects on contingency 
status are allowed by the procedures of this IUP and state rules for administration of the CWSRF without public 
notification.  
 
 
VI.   PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
A public meeting to allow input to Iowa’s SFY 2018 IUP and Project Priority List was held May 11, 2017, 10:00 
a.m., at the Wallace State Office Building, Conference Room 5E, 502 E. 9th Street, Des Moines. This meeting was 
announced in a notice provided to stakeholder organizations representing city officials, consulting engineers, 
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county governments, councils of government, area planning agencies, US EPA Region VII and other groups which 
might have an interest.  There were no attendees. The public comment period was open until May 18, 2017.  
Written comments were received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 7 SRF staff.   
Comments will be addressed in the next quarterly update.   
 
A public meeting to allow input to Iowa’s SFY 2018 IUP and Project Priority List was held August 10, 2017, 10:00 
a.m., at the Wallace State Office Building, Conference Room 2W, 502 E. 9th Street, Des Moines. This meeting 
was announced in a notice provided to stakeholder organizations representing city officials, consulting 
engineers, county governments, councils of government, area planning agencies, US EPA Region VII and other 
groups which might have an interest.  There were no attendees.  The public comment period was open until 
August 17, 2017.  There were no written comments. 
 
 
VII.   PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 
Chart 1, the CWSRF Project Priority List is included in a separate, sortable Excel file. 
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APPENDIX A 

Iowa CWSRF State Fiscal Year 2018 2Q   
Estimated Funding Sources and Funding Uses    
As of 7/25/2017   
    
Funding Sources   
 Funds Available in Equity Fund and Program Accounts $138,961,000 * 
 FFY 2017 Capitalization Grant  $17,944,000  
 State Match for FFY 2017 Capitalization Grant    $0  
 Issuance of Leveraged Bonds (next bond issue expected SFY 2019) $0  
 Equity Fund and Program Interest Earnings  $446,000  
 Loan Repayments $82,918,000  
Total Funding Sources $240,269,000 

     
    
Funding Uses   
 Undisbursed Amounts Committed to Existing Loans (35% disbursement rate) $59,492,000  
 Section 212 Project Requests (FNSI/CX issued; 20% disbursement rate)** $49,289,000  
 Section 212 Project Requests (FNSI/CX not issued; 10% disbursement rate)** $33,232,000  
 Planning & Design Requests (60% disbursement rate) $4,429,000  
 Non-Point Source Program Assistance $22,260,000  
 Principal Payments on Outstanding Bonds $36,945,000  
 Interest Payments on Outstanding Bonds $31,782,000  
 Program Administration from FFY 2017 Capitalization Grant $718,000  
 Program Administration From ARRA Capitalization Grant   $2,122,000  
Total Funding Uses $240,269,000 

     
    
*   Funds Available for disbursements as of 7/25/2017   
All amount are rounded to the nearest $1,000   
** Loan disbursement rates are estimated based on previous experience with project pace. For projects that 
currently have not had a Finding of No Significant Impact or Categorical Exclusion issued, it is expected that up 
to 10% of the total project amounts may be disbursed during SFY 2018 once environmental review is completed, 
construction permit issued, and binding loan commitment signed.  For those projects with FNSI/CX clearance, 
the disbursement rate is estimated at 20% of the loan request amount.   
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APPENDIX B-1 
PROCEDURES TO DETERMINE SECTION 212 PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 
Project rankings were determined by the following procedures: 
 
Cost eligibility of projects was determined as per 567 IAC 92.7(6)(455B).  Applications were evaluated using the 
priority point system in 567 IAC 91.8(455B). 
 
The final project priority list for a fiscal year’s project pool is compiled in the following manner: subsequent 
segments of projects funded by CWSRF loan programs of previous years will be ranked at the top; projects 
ranked in the current year application group will then be added. 
 
Projects on the project priority list will be given contingency status should the total amount of needs exceed the 
year’s CWSRF staff resources capability and loan funding or if the projects have not met the fundable criteria 
described in 567 IAC 92.6(2)(455B). Projects will be funded from the top down in the ranking order of the project 
priority list. Projects are ranked similarly in the contingency project list. The top project in the contingency list 
can be moved to the funding list when funds are available or it has met the fundable criteria. Funds can be made 
available due to a number of reasons including project bypasses, loan application withdrawal of other projects, 
reduction in loan amount requests, an increase in available funds, or progress in meeting program 
requirements. 
 
APPENDIX B-2 
CRITERIA TO DETERMINE PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 
In April 2010 Iowa adopted revised rules for the Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF).  567 IAC 91 
provides the criteria for scoring and ranking CWSRF projects.  The new system uses an integrated approach 
which allows comparison of Section 212 POTW (publicly owned wastewater treatment works) projects as well as 
nonpoint source pollution control projects.  The goal of the new system is gain the highest water quality benefits 
for the funding available. 
 
Currently Iowa is able to fund all projects that are eligible, but the priority system will be available to use in the 
case that demand for CWSRF loans exceeds supply of funds.   
 
Section 212 POTW Projects 
The rating criteria consider the use classification of the receiving waters, water quality of the receiving waters, 
groundwater protection, project type, project purpose, and a tiebreaker; defined in 567 IAC 91.8 (455B). Priority 
ranking for the projects shall be based on the total points awarded for all the categories; the greater the total 
number of points, the higher the ranking. The ranking will be done at the time the IUP is prepared and will not 
be updated during the year. The tie breaker category will be used when necessary. 
 
Nonpoint Source Set-Aside Programs 
The rating criteria consider the use classification of the receiving waters, water quality of the receiving waters, 
groundwater protection, project type, project purpose, and a tiebreaker; defined in 567 IAC 91.8 (455B). Priority 
ranking for the projects is based on the total points awarded for all the categories; the greater the total number 
of points, the higher the ranking.  The priority system for nonpoint source will not be implemented until 90 
percent of a nonpoint source set-aside is allocated and no additional funds are available.  If that occurs, ranking 
will be done at the time that a new project application is received.  
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APPENDIX C 
BORROWERS RECEIVING ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIZATION OR COUNTED FOR GREEN PROJECT RESERVE (GPR) 
Some GPR projects received additional subsidization.  Other projects received add subs based on their 
disadvantaged community status. 
 
Project Loan Amount Amount Green 

Project 
Reserve 

Amount 
Additional 
Subsidization 

Grant 
Year 
Reported 

Charles City          1,400,000           1,400,000                   409,372  2010 
Conesville          1,350,000                     230,689  2010 
Lohrville          3,724,000                 1,077,900  2010 
McCallsburg              810,000                     147,400  2010 
INHF          1,975,574           1,975,574    2010 
Private Borrower                10,024                 10,024    2010 
INHF          1,435,320           1,435,320    2010 
Private Borrower             189,874               189,874    2010 
INHF              403,000               403,000    2010 
Ocheyedan          2,065,000                     227,398  2010 
Odebolt          1,599,000                     387,857  2010 
Odebolt              500,000                     100,000  2010 
Pisgah              650,000                     181,200  2010 
Spirit Lake              103,000               103,000                     30,900  2010 
Terril          1,077,000                     278,144  2010 
Walker          2,158,000                     420,816  2010 
Washington        16,316,000                 1,000,000  2010 
Coralville          1,751,000           1,751,000                   481,480  2011 
Dubuque (sponsored)          9,400,000           9,400,000    2011 
Meriden              329,000                 64,485  12,897  2011 
INHF  827,000  827,000    2011 
Ottumwa   4,800,000           740,000  2011 
Dubuque (Upper Bee Branch) 28,923,179         1,684,000  2011 
Albert City  400,000          120,000  2012 
Dubuque (methane)  3,048,000     3,048,000    2012 
INHF   647,700    647,700    2012 
INHF  129,420     129,420    2012 
INHF  98,940        98,940    2012 
Dubuque (Upper Bee Branch)       1,400,000  2012 
INHF  300,000  300,000    2013 
INHF  342,000    342,000    2013 
INHF   2,835,000    2,835,000    2013 
Dubuque (Upper Bee Branch)     1,276,000  2013 
Buffalo (sponsored)  35,000   35,000    2014 
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Monona (sponsored)   245,000        245,000    2014 
WRA WRR   2,200,000      2,200,000    2014 
Dubuque (Upper Bee Branch)          1,584,000  2014 
Dubuque (Upper Bee Branch)  28,923,179   2015 
Ottumwa       700,000  2016 
Albert City    1,000,000         300,000  2016 
Albert City     2,796,000        838,800  2016 
WRA (sponsored)      1,070,000       1,070,000    2016 
INHF    430,000   430,000    2016 
INHF  903,297      903,297    2016 
INHF       729,000     729,000    2016 
INHF     1,125,000     1,125,000    2016 
INHF    277,500     277,500    2016 
INHF  611,000  611,000    2016 
INHF   546,000    546,000    2016 
TOTAL    101,564,828    62,055,313    13,628,853   
 
INHF = Iowa Natural Heritage Foundation 
WRA = Wastewater Reclamation Authority 
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APPENDIX D 
FY 2018 Sponsored Project Funding Recommendations 
 

Applicant Proposed Watershed and Project Description Proposed Partners Date 
Approved 

Fayette Volga River -- install bioretention cells as part of 
downtown revitalization to reduce pollutant and quantity 
of runoff 

Turkey River 
Watershed 
Management 
Authority, Fayette 
SWCD 

6/20/2017 

Greenfield Greenfield Lake and Nodaway Lakes -- lake improvements 
for water quality and source water protection practices 

IDALS, Adair CCB, 
NRCS, SWCD 

6/20/2017 

Johnston Beaver Creek/Des Moines River - improve water quality 
and mitigate the amount of stormwater runoff through 
best management practices 

Polk SWCD, IDALS 6/20/2017 

Lake View Black Hawk Lake -- urban practices to reduce sediment and 
nutrient loadings to the lake 

Black Hawk LPA, Sac 
Co. SWCD, IDALS, DNR 

6/20/2017 

Ogden East Beaver Creek -- reduce sediment and nutrient 
transport through both agricultural and urban practices to 
prevent runoff 

Beaver Creek 
Watershed 
Management 
Authority, Boone 
SWCD 

6/20/2017 

Slater Fourmile Creek -- manage sediment and bacteria loading 
through practices to address urban runoff 

Polk SWCD 6/20/2017 

Tiffin Clear Creek -- install green infrastructure practices for 
infiltration, runoff volume, and rate reduction for 
streambank protection; implement residential soil quality 
restoration program 

Clear Creek Watershed 
Coalition, Shelby 
Builders, Hochstedler 
Building & 
Development 

6/20/2017 

West 
Burlington 

Mississippi River - implement stormwater best 
management practices in the Flint-Henderson watershed 

IDALS, NRCS 6/20/2017 

West Union Otter Creek -- install permeable pavers at City Hall to 
reduce stormwater runoff to nearby Otter Creek which is a 
designated cool water stream 

Turkey River 
Watershed 
Management 
Authority, Fayette 
SWCD 

6/20/2017 

Wastewater 
Reclamation 
Authority 

Sugar Creek/Raccoon River- improve stream corridor 
stability in support of Raccoon River Water Quality Master 
Plan 

Polk SWCD (assisting 
with urban practices in 
Dallas Co.) 

6/20/2017 
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APPENDIX E 
General Nonpoint Source Set-Aside Projects for Approval of Land Purchase 
 
Per Iowa Administrative Code 567 Chapter 93.7(5) Ineligible costs. Costs for livestock water quality facilities are 
not eligible under this set-aside and are provided for in rule 567—93.5(455B). Costs for the purchase of land are 
not eligible costs unless specifically approved by the commission. 
 
Applicant Project 

Description 
Water Quality Benefit Amount IUP Year 

and 
Quarter 

Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation 

Purchase of 319 
acres through 
three 
properties 
along the North 
Raccoon River 
in Greene 
County. 

The three properties contain upland 
floodplain habitats of mostly woodland.  
On the Bannister property, 89 acres has 
already been designated as the Eureka 
Woods State Preserve. One mile of the 
North Raccoon river will be protected.  
This river watershed is identified in the 
Upper Mississippi River Basin Initiative as 
a priority for conservation and reduction 
of sediment and nutrients.  This segment 
of the North Raccoon is classified as a 
category 4 impaired water. 

$786,000 FY 2018 Q1 

Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation 

Purchase of 110 
acres of 
property along 
the 
Wapsipinicon 
River on the 
Buchanan/Black 
Hawk County 
line. 

Permanent protection of the Harris 
Estate property will benefit water quality 
in the Wapsipinicon River, a Protected 
Water Area.  All crop fields have been 
planted to permanent cover through 
CRP.  The Corn Suitability Rating is 50.  
The land will also serve as a buffer to an 
animal feeding operation.  About two 
miles downstream from this reach the 
Wapsi is designated a category 5 
impaired water for bacteria. 

$313,500 FY 2018 Q1 

Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation 

Purchase of 73 
acres in Polk 
County to add 
to the 
Chichaqua 
Bottoms 
Greenbelt. 

The Woolsey property is a mix of upland, 
steep slopes, and ravines that drain to 
the South Skunk River valley. The 
tributary on the property contributes 
significant sediment to the Southpoint 
wetland downstream.  The slopes will be 
restored to native vegetation to prevent 
erosion.  The South Skunk River in Polk, 
Story, and Jasper Counties is a category 5 
impaired water. 

$500,000 FY 2018 Q1 

Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation 

Purchase of 348 
acres in Polk 
County to add 
to the 
Chichaqua 

The Kimberley property is on the north 
edge of the current greenbelt.  The family 
owners are selling the property for 
conservation purposes.  It contains 8/10 
of a mile of former river channel which 

$2,401,200 FY 2018 Q2 
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Bottoms 
Greenbelt. 

will allow restoration of the former river 
channel and adjacent oxbows to 
wetlands. 

Iowa Natural 
Heritage Foundation 

Purchase of 392 
acres in 
Humboldt 
County along 
Prairie Creek 
before the 
confluence with 
the Boone River 

The Kiburz property contains 234 acres of 
timber and Conservation Reserve 
Program and 158 acres of irregular and 
wet agricultural fields.  Prairie Creek 
floods regularly, providing habitat for 
Topeka Shiner, an endangered fish, and 
migratory wildfowl.  The Boone River is 
one of only five Protected Water Areas in 
Iowa. 

$1,755,000 FY 2018 Q2 
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I.   STATE FISCAL YEAR 2018 PLAN OF ACTION 
The plan is based on anticipated use of new and revolved funds available in the DWSRF for construction of 
treatment plants or improvements to existing facilities, water storage facilities, wells, and source water 
protection efforts. 
 
The SFY 2018 Plan of Action covers the following areas: 
 

 DWSRF goals and objectives; 
 Current and projected financial capacity of the DWSRF; 
 Financial management strategies; 
 Plan for the SFY 2018 project priority list; 
 Plan for use of DWSRF set-aside funds; and 
 Plan for use of administrative accounts. 

 
DWSRF Goals and Objectives 
The primary long-term goal of the Iowa DWSRF is to support the protection of public health through a perpetual 
program of financial assistance for the purposes of ensuring the provision of an adequate quantity of safe 
drinking water to consumers of public water supplies, protecting source water for drinking water systems, and 
ensuring the long-term viability of existing and proposed water systems. 
 
The SFY 2018 short-term goals and objectives are as follows: 
 

 Goal:  Commit loan funds to as many recipients as possible in accordance with the state priority rating 
system, the IUP, staff resources, and available funding.  Objective:  During SFY 2018, quarterly updates to 
the IUP will be prepared to add projects and update program financial information.  

 
 Goal:  Ensure that borrowers are able to provide safe drinking water at a reasonable cost for the 

foreseeable future.  Objectives:  During SFY 2018, viability assessments will be completed by each 
applicant and reviewed by SRF staff prior to signing of the loan agreement. Systems determined 
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nonviable or systems with EPA’s Enforcement Targeting Tool (ETT) scores above 11 will be provided with 
an enforceable compliance schedule listing all actions that must be completed to return the system to 
viable status.  Extended term financing will be offered to disadvantaged communities.  SRF staff will 
coordinate efforts with other funders such as the Community Development Block Grant program.  We 
will continue to educate and inform public water supplies, engineering consultants, and financial 
advisors on the financing savings available by using the DWSRF.  

 

 Goal:  Require applicants to engage a registered Municipal Advisor (MA).  Objective:  During SFY 2018, all 
applicants submitting an Intended Use Plan application must demonstrate that they have hired an MA to 
assist with cash flows, rate setting, debt service coverage, and other financial aspects of their water 
utility.  The reports provided by the MAs will be used in the viability assessment review. 

 
 Goal:  Implement the “Use of American Iron and Steel (AIS)” requirements enacted by Congress on 

January 17, 2014.  Objective:  During SFY 2018, SRF staff will help applicants determine eligibility for the 
exemptions and waivers provided for in the Act and EPA guidance.  SRF staff will provide information to 
those applicants required to comply on necessary documentation and inspection procedures.  SRF will 
engage DNR Field Office staff to conduct site visits and provide technical assistance. 

 

 Goal:  Apply additional subsidization available in FFY 2015 - 2016 capitalization grants to disadvantaged 
community projects and public health projects.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff plans to approve 
plans and specifications and execute loans or loan amendments with loan forgiveness for the amounts 
required in the FFY 2015 - 2016 cap grants. 

 

 Goal:  Promote and identify sustainable practices in projects proposed for funding.  Objective:  During 
SFY 2018 SRF staff will provide information on the EPA’s Sustainability Policy to applicants and include 
sustainability features in project descriptions. 
 

 Goal:  Comply with EPA guidance on reporting under the Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act (FFATA).  Objective:  In the Annual Report, SRF staff will list loans that met the several 
requirements of FFATA for open capitalization grants. Grants may not be closed out until equivalency 
amounts can be reported.   

 

 Goal:  Comply with the EPA Signage Guidance.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff and recipients will 
notify the public in the most effective ways possible about assistance agreements and benefits of the 
DWSRF program in order to enhance public awareness of EPA assistance agreements nationwide. 

 

 Goal:  Update the DWSRF Operating Agreement.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will work with 
EPA Region 7 to update the Drinking Water SRF Operating Agreement between DNR and EPA.  The 
agreement has not been updated since 2007. 

 
Additional long-term goals include: 
 

 Goal: Prioritize the provision of funds, to the extent practicable, to projects that address the most 
serious risk to human health and are necessary to ensure compliance with the national primary drinking 
water standards.  Objectives: Priority will be assigned to projects that address human health risks or 
compliance issues by the provision of points assigned during the DWSRF scoring process as outlined in 
567 IAC Chapter 44.   
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 Goal:  Apply program requirements that are simple and understandable and do not add unnecessary 
burdens to applicants or recipients.  Objectives:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will continue to assist 
applicants with completing the federal cross-cutting requirements for environmental and historical 
review. Staff will not be responsible for Davis-Bacon compliance but will advise borrowers as needed. 
Borrowers will be responsible for compliance and may hire outside consultants to assist.  

 
 Goal: Continue the option of extended financing terms for DWSRF infrastructure projects.  Objective:  

During SFY 2018 this option will be offered to current and new projects on the project priority list.  
Applicants seeking extended financing must complete a worksheet outlining the anticipated life of the 
project components, which can be averaged to determine the extended term.  
 

 Goal:  Maintain mechanisms for funding the on-going administration of the program if federal funding is 
reduced or eliminated. Objective:  During SFY 2018 initiation and servicing fees will be collected on 
DWSRF loans for deposit to administrative accounts.  SRF staff will develop short and long-term plans for 
administrative budgets. 

 
 Goal:  Manage the DWSRF to maximize its use and impact through sound financial management.  

Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff and financial advisors will continue to conduct financial analysis 
and develop innovative approaches to financial management. 

 
 Goal:  Implement programs that effectively address water system needs and target appropriate 

audiences.  Objective:  During SFY 2018 SRF staff will continue to educate users and potential users about 
the program offerings through presentations, displays, program materials, and the IowaSRF.com 
website. 

 
Current and Projected Financial Capacity of the DWSRF 
Appendix A, the Estimated Sources and Uses table, shows that available funds are sufficient to fund current 
requests.  
 
SRF staff has analyzed the future financial capacity of the DWSRF.  Using relatively conservative assumptions, it 
is projected that the DWSRF could loan an average of $150 million per year over the next 10 years, or a total of 
$1.5 billion.  Analysis is done based on a financial model developed by IFA’s financial advisor, using scenarios 
with and without capitalization grants. 
  
Financial Management Strategies 
The DWSRF Project Priority List (attached) show total loan requests for water supply projects.  Because many of 
these projects are in the planning phase, they are not expected to sign a binding loan commitment during this 
fiscal year.  The projected timing and demand for loan draws is reflected in the sources and uses table (Appendix 
A).  
 
Iowa will apply for the FFY 2017 capitalization grant as soon as notified by the U.S. EPA.  State match funds 
based on an estimated FFY 2017 cap grant amount were obtained and have already been expended. State match 
bonds are issued at the same time that leveraged bond issues are done for greater cost effectiveness.   
 
The cash draw procedure used is the direct loan method.  State match is fully disbursed prior to drawing EPA 
capitalization grant funds.  The EPA capitalization grant funds will be drawn at a 100% proportionality ratio. 
Iowa’s bonds are cross-collateralized across both the Clean Water and Drinking Water SRF accounts. 
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SFY 2018 Project Priority List 
The management of the DWSRF program, including development of a project priority list for financing 
assistance, was developed according to Part 567 of the Iowa Administrative Code (IAC), Chapter 44.  This IUP 
indicates the intent to provide funds to projects ranked in priority order according to scoring criteria contained 
in Chapter 44 of the IAC. 
 
In the event that projects identified for funding in the IUP do not attain readiness for a loan commitment by 
projected dates, these delayed projects may be bypassed.  Other projects may be added to the project priority 
list to be funded based on the State’s implementation rules for the DWSRF program (567 IAC 44).  Applications 
that are in excess of available DWSRF assistance may be placed on Contingency status according to priority.   
 
Projects will be funded as ranked on the project priority list.  Adjustment to the list of fundable projects will be 
made, if necessary, to assure that at least 15% of the project funds are available to systems serving fewer than 
10,000 persons as specified in Section 1452(a) (2) of the Act.  Financing may be provided for up to 100% of 
project costs if the costs are eligible for funding based on engineering, environmental, and financial review and 
project readiness to proceed as described above.  
 
Due to the project workload and for planning purposes, the DWSRF staff will evaluate projects that have been 
on the IUP list for more than three years.  A notification will be sent to the applicants that their project may be 
dropped if there is no progress in the six months following the notice.  If a project is dropped, the applicant may 
reapply when the project is ready to move ahead. 
 
For program planning purposes, the fundable projects are further identified as “R – ready for loan” (indicating 
that the construction permit and environmental review have been completed), and “P – in planning.” 
 
The following categories of projects will be included for funding during SFY 2018:  
 
Unfunded Prior Years’ Projects.  All projects from prior years that have not entered into a binding commitment 
are included in this IUP.   
 
Segments of Previously Funded Projects. State rules provide that subsequent segments of a project which has 
previously received funding priority or assistance be placed on the project priority list with the original project 
score.   
 
New Projects.  New applications for assistance during SFY 2018 will be added to the project priority list.  
Applications will be accepted on a continuous basis and quarterly updates completed as needed.  
 
Supplemental Financing.  Supplemental financing for projects listed in previously approved IUPs are added to 
the IUP as they are requested unless the additional funds will be used for improvements that would significantly 
change the scope of the project.  Additional environmental review may be required. Supplemental loans will not 
be provided for changes that would lower the original score of the project to a point where the application is no 
longer competitive or is ineligible for funding.  
 
Planning and Design Loans.  Requests for planning and design loans are listed on the project priority list but 
have not been assigned priority points.   
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Source Water Protection Loans.  Iowa’s DWSRF no longer has adequate funding from the 15% Other Authorized 
Activities set-aside to offer loans for source water protection.  All outstanding requests have been satisfied and 
no further applications will be taken.  Source water loans are not eligible projects under the regular DWSRF loan 
program. 
 
Capitalization Grant Requirements.  The FFY 2010 - 2016 capitalization grants include requirements for certain 
percentages of the funds to be allocated for additional subsidization and/or green projects under the Green 
Project Reserve (GPR).  
 

Add Subs Rqd. Add Subs Actual % GPR Reqd. GPR Actual %

2010 6,950,000$                7,206,307$          104% 4,633,000$                  5,633,568$                 122%
2011 4,746,300$                4,741,518$          100% 3,164,000$                  5,260,000$                 166%
2012 3,064,400$                3,064,000$          100% -$                               -$                             N/A
2013 2,875,000$                 2,896,004$          101% -$                               -$                             N/A
2014 2,645,800$                 2,656,838$          100% -$                               -$                             N/A
2015 2,645,800$                 1,929,750$          73% -$                               -$                             N/A
2016 2,486,400$                 -$                      0% -$                               -$                             N/A
TOTAL 25,413,700$              22,494,417$       89% 7,797,000$                  10,893,568$              140%  
 
The specific projects that have received add subs or been counted for the GPR are listed in Appendix C.  
Additional projects identified for loan forgiveness to meet the FFY 2015 and 2016 capitalization grant 
requirements are listed on the DWSRF Project Priority List (Chart 1).  Iowa will also plan to meet the 
requirements in the FFY 2017 capitalization grant. 
 
 
II.   INFORMATION ON THE DWSRF ACTIVITIES TO BE SUPPORTED 
 
Allocation of Funds 
Allocation of funds to eligible projects is based on a three-step process: 
 
1. The amount of financial assistance needed for each application is estimated; 
2. The sources and spending limits for all DWSRF funds are identified; and 
3. The DWSRF funds are allocated among the projects, consistent with the financial assistance needed. 
 
Information pertinent to each DWSRF project is contained in the attached Project Priority List. 
 
Sources and Uses of Available DWSRF Funds 
Appendix A to the Intended Use Plan illustrates potential sources and uses of funds in the DWSRF for SFY 2018.  
As shown, all pending loan requests and program administration needs can be funded.  Projects will draw on 
their funding at different intervals based on their construction cycles. These differences are used to estimate 
cash needs throughout the year.  Appendix A will be updated quarterly as needed to provide an ongoing view of 
the financial plan for meeting loan requests. 
 
The Iowa DWSRF program uses its equity fund to originate loans.  When the number of loans that have been 
made creates a need for additional funds, IFA issues bonds, backed by those DWSRF loans, and uses the bond 
proceeds to replenish the equity fund.   
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DWSRF Loan Policies 
 
Project Scope.  The scope of the project must be outlined on the Intended Use Plan application and in the 
preliminary engineering report.  Changes to the scope are allowed prior to loan closing.  Significant changes in 
scope may cause delays if additional work is required by the project manager or environmental review specialist.  
Once a loan is signed, only minor changes to the scope will be allowed and only if they do not require additional 
technical or environmental review. 
 
Loan Interest Rates.  The interest rate for DWSRF construction loans are shown in the table below: 
 
Loan Term Applicant Type Interest 

Rate 
Servicing 
Fee 

Total Additional Information 

Standard (up 
to 20 years) 

All 1.75% 0.25% 2.00%  

Extended (21 
to 30 years 
based on 
useful life) 

Disadvantaged 1.75% 0.25% 2.00% Please see below, “Extended Financing 
and Disadvantaged Status,” for an 
explanation.  

Extended (21 
to 30 years 
based on 
useful life) 

All 2.75% 0.25% 3.00% Please see below, “Extended Financing 
and Disadvantaged Status,” for an 
explanation. 

 
Interest rates for DWSRF planning and design loans will be 0% for up to three years.  Source water protection 
loans are no longer offered as of April 2017. 
 
Loan Fees.  A 0.5% origination fee is charged on the full loan amount for new DWSRF construction loans, with a 
maximum amount of $100,000.  No origination fees will be charged on planning and design loans.  A .25% 
servicing fee will be charged on construction loans and source water protection loans.  Payment of the loan 
servicing fee is semi-annual with interest payments for all new SRF loans.  Loan servicing fees are only charged 
on the principal amount disbursed during construction (not the entire original loan amount). 
 
Maximum Financing.  There is no maximum financing amount. 
 
Project Readiness.  Applicants cannot be offered assistance until they meet program requirements.   
 
Funding Limitations.  All program requests for disbursements from DWSRF projects can be met.  These 
estimates are based on the projections that, for projects that have completed program requirements and are 
ready for funding, only 55% of the loan amount will be disbursed this fiscal year.  For projects that are currently 
in the planning phase but may be ready for funding during SFY 2018, it is projected that only 50% of total funds 
will be disbursed to the project this fiscal year. 
 
Extended Financing and Disadvantaged Status.  During SFY 2015 the Iowa SRF received approval from the U.S. 
EPA to provide extended terms for a loan to any borrower as long as the extended term does not terminate 
more than 30 years after project completion and the loan term does not exceed the expected design life of the 

Deleted:  and source water protection loans
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project.  For borrowers designated as disadvantaged, the interest rate on extended term loans will be 1.75%.  
For non-disadvantaged borrowers, the interest rate will be 2.75%.   
 
The Safe Drinking Water Act defines a disadvantaged community as the service area of a public water system 
that meets affordability criteria established after public review and comment.  Community public water systems 
serving populations that contain a majority (51 percent) of Low to Moderate Income (LMI) persons will be 
considered disadvantaged for the purpose of receiving the 1.75% interest rate on an extended term loan.  This 
criterion does not apply to any other DWSRF assistance such as additional subsidization.  Low to moderate 
income is defined as 80 percent of the median household income in the county or state (whichever is higher) 
using the most recent federal census or income survey data.  Privately owned community public water systems 
will be considered eligible for disadvantaged community status if an income survey indicates that the service 
area meets the LMI criteria.  Rural water systems will be considered eligible for disadvantaged community status 
if an income survey indicates that the area benefiting from the improvements meets the LMI criteria.  Income 
surveys must be done according to the protocol specified by the Community Development Block Grant program.   
 
Extended term loans are limited to public water supply infrastructure improvements.  Projects eligible for 
funding from set-asides, such as source water protection projects, are not eligible in accordance with federal 
program requirements.   
 
Only those portions of a project that have a design life or life cycle exceeding 20 years are eligible for extended 
terms.  The department will use the table of estimated useful lives from EPA’s publication 816-R-03-016 to 
determine the length of the loan for eligible expenses.  The consulting engineer for the project will be required 
to separate and itemize costs so that a weighted maturity may be calculated for loan repayment.  The list of 
itemized costs and expected useful lives will be required prior to signing of the loan agreement.   
 
Intended Use of Set-Asides 
States are allowed to take or reserve set-aside amounts from 
each federal capitalization grant for a number of activities 
that enhance the technical, financial, and managerial 
capacity of public water systems and protect sources of 
drinking water.  The use of the set-asides as well as the loan 
program is intended to carry out Iowa’s goal of ensuring that 
the drinking water received by 92% of the population served 
by community water systems meets all applicable health-
based drinking water standards through approaches 
including effective treatment and source water protection.  
 
The amounts are subject to approval by EPA of program 
workplans.  The DNR is following the SFY 2017 workplan.  
Iowa plans to take or reserve the allowed amount in each 
set-aside as shown in the chart.  
 
DNR has two options for addressing the amounts available each year in set-asides.  Set-aside funds may be 
reserved for future use (except for the Local Assistance and Other Authorized Uses set-aside), in which case they 
would be deducted from a future capitalization grant when they are ready to be taken.  Funds that are taken 
from an available capitalization grant must be applied to planned work efforts approved by EPA. 
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In recent years, DNR has been using the set-asides and drawing upon reserved funds as needed to meet the 
needs for programs and efforts required by EPA that are critical for ensuring public health.  Once the reserved 
amounts are expended, the amounts available for each set-aside will be limited to the percentage allowed out 
of each capitalization grant.   
 
 DWSRF Program Administration Set-Aside.  Iowa intends to use this set-aside including loan administrative fees 
to pay the costs of administering the State Revolving Fund loan program.  Among the uses for the set-aside are: 
 

 Portfolio management, debt issuance, and financial, management, and legal consulting fees; 
 Loan underwriting; 
 Project review and prioritization; 
 Project management; 
 Environmental review services; 
 Technical assistance to borrowers;  
 Database development and implementation; and 
 Program marketing and coordination. 

 
Unused commitments are reserved for use in future years as necessary.   
 
Small System Technical Assistance Set-Aside. Iowa intends to use DWSRF funds equivalent to 2% of the federal 
capitalization grant funds to provide technical assistance to public water supplies (PWSs) serving populations of 
less than 10,000.  
 
Funds from this set-aside will be used this year to provide support for the operator certification program 
including the administration and proctoring of examinations in all six regions of the state, and to provide training 
for new Grade A water system operators and continuing education for existing Grade A water system operators.   
Grade A is the certification grade for the smallest public water supply systems, with only disinfection treatment. 
 
Unused commitments are reserved for use in future years for DNR staff and other purposes as necessary. 
 
State Program Support Set-Aside. The primary uses of this set-aside are to assist with the administration of the 
Public Water Supply Supervision program, to review engineering documents for non-DWSRF construction 
projects, to provide wasteload allocations at public water systems with loans, and to evaluate disinfection 
contact time determinations, approve corrosion control strategies, and make influenced groundwater 
determinations. 
 
Other uses include: 
 

 Updating the SDWIS database including support systems and provide compliance determinations and 
information technology database support; 

 Adopting final federal rules and revisions to the Iowa Administrative Code.  
 
Fifty percent of the budget amount will be funded from the capitalization grant and the remaining 50% will be 
funded from State sources as required under the 1:1 State match provision in SDWA.  Starting with the FFY 2017 
capitalization grant, as amended through the Water Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation Act of 2016, the 
state match will no longer be required. Unused commitments are reserved for use in future years for DNR staff 
and other purposes as needed. 
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Other Authorized Activities Set-Aside. The two primary uses of this set-aside are capacity development and 
source water protection (SWP). 

 
Funds are budgeted for efforts related to developing technical, managerial, and financial capacity for Iowa’s 
public water supplies, including: 

 
 Completion of sanitary surveys with the eight elements and providing direct capacity development 

technical assistance; 
 Training of inspectors in comprehensive performance evaluation protocols; 
 Provision of technical assistance related to capacity development through the area wide optimization 

program (AWOP);  
 Contracts with five counties to complete sanitary surveys and conduct annual visits at transient non-

community public water supply systems; 
 Provision of performance based training for the AWOP program; and 
 System-specific capacity development assistance by contractor. 
 

The SWP activities include the following: 
 
 Coordination and administration of the Source Water Protection program; 
 Contracts for services to develop SWP plans and review implementation of Best Management Practices; 
 Development of data for Phase 1 SWP assessments for all new systems and new wells at existing public 

water supply systems; 
 Technical assistance for well siting; and 
 Maintenance of the Source Water Mapper and Tracker online database. 
 

Plan for Use of Administrative Accounts 
There are three distinct funding sources for DWSRF administrative expenses: 
 

 The DWSRF administrative set-aside.  Four percent of the cumulative amount of federal capitalization 
grants received may be used for program administration as discussed in the set-aside section above. 

 
 Loan initiation fees.  A 0.5% loan origination fee is charged on new DWSRF loans.   

 
 Loan servicing fees.  A fee of 0.25% on principal is charged on DWSRF loans.   

 
The U.S. EPA issued fee guidance in March 2017 with a matrix showing the relationship between how fees are 
assessed and for what purposes they can be used.  The following table shows how Iowa’s fee policies comply 
with the guidance: 
 
EPA Fee Category Allowable Uses Iowa DWSRF Fee Policy Iowa DWSRF Fee Usage 

Fees not included as 
principal and deposited 
into the Fund 

Authorized uses of the 
Fund 

N/A N/A 

Fees not included as 
principal and deposited 
outside the Fund 

1) Fund administration 
2) All other 

capitalization grant 

Iowa charges a 0.25% 
servicing fee annually on 
outstanding principal.  

Iowa uses servicing fees 
collected during the time 
the capitalization grant is 
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purposes under 
SDWA 1452 

3) State match for the 
capitalization grant 

The funds are deposited 
outside the Fund. 

open for administration 
of the DWSRF program.  
Servicing fee receipts 
collected after the cap 
grant is closed are used 
for other purposes under 
SDWA 1452. 

Fees included as principal 
and deposited outside the 
Fund 

1) Fund administration 
2) All other 

capitalization grant 
purposes under 
SDWA 1452 

3) Cannot be used for 
state match for the 
capitalization grant 

Iowa charges a 0.5% 
initiation fee on all new 
loans which is included in 
loan principal.  The fees 
are deposited outside the 
Fund.  

Iowa uses initiation fee 
receipts for 
administration of the 
DWSRF program. 

Fees included as principal 
and deposited into the 
Fund 

Authorized uses of the 
Fund 

N/A N/A 

 
 
Fees Included as Principal.  As of April 2017, there was approximately $4.6 million in the fee account from fees 
included as principal and deposited outside the fund (the initiation fee).  A portion of these funds will be used in 
SFY 2018 for program administration, and the remainder will be reserved for future administrative expenses. 
 
Fees Not Included as Principal.  As of April 2017, there was $6.1 million available from fees not included as 
principal and deposited outside the fund (servicing fee).  A portion of these funds may be used in SFY 2018 to 
provide part of the required state match for the State Program Management set-aside.  
 
SEE Salary Funds Deducted from Cap Grant 
The Iowa DNR may request U.S. EPA to deduct funds from FFY 2017 capitalization grants which could be 
included in Iowa’s next grant applications to EPA after receiving notification of availability of the funds. These 
positions could be filled by EPA Region 7 and assigned to the DNR’s Water Supply engineering section to provide 
administrative assistance to the DWSRF projects and program. The SEE enrollees could help provide staffing at 
Iowa DNR to maintain the DWSRF program and keep up with the increasing DWSRF project administrative work 
load. Authorized under the Environmental Programs Assistance Act of 1984 (PL 98- 313), the SEE program is 
intended "to utilize the talents of older Americans in programs authorized by other provisions of law 
administered by the Administrator in providing technical assistance to Federal, State, and local environmental 
agencies for projects of pollution prevention, abatement, and control." 
 
Plan for Efficient and Timely Use of DWSRF Funds 
In recent years, the processes of the DWSRF have been streamlined, and the marketing and education 
enhanced.  These improvements have resulted in more efficient and timely use of the DWSRF and full utilization 
of available funds.  In particular, Iowa applies for and draws federal capitalization grants as expeditiously as 
possible.  Average monthly DWSRF disbursements are $6 million. 
 
Rather than doing one annual funding solicitation, with a discrete set of projects identified for funding that year, 
the Iowa SRF does quarterly updates to its Intended Use Plan.  This creates a continuous pipeline of projects at 
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different stages of readiness.  Communities determine when they need their funding; the program does not set 
deadlines on loan execution as long as projects are making progress toward a loan.   
 
With a return of $2.63 for every dollar of federal investment (compared to the national average of $1.80), Iowa’s 
DWSRF is an efficient and effective delivery mechanism for water infrastructure funding. 
 
DWSRF set-asides are typically fully utilized within a two-year planning and budgeting period.  Iowa draws grant 
funds on a first-in, first-out basis in order to close out the capitalization grants.  Funds still remaining in the FFY 
2013-2015 Other Authorized Uses  set-asides for source water protection loans will be reallocated and used for 
other purposes in order to more quickly close out those cap grants.  Due to increased water program budget 
needs and reduced funding from other sources, Iowa is spending reserved set-aside capacity at a faster rate 
than in the early years of the DWSRF program. 
  
III.  ASSURANCES AND SPECIFIC PROPOSALS 
 
Iowa will provide the necessary assurances and certifications according to the Operating Agreement between 
the State of Iowa and the U.S. EPA. Iowa’s Operating Agreement was amended in April 2007 and will be updated 
during SFY 2018.  
 
 
IV.   CRITERIA AND METHOD FOR DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS 
 
The following approach was used to develop Iowa’s proposed distribution of DWSRF funds: (1) analysis of the 
priority of communities applying and financial assistance needed; (2) identification of the sources and spending 
limits of available funds; (3) allocation of funds among projects; (4) development of a payment schedule which 
will provide for making timely binding commitments to the projects selected for DWSRF assistance; and (5) 
development of a disbursement schedule to pay the project costs as incurred. 
 
Priority of Communities and Financial Assistance Needed 
Iowa law provides only for loan assistance.  Additional subsidization required by the FFY 2010-2016 
capitalization grants will be through forgivable loans. The state’s DWSRF rules identify the priority rating system 
used to establish priorities for financial assistance.  
 
Projects are considered eligible for financial assistance for all planning and project costs providing the project is 
on the project list of an approved IUP. 
 
Allocation of Funds among Projects 
All projects listed in the Project Priority List are eligible for assistance and may be funded from the DWSRF 
subject to available funds. 
 
All projects scheduled for funding with Iowa’s DWSRF will be reviewed for consistency with the Safe Drinking 
Water Act, as amended.  Should a project fail to meet this review criterion, it may be bypassed or deleted from 
the funding list.  Projects may be added to the Project Priority List in priority order as applications are received. 
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V.   METHOD OF AMENDMENT OF THE INTENDED USE PLAN 
 
The State will follow this IUP in administering DWSRF funds in FY 2018.  Federal and state law requires, and Iowa 
welcomes, opportunity for public participation in the development of the IUP. Any revisions of the goals, policies 
and method of distribution of funds must be addressed by a revision of the IUP, including public participation.  
Minor adjustments in funding schedules, loan amounts, and use of bypass provisions including funding of 
projects on the contingency list are allowed by the procedures of this IUP and state rules for administration of 
the DWSRF without public notification.  Adjustments to the Project Priority List to utilize actual funds available 
to the DWSRF for FY 2018 will be considered minor and only affected applicants will be notified.  Public notice of 
amendments will be made if municipalities are added to or removed from the Project Priority List. 
 
 
VI.   PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 
 
A public meeting to allow input to Iowa’s SFY 2018 IUP and Project Priority List was held May 11, 2017, 10:00 
a.m., at the Wallace State Office Building, Conference Room 5E, 502 E. 9th Street, Des Moines. This meeting was 
announced in a notice provided to stakeholder organizations representing city officials, consulting engineers, 
county governments, councils of government, area planning agencies, US EPA Region VII and other groups which 
might have an interest.  There were no attendees. The public comment period was open until May 18, 2017.  
Written comments were received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 7 SRF staff.   
Comments will be addressed in the next quarterly update.   
 
A public meeting to allow input to Iowa’s SFY 2018 IUP and Project Priority List was held August 10, 2017, 10:00 
a.m., at the Wallace State Office Building, Conference Room 2W, 502 E. 9th Street, Des Moines. This meeting 
was announced in a notice provided to stakeholder organizations representing city officials, consulting 
engineers, county governments, councils of government, area planning agencies, US EPA Region VII and other 
groups which might have an interest.  There were no attendees.  The public comment period was open until 
August 17, 2017.  There were no written comments. 
 
 
VII.   PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 
The DWSRF Project Priority List is included in a separate, sortable Excel file. 
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APPENDIX A 

Iowa DWSRF State Fiscal Year 2018 2Q   
Estimated Funding Sources and Funding Uses    
As of 7/25/2017   
     
Funding Sources for Loans   
 Funds Available in Equity Fund and Program Accounts $53,165,000 * 
 FFY 2017 Capitalization Grant  $8,505,000  
 State Match for FFY 2017 Capitalization Grant  $0  
 Issuance of Leveraged Bonds (next bond issue expected SFY 2019) $0  
 Equity Fund and Program Interest Earnings  $269,000  
 Loan Repayments $40,292,000  
Total Funding Sources for Loans $102,231,000 

       
     
Funding Uses for Loans   
 Undisbursed Amounts Committed to Existing Loans (40% disbursement rate)  $29,855,000  
 Project Requests (FNSI/CX issued; 40% disbursement rate)** $15,412,000  
 Project Requests (FNSI/CX not issued; 35% disbursement rate)** $27,547,000  
 Planning & Design Requests (50% disbursement rate) $2,613,000  
 Principal Payments on Outstanding Bonds $16,090,000  
 Interest Payments on Outstanding Bonds $10,690,000  
Total Funding Uses for Loans $102,231,000 

      
*   Funds Available for disbursements as of 7/25/2016   
All amounts are rounded to the nearest $1,000 
** Loan disbursement rates are estimated based on previous experience with project pace. For projects 
that currently have not had a Finding of No Significant Impact or Categorical Exclusion issued, it is expected 
that up to 35% of the total project amounts may be disbursed during SFY 2018 once environmental review 
is completed, construction permit issued, and binding loan commitment signed.  For those projects with 
FNSI/CX clearance, the disbursement rate is estimated at 40% of the loan request amount.   
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Funding Sources for Set Asides (Includes FFY 2016 & previous Cap Grants)  
 Available Balance under Existing Capitalization Grants for set asides:  
  Administration $610,000 
  Small Systems Technical Assistance $172,000 
  State Program  $895,000 
  Other Authorized Activities  $1,872,000 
Total Funding Sources for Set-Asides  $3,549,000 
    

Funding Uses for Set Asides  
  Administration $610,000 
  Small Systems Technical Assistance $172,000 
  State Program  $895,000 
  Other Authorized Activities  $1,872,000 
Total Uses for Set Asides $3,549,000 
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APPENDIX B 
PROCEDURES TO DETERMINE PROJECT PRIORITY LIST 
 
Project rankings were determined by the following procedures: 
 

 Eligibility of applications were determined by needs criteria identified in IAC 567—44.7(8).  In general, 
most water source, treatment and distribution system improvements are considered eligible.   

 
 Project applications received during the FY 2018 application period were considered for funding in FY 

2018; if not funded by the end of FY 2018, these projects will be moved to the FY 2019 project priority 
list. 

 
 The priority ranking is a total score developed using the scoring criteria listed in IAC 567—44.7(8).  

Points may be gained in each of five categories: Water Quality and Human Health Risk-Related Criteria 
(60 point maximum), Infrastructure and Engineering-Related Improvement Criteria (35 point maximum), 
Affordability Criteria (10 point maximum), Special Category Improvements (15 point maximum), and 
IDNR Adjustment Factor for Population (10 points).  The combined score provides a numerical measure 
to rank each project within its pool.  A project with a larger number receives higher priority. 

 
 The final project priority list for a fiscal year’s project pool is compiled in the following manner: 

Subsequent segments of projects funded by DWSRF loan programs of previous years will retain their 
original score and be added to the list of the current year’s applications. 

 
 Loan-eligible projects submitted will be placed on the IUP each calendar quarter.  If the project is 

anticipated to proceed during FY 2018, the project will be added to the project priority list and the list 
will be made available for public comment at the end of each calendar quarter in which one or more 
projects are added to the list.   

 
 Projects on the project priority list will be moved to contingency status if the total amount of needs 

exceeds the year’s DWSRF staff resources capability and loan funding.  Projects will be funded from the 
top down in the ranking order of the project priority list with consideration given to readiness to 
proceed.  Projects are ranked similarly in the contingency project list.  Projects on contingency status 
can be moved to the funding list when funds are available or when the project is ready to proceed.  
Funds can be made available due to a number of reasons including project bypasses, loan application 
withdrawal of other projects, reduction in loan amount requests, or an increase in available funds. 
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APPENDIX C 
BORROWERS RECEIVING ADDITIONAL SUBSIDIZATION OR COUNTED FOR GREEN PROJECT RESERVE 
Loan forgiveness in the DWSRF program has been provided for four categories of projects: 
 

 Public health (PH) 
 Green projects (G) 
 Disadvantaged communities (D) 
 Emergency power generation (EP) 

 

Type Project Loan Amount Amount 
Green Project 
Reserve 

Amount 
Additional 
Subsidization 

Grant Year 
Reported 

PH Charlotte 93,000    46,500  2010 
G Colfax  477,068  477,068  143,120  2010 
G Durant 174,423  182,000  34,885  2010 
G Humboldt 6,814,000   1,800,000   590,274  2010 
D Keokuk  1,600,000     480,000  2010 
D Lidderdale 1,212,461    967,476  2010 
G Lyon-Sioux 

RWS  
455,000  454,500  90,900  2010 

G Maquoketa 492,000  492,000    98,400  2010 
D New Hartford 79,841    15,896  2010 
D Ottumwa  1,400,000    560,000  2010 
D Ottumwa  1,666,000     666,400  2010 
D Rathbun RWA   5,199,541    1,559,862  2010 
D Rolfe    1,020,790    510,395  2010 
G Shenandoah  14,057,000  2,228,000  1,050,000  2010 
D Union 658,000    190,198  2010 
G Le Mars 1,010,000    202,000  2010 
G Le Mars  1,010,000  2011 

PH College 
Springs 

82,307    41,154  2011 

G Ottumwa 1,250,000  1,250,000  250,000  2011 
PH Timber Ridge 

Water Utility 
Corporation 

177,158    110,438  2011 

G Shenandoah   3,000,000    2011 
PH Hills 4,064,550    2,032,275  2011 
PH Hills 1,588,894    840,000  2011 
PH Churdan 928,388   490,255  2011 
G Ames  76,325,000   30,000,000  665,396  2011 

PH Frankville 
(Winneshiek 
Co) 

910,000    202,000  2011 
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G Ames     3,064,000  2012 
G Ames     2,869,604  2013 
G Wall Lake 132,000    26,400  2013 
D Ralston 275,000    110,000  2014 
D Ottumwa 4,500,000    1,800,000  2014 

PH Frankville 
(Winneshiek 
Co BOS) 

    253,000  2014 

EP Marshalltown  8,344,000   442,500  2014 
G Solon 1,981,000  51,338 2014 

PH Farley 1,200,000    900,000  2015 
PH Dyersville 1,373,000    1,029,750  2015 

TOTAL 140,544,421 10,893,568 22,494,416  
 

 
       
 
 



Project Name DWSRF No. Project Description IUP Yr Project 
Type

Priority 
Points

Quarter Populati
on

Project Status  Current Requests Loan Forgiveness Loan Signed Original Request Loan Amount

Cleghorn FS-18-18-DWSRF-006 Replace aging water tower, 
install water mains to tower, 
add emergency generator at 
water treatment plant

2018 B,E 45 2 247 P  $           1,024,000 

Kiron FS-24-18-DWSRF-013 Water storage 2018 B,C,E 55 2 279 P  $              561,000 
Marble Rock FS-34-18-DWSRF-010 Address areas of city that 

experience poor water quality 
and quantity by looping and 
installing larger water mains

2018 B,C,E 40 2  P  $              482,000 

Olin FS-53-18-DWSRF-005 Address system failures 
resulting in boil orders and 
poor water quality in Well #2 
with system evaluation, 
addition of emergency 
generation, upgrade of 
electrical and control system, 
and possible construction of 
new well

2018 B,C,E 50 2 698 P  $              514,000 

Pocahontas FS-76-18-DWSRF-012 Install new well 2018 B,E 45 2 1789 P  $              547,000 
Lehigh FS-94-18-DWSRF-008 Improvements to water filtration 

system
2018 B,C,E 35 2 416 P  $              553,554 

Fort Dodge FS-94-18-DWSRF-011 Reduce water hardness, 
reducing chloride 
concentrations to sanitary 
sewer, with construction of new 
Mississippian well, reverse 
osmosis process, and waste 
disposal system

2018 A,B 80 2 25206 P  $         20,804,000 

Sioux City (Grandview 
Reservoirs)

FS-97-18-DWSRF-007 Demolish and replace South 
and North Grandview 
reservoirs which were built in 
1941 in order to improve 
capacity in the Grandview 
pressure zone

2018 B 35 2 82759 P  $           6,535,937 

Sergeant Bluff FS-97-18-DWSRF-009 Add new detention tank to 
provide iron settling and new 
pressure filter to provide 2-
stage iron, manganese, and 
ammonia removal.  Convert 
existing tank for finished water 
storage.  Upgrade water mains

2018 B,E 25 2 4227 P  $           6,096,000 

Garwin PD-DW-18-17 Water main replacement 2018 G P&D 2 527 R  $              100,000 
Marble Rock PD-DW-18-18 Water main replacement 2018 G P&D 2 307  R  $              108,500 
Woodland Ridge Subdivision PD-DW-18-19 Address radium MCLs 2018 G P&D 2 50 R  $                66,000 

Dubuque PD-DW-18-20 Pressure zone improvements 2018 G P&D 2 57852 R  $              475,000 

Dakota City PD-DW-18-21 Water treatment facility 
upgrades

2018 G P&D 2 858 R  $              140,000 

Sidney FS-36-18-DWSRF-004 Construction of a new water 
treatment plant, 2 new water 
supply wells, high service 
pumping system and 
replacement of old 150,000 
gallon elevated storage tank

2018 A,B,E 90 1 1138 P  $           4,213,000 

Newton FS-50-18-DWSRF-001 Cover existing backwash tank 
with new building

2018 B 15 1 16262 P  $              402,000 
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Lakota FS-55-18-DWSRF-002 Install a new Water Treatment 
Plant

2018 B,C,E 35 1 255 P  $              424,000 

Donnellson FS-56-18-DWSRF-003 Connecting to Rathbun 
Regional Water System

2018 A,C,E 70 1 912 P  $              658,000 

Dedham PD-DW-18-01 Construction of a new well at 
alternative location to provide 
city with backup water supply

2018 G P&D 1 266 R  $                50,000 

Armstrong PD-DW-18-02 Water Treatment Plant 
Improvements

2018 G P&D 1 943 R  $              238,000 

Raymond FS-07-17-DWSRF-028 Watermain Loop connecting to 
Waterloo Water Works

2017 B 20 4 788 P  $           1,688,400 

Alta FS-11-17-DWSRF-027 Water main replacement 2017 A,B,E 45 4 1960 P  $              820,000 
Dubuque FS-31-17-DWSRF-026 Construction of a water 

pumping facility and 
connection to two homeowners' 
associations

2017 B,E 40 4 57852 L 7/7/17  $           10,801,400  $        10,198,000 

Johnston PD-DW-17-50 New pump station, water main, 
and emergency generator

2017 G P&D 4 17306 R  $              500,000 

Olin PD-DW-17-52 New well, controls, generator 2017 G P&D 4 698 R  $                95,000 

Fort Dodge PD-DW-17-55 Addition of water softening 
process to water treatment 
plant

2017 G P&D 4 25206 R  $           1,200,000 

Walnut DROPPED Addition of a replacement 
bedrock aquifer (Jordan) well 
and associated raw water main

2017 B,C,E 55 3 785 D

Armstrong FS-32-17-DWSRF-020 Water treatment improvements 2017 A,B,E 70 3 943 P  $           1,100,000 

Sheffield FS-35-17-DWSRF-024 Watermain replacement of 
older undersized watermain 
within the drinking water 
distribution system with new 6" 
or 8" watermain

2017 B,C,E 40 3 1172 R  $           1,570,000 

Jewell FS-40-17-DWSRF-015 Replace current filtering 
system to remove the 
ammonia, arsenic, and 
hardness in the water

2017 B,E 25 3 1215 R  $           1,847,766 

Bellevue FS-49-17-DWSRF-021 Construction of a water 
treatment facility

2017 A,E 60 3 2191 P  $           1,819,000 75%

Gallery Acres West HOA 
(Solon)

FS-52-17-DWSRF-017 Resolve arsenic MCL through 
connection to another system 
or construction of new well and 
treatment

2017 A,E 60 3 43 P  $           1,039,000 75%

Lacina Meadows HOA FS-52-17-DWSRF-022 Connecting to the City of Iowa 
City water supply to supply 
drinking water

2017 A,E 60 3 58 R  $              939,000 75%

Swea City FS-55-17-DWSRF-023 Replacement of approximately 
twenty five (25) blocks of 
undersized, four-inch water 
main that consist of asbestos 
cement.

2017 A,B,C,E 55 3 555 P  $           1,844,000 
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Truro FS-61-17-DWSRF-016 Replace all AC water 
distribution piping, increading 
size of water mains being 
replaced, and modifying the 
height of the existing EST to 
improve distribution system 
pressure.

2017 A,B,E 45 3 485 P  $              866,000  

Raymond PD-DW-17-25 Construction of water main 
loop to increase water system 
flows, pressures, quality and 
reliability

2017 G P&D 3 788 R  $              150,000 

Rathbun Regional Water 
(RRWA)

FS-04-17-DWSRF-010 Replacement of of aging water 
meters with a new 
advanced/smart metering 
system.

2017 C,D 15 2 28215 R  $           2,902,945  30% of cost of 
water meter 

equipment and 
installation 

Janesville FS-09-17-DWSRF-009 Install new water main that 
connects the western portion of 
Janesville to the easten 
portion.

2017 B,E 30 2 930 R  $           1,015,000 

Farley FS-31-17-DWSRF-008 An HMO treatment system is 
proposed to remove radium 
from the raw well

2017 A,B,E 70 2 1537 P  $           2,311,000 

Lyon & Sioux Rural Water FS-60-17-DWSRF-011 Installation of permanent 
emergency generators for the 
Klondike WTP & Larchwood 
WTP to treat and pump water 
to the distribution system 
during power outages

2017 B,E 25 2 1390 P  $              131,000  75% of cost of 
generator 

equipment and 
installation 

Washington FS-92-17-DWSRF-007 Construct new treatment plant 
modifications

2017 B,E 25 2 7266 R  $           3,977,790 

Sioux City (Western 
Hills/Indian Hills)

FS-97-17-DWSRF-012 Construction of a new water 
tank and a large capacity water 
main

2017 B 20 2 82759 P  $           8,000,000 

Sioux City (Zenith Water 
Treatment Plant)

FS-97-17-DWSRF-013 Add standby generator to 
Riverside Collector and 
improvements to the chemical 
feed systems

2017 B 15 2 82759 P  $           1,797,267 

Oelwein FS-33-17-DWSRF-004 Rehabilitation of existing well, 
new well house, chlorine feed 
system, emergency generator

2017 B,C,E 55 1 6415 R  $           1,033,000  75% of cost of 
generator 

equipment and 
installation 

Amana Society Service 
Company

FS-48-17-DWSRF-001 Replace with 250,000 gallon  
new elevated water storage 
and construct booster station.  
New 8-inch main is also 
proposed

2017 A,B,E 95 1 1224 P  $           5,603,000 75%

Osceola County Rural Water 
System

FS-71-17-DWSRF-003 New treatment plant to remove 
iron and manganese, 
generator, ground storage 
reservoir, well buildings

2017 B,E 40 1 754 R  $           6,643,000  75% of cost of 
generator 

equipment and 
installation 

Kelley FS-85-17-DWSRF-005 Connection to Xenia Rural 
Water System, disconnection 
of well, water tower 
rehabilitation

2017 B,E 45 1 310 R  $              552,000 

Fort Dodge FS-94-17-DWSRF-006 Upgrade of all water meters 
and addition of automatic 
reading system

2017 B 20 1 25,206 R  $           4,347,000 30% of cost of 
water meter 

equipment and 
installation

Anamosa FS-53-16-DWSRF-019 Plant Expansion 2016 B,C,E 50 4 4283 R  $           1,660,000 
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New Sharon FS-62-16-DWSRF-017 Construction of 7,400 I.F. of 8" 
transmission main along with 
related valves, booster pump 
and connections.  Water 
treatment plant improvements 
and 1,500 I.F. of 6" water amin

2016 B,E 30 4 1293 P  $           1,319,050 

West Des Moines FS-77-16-DWSRF-022 (2) Construction of 1 Jordan 
aquifer and 2 shallow alluvial 
aquifer wells to provide 
redundancy of source water 
supply

2016 B 35 4 56609 R 1,891,000$            

Amana Society Service 
Company

PD-DW-16-48 Solutions to pressure problems 
and well replacement

2016 G P&D 4 1224 R  $           1,150,000 

Anamosa PD-DW-16-49 Plant Expansion 2016 G P&D 4 4283 R  $              321,350 
Osceola County Rural Water 
System

PD-DW-16-52 Construction of new 2,400 gpm 
iron and manganese removel 
water treatment plant

2016 G P&D 4 4929 R  $              465,000 

Livermore DROPPED Install a new submersible 
pump and process piping for 
Well #5 to tie into existing 
treatment plant, water meters

2016 B,C,E 55 3 384 D

Westgate FS-33-16-DWSRF-015 Construct a new water tower 2016 B,E 45 3 211 P  $              568,000 

Fenton FS-55-16-DWSRF-012 Install new water tower 2016 B,C,E 55 3 281 R  $              392,000 
Cushing FS-97-16-DWSRF-013 Construction of a new 55,000 

gallon standpipe for water 
storage, water meters, 
emergency generator

2016 B,E 30 3 220 P  $              517,000 30% of cost of 
water meter 

equipment and 
installation, 75% of 
cost of generator 
equipment and 

installation

Keswick FS-54-16-DWSRF-009 Replacement of all remaining 
cast iron main, add system 
looping and add new flushing 
hydrants, new isolation valves 
and service connections.

2016 B,C,E 40 2 246 P  $              411,497 

Farmington FS-89-16-DWSRF-006 Replace old cast iron water 
man and underground storage 
tank with above ground tank

2016 B,C,E 40 2 664 P  $              312,000 

Ridgeway FS-96-16-DWSRF-007 Water main replacement 
project, generator

2016 B,C,E 40 2 315 R  $              380,000 75% of cost of 
generator 

equipment and 
installation

Aplington FS-12-15-DWSRF-017 (2) New single pedestal elevated 
tank solution.

2015 B,E 30 4 1158 R  $              227,000 

Van Meter FS-25-15-DWSRF-020 New Water Treatment Plant 2015 B,E 45 4 1054 P  $           4,608,000 
Guthrie Center FS-39-15-DWSRF-017 Water main replacement and 

new water service connection
2015 B,C,E 40 4 1569 R  $              518,660 

Dakota City FS-46-15-DWSRF-020 Construct a 2nd well 2015 B,C,E 55 4 843 R  $              708,525 
Sabula FS-49-15-DWSRF-019 Water main replacement on 

Broad street, water meters
2015 B,C,E 40 4 576 R  $              787,920 30% of cost of 

water meter 
equipment and 

installation

Chart 1 in DWSRF FY 18 Q2 Project List 4 of 5 8/29/2017



Sioux Rapids (revised) FS-11-15-DWSRF-015 New well, new water treatment 
plant for nitrate removal and 
iron/manganese removal, 
replace booster pumps, piping, 
and controls

2015 B,E 45 3 775 P  $           1,269,000 

Mt Ayr FS-80-15-DWSRF-013 Water main replacement and 
water plant demolition

2015 B,C,E 40 3 1691 R  $           1,005,000 

Little Sioux FS-43-15-DWSRF-010 (2) Water distribution system 
improvements

2015 B,C,E 40 2 170 R  $                84,000 

Ruthven FS-74-15-DWSRF-006 New well to replace Well #1, 
aeralator rehab, control panel 
replacement, water main 
replacement to improve 
pressure and add new valves 
and hydrants 

2015 B,C,E 55 2 779 P  $           1,316,550 

Asbury FS-31-15-DWSRF-001 Constructing water main 
looping, installing new well and 
elevated storage tank

2015 B,E 45 1 4545 R  $           3,404,700 

Muscatine Power & Water FS-70-14-DWSRF-022 Watermain replacement 
project, generator

2014 B 15 4 24386 R  $           2,432,416  75% of cost of 
generator 

equipment and 
installation 

Muscatine Power & Water PD-DW-14-44 Water main replacement, 
generator

2014 G P&D 4 24386 R  $              215,915 

De Soto FS-24-14-DWSRF-011 New water treatment facility 2014 B,E 25 3 1050 P  $           3,295,000 
Ida Grove FS-47-14-DWSRF-008 Add new permanent well 2014 B,E 45 3 2158 P  $              339,017 
Stanwood FS-16-13-DWSRF-021 Construction of approx 2700 

lineal feet of new 6 inch PVC 
pipe, including new valves, 
hydrants.

2013 B,C,E 40 4 684 R  $              786,841 

Cedar Falls Utilities FS-07-12-DWSRF-028 Water main extension to 
connect homes with nitrate 
contaminated private wells

2012 A 35 4 39260 P  $           1,380,670 75%

Shenandoah FS-73-12-DWSRF-020 Water meter replacement 2012 B,C,D,E 45 4 5546 R  $                80,800 20%
Mt Ayr (supplemental) FS-80-12-DWSRF-014 (2) Movement of prefabricated 

booster pump station to new 
location to improve pressures

2012 B,E 20 4 1691 P  $              275,000 

Albia FS-68-12-DWSRF-008 Water main replacement 2012 B,C,E 40 2 3706 P  $              350,000 
 $       130,255,070  $           10,801,400  $        10,198,000 

Project Status Project Type
Dropped -- D A = Water Quality and Human Health Risk-Related Criteria
Ready for Loan -- R B = Infrastructure and Engineering-Related Improvement
Loan Signed -- L C = Affordability Criteria
Planning Stage -- P D = Special Category Improvements

E = Project Serves Population less than 10,000
Water and Energy Efficiency F = Supplemental Loan for Previously Approved Project
Emergency Generators G = Planning and Design Loan  
Disadvantaged Communities
Public Health Projects
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Project Name NPDES No. Project 
Number CWSRF No. Project Description IUP Yr Needs 

Category
Priority 
Points Quarter Project 

Status
 Current 

Requests 
Loan 

Forgiveness Loan Signed Original Request  Loan Amount 

Spencer 2171004 S2016-0203B 1920745 03 Combined sewer 
separation, Phase II

2018 V 174 2 P  $        2,148,000 

Estherville 3218002 S2016-0265 1920849 01 Construction of an 
activated sludge basin, new 

blower building, new 
wastewater and air piping. 
Abandonment of existing 

tricking filters. New NPDES 
permit requires upgrades.

2018 II 237 2 P  $      15,926,000 

Wilton 7078801 S2015-0204 1920850 01 Construction of new WWTP 
to meet new effluent limits, 
including UV disinfection.

2018 I, II 282 2 P 6,211,000$        

Wright County (Eagle 
Grove)

9926001 S2015-0355 1920851 01 Finance county share of 
wastewater treatment 

system upgrade in Eagle 
Grove

2018 I, II 174 2 P 4,046,000$        

Monroe 505001 S2015-0337 1920852 01 Expand lagoon capacity but 
increasing size of primary 
cell and adding another 

secondary cell

2018 I 235 2 P  $        3,552,675 

Mount Vernon 5758001 S2017-0177 1920853 01 Installation of UV 
disinfection to meet effluent 
limits; replacement of main 

lift screw pumps and 
rehabilitation of clarifier 

mechanisms

2018 II 250 2 P 1,766,000$        

Allerton 9303003 S2015-0086 1920854 01 Sanitary sewer lining and 
manhole rehabilitation to 

decrease I/I

2018 IIIA 175 2 P 271,000$           

Pocahontas 7633001 S2017-0028 1920855 01 Sanitary sewer lining to 
decrease I/I; UV 

disinfection; and other 
wastewater treatment plant 

improvements

2018 II, IIIA 254 2 P 2,892,000$        

Smithland 9783001 S2017-0060 1920856 01 Install UV disinfection to 
comply with e. coli limits.  
Implement sewer lining to 

reduce I/I and increase 
wastewater treatment 

efficiency

2018 II, IIIA 285 2 P  $           915,000 

Nora Springs 3423001 S2016-0216A CS1920857 01 New activated sludge 
wastewater treatment 

facility to meet effluent limits

2018 II 295 2 P  $        7,497,000 

Eldon 9053001 S2016-0240A PD-CW-18-22 Disinfection, sewer 
rehabilitation

2018 II, IIIB P&D 2 R 200,000$           

Maxwell 8557001 W2017-0135A PD-CW-18-23 WWTP improvements to 
address e. coli and 
ammonia removal 

requirements

2018 II P&D 2 R 38,000$             

Mechanicsville 1667001 W2017-0296A PD-CW-18-24 WWTP improvements to 
address e. coli and 
ammonia removal 

requirements

2018 II P&D 2 R 320,000$           

Miles 4953001 S2013-0064 PD-CW-18-25 WWTP upgrade 2018 II P&D 2 R 154,000$           
Tipton 1689001, 1689002 PD-CW-18-26 Sanitary sewer 

rehabilitation
2018 IIIB P&D 2 R 500,000$           

Wayland 4490001 W2017-0271A PD-CW-18-27 WWTP improvements to 
address e. coli and 
ammonia removal 

requirements, I/I reduction 
in sanitary sewers

2018 II, IIIA P&D 2 R 180,000$           
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Roland 8570001 S2016-0050 1920826 01 Convert existing aerated 
lagoon to enhanced 

treatment aerated lagoon 
with the addition of Lemna 

system to meet new effluent 
ammonia limits.  Addition of 

UV disinfection.

2018 II 242 1 P  $        2,886,360 

Templeton 1479001 S2017-0101 1920831 01 Expand lagoon capacity but 
increasing size of primary 
cell and adding another 

secondary cell

2018 I 139 1 P  $        1,050,225 

Stanwood 1681001 S2017-0085A 1920835 01 Improvements include 
Submerged Attached 

Growth Reactors 
installation for removal of 
ammonia nitrogen with 

recycle loop for total 
nitrogen removal. New 

diffused aeration system.

2018 II 224 1 P  $        2,280,646 

Central City 5720001 2017-0057A 1920836 01 WWTP Expansion to 
include ammonia removal 
and disinfection. Gravity 
sewer expandeld to allow 
for removal of lift station

2018 II, IV-A 259 1 P 3,122,000$        

Sully 5076001 S2016-0092 1920837 01 Sewage Treatment Plant 
Improvements to comly with 

new permit limist.

2018 II 242 1 P  $        1,065,000 

Sioux Center 8486002 S2016-0169 1920838 01 Construction of a new main 
lift station, preliminary 

treatment, activated sludge 
with biological nutrient 

removal, UV disinfection, 
and erated digestion

2018 1, II, IVB 297 1 P  $      28,140,000 

Lisbon 5748001 S2017-0295 1920839 01 Rehabilitation of existing 
sanitary sewer collection 

system to reduce I&I

2018 III-A 155 1 P  $        1,489,000 

Marshalltown 6469001 S2017-0286 1920840 01 Lamp hole, tee, and 
manhole replacements with 
new manholes, along with 

pipe point repairs

2018 III-A 165 1 P 2,900,000$        

Eagle Grove 9926001 S2015-0355 1920841 01 Wastewater Treatment 
System Upgrade

2018 I, II 264 1 P 19,576,000$      

Tiffin 5288001 S2015-0202 1920842 01 Wastewater Treatment 
Plant Improvements - 

Phase 2

2018 I, II 189 1 p  $        5,250,000 

Burlington 2909001 S2017-0262 1920843 01 Replacement of a new 
sanitary sewer along the 
existing combined sewer 

alignment

2018 V 247 1 P 6,197,000$        

Gilbert 8531001 S2010-0025 1920844 01 Convert existing controlled 
lagoon system to continious 
discharge aerated lagoon 

system. Supplemental 
ammonia removal process 
and UV disinfection will be 

included

2018 I , II 274 1 P 3,819,000$        

Oskaloosa 6273001 S2017-0294 1920845 01 Wastewater Collection 
System Improvements

2018 IIIA 142 1 P  $        7,064,000 

Merrill 7548001 S2015-0366 1920846 01 Wastewater treatment 
facility improvements

2018 I, II 295 1 P 2,514,000$        

Scranton 3759001 S2016-0048 1920847 01 Convert existing aerated 
lagoon to an enhanced one 
with the addition of a SAGR 

system

2018 I, II 290 1 P 2,137,133$        
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Indianola 9133001 S2017-0298 1920848 01 Morlock Lift Station Sanitary 
Sewer Improvements

2018 IVA, IVB 129 1 P 3,291,375$        

Glidden 1438001 PD-CW-18-07 Construction of a new 
aerated lagoon facility

2018 I P&D 1 R 215,000$           

West-High Amana SSD 4880901 PD-CW-18-12 Improvements to aerated 
lagoon to comply with e. coli 

and ammonia standards

2018 II P&D 1 R 85,000$             

Madrid 0848001 PD-CW-18-13 Wastewater Treatment 
Facility upgrade

2018 II P&D 1 R  $           460,000 

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority

7727001 PD-CW-18-14 WRF Phosphorus 
Recovery Facility project

2018 II P&D 1 R 1,600,000$        

Blairstown 607001 PD-CW-18-15 Improvements to an 
aerated lagoon

2018 I P&D 1 R  $           147,500 

Slater 8580001 S2016-0070 1920820 01 Wastewater Treatment 
Facility Improvements

2017 I,II 267 4 P 6,650,000$        

LeGrand 8657001 S2015-0434 1920821 01 Convert existing lagoon to 
a controlled discharge

2017 I,II 295 4 P 2,389,000$        

Greenfield 0140001 S2013-0215 1920822 01 Construct a new activated 
sludge treatment plant at a 

new site.

2017 I,II 285 4 P 6,342,000$        

Calmar 9615000 S2015-0451 1920823 01 Utilization of a new 
Submerged Attached 

Growth Reactor (SAGR) 
System for their existing 

aerated lagoon and a new 
Ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 

system

2017 II 240 4 P 3,501,000$        

Springville 5782002 S2016-0174 1920824 01 Sanitary sanitary sewer 
collection system 

improvements

2017 IIIA,IVB 144 4 P  $           837,000 

Moville 9753001 S2017-0190 1920825 01 Replacement of a new lift 
station, sized to account for 
future growth of the city and 

increased I/I.  Two 
submersible pumps will be 
installed, and the City will 

have option to install a 
grinder pump

2017 IVB 122 4 P 875,000$           

Winthrop 1093001 S2016-0312 1920827 01 Converting existing aerated 
lagoon into covered 

aerated lagoon followed by 
a submerged fixed film 

polishing reactor (Lemna 
system) to improve 

ammonia removal, upsizing 
existing Main lift station.

2017 II 274 4 P 2,075,000$        

Lake View 8127001 S2015-0174 1920828 01 Construction of a new 
enhanced aerated lagoon 
system using LEMNA or 

SAGR

2017 I,II 264 4 P 4,696,000$        

New Sharon 6264001 S2015-0384 1920829 01 Improvements to treatment 
plant including addition of 
treatment units to allow 

facility to meet new 
discharge limits

2017 I,IIIA 242 4 P  $        1,653,000 

Garrison 0625001 S2015-0228 1920830 01 Collection System 
Rehabilitation 

2017 IIIA,IIIB 169 4 R 665,000$           

Mediapolis 2948001 S2015-0002 1920832 01 WW Lagoon Improvements 
- Phase 1 Sewer Rehab

2017 II 174 4 P 1,759,000$        

Chart 1 in CWSRF FY 18 Q2 Project List 3 of 10 8/29/2017



Klemme 4155001 S2013-0199 1920833 01 Meet effluent limits by 
constructing an equalization 
basin, UV disinfection, and 

a new outfall

2017 II 240 4 P 563,000$           

Creston 8816001 S2015-0383 1920834 01 Repair/replacement of 
aging infrastructure and 
addition of disinfection

2017 I, II 232 4 P 2,686,365$        

Sheldahl 8580001 PD-CW-17-41 Analysis of treating own 
wastewater or continuing to 

pump to Slater

2017 I P&D 4 R 20,000$             

Pierson 9766002 PD-CW-17-42 Inflow/infiltration correction 2017 IIIA P&D 4 R 96,000$             

Pisgah 4364001 PD-CW-17-45 Inflow/infiltration correction 2017 IIIA P&D 4 R 43,825$             

Corydon 9334004 S2014-0043 1920815 01 Wastewater Treatment 
Facility Improvements

2017 II 237 3 P 3,304,000$        

Ogden 0858001 S2014-0142 1920816 01 Plant upgraded to meet 
NPDES Permit

2017 I,II 280 3 P  $        4,809,126 

Hubbard 425001 S2017-0079 1920817 01 Sanitary Sewer 
Construction and 

Rehabilitation

2017 IIIA 152 3 R 2,176,000$        

Ames 8503001 S2017-0017 1920819 01 Water Pollution Control 
Facility 

2017 I 170 3 P 625,000$           

Eldridge 8230003 S2015-0001 CS1920818 01 Change lagoons to 
equalization basins.  New 

Lift Station, force main, 
gravilty sewer, increased 

SBR treatment capacity at 
South Slope, addition of 
disinfection and sludge 

treatment improvements

2017 I, II, IVB 264 3 P 14,970,000$      

Modale PD-CW-17-30 Lagoon Rehabilitation 2017 I P&D 3 R  $             60,500 
Tipton PD-CW-17-32 Wastewater treatment 

improvements to meet 
effluent ammonia, E.coli, 

and metels reqirements in 
the city's NPDES Permits

2017 II P&D 3 L 7/7/17  $             300,000  $                  300,000 

Eagle Grove PD-CW-17-34 Wastewater Treatment 
System Upgrade

2017 II P&D 3 R 1,000,000$        

Allison 1203001 S2014-0095 1920802 01 Wastewater Treatment 
Facility Improvements

2017 II 260 2 R 2,367,268$        

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority

7727001 S2016-0238 1920805 01 Replace with stacked tray 
(HeadCell) grit removal 

technology in the vicinity of 
existing grit aerated grit 

chambers.

2017 I 180 2 P  $        9,500,000 

Shenandoah 3659001 S2016-0002 1920806 01 3 phase wastewater 
treatment facility 

improvements - Phase 1: 
Solids Treatment & 
Disposal - Phase 2: 

Collection System and 
Wastewater Plant Permit 
Compliance - Phase 3: 
Wastewater Treatment 

Facility Nutient Reduction 
Strategy

2017 I,II 290 2 R  $           643,000 

Waterloo (Dry Run Creek 
Interceptor)

0790001 S2015-0280 1920807 01 New lift station, force main 
and gravity sewer are 

proposed

2017 IV-B 150 2 P  $        4,337,000 
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Waterloo (Flow 
Equalization Facility 
Overflow Connection to 
Satellite WPCF)

0790001 S2015-0284 1920808 01 Install new gravity line from 
existing equalization basin 

to the Satellite Aeration 
basins. Also include 

discharge pipe from the 
Satellite basins to the 
Easton Aeration Basin

2017 I 170 2 P  $           978,000 

Waterloo (Instrumentation 
& Controls Systems)

0790001 S2015-0365 1920809 01 Upgrade current 
Programmable Logic 
Controllers (PLCs). 

Upgrade current 
Supervisory Control & Data 

Acquisition (SCADA) 
system communication 

protocol. Add fiber Optic for 
bringing new systems onto 

the network

2017 II 180 2 R  $        1,089,000 

Waukee 2573001 S2016-0413 1920810 01 Upgrade existing lift station 
and force main

2017 IV-B 119 2 R  $      12,537,000 

Waterloo (CIPP Phase III) 0790001 S2016-0285 1920811 01 Excavating and repairing 
pipe using traditional 
methods. Rehabilitate 
sanitary sewers and 

rehabilitate manholes that 
have deteriorated.

2017 III-A 185 2 R  $        2,498,000 

Fayette 3342001 S2016-0375 1920812 01 Slip lining approximately 
5,320 feet of sanitary sewer 
main and completing spot 

repairs at 10 locations 
throught the collection 

system.

2017 IIIA 154 2 P  $           319,999 

Sioux City 9778001 S2016-0389 1920813 01 Improve various treatment 
plant equipment to renew 
initial capacity, improve 
performance, improve 
reliability and generate 

biogas.

2017 I,II 217 2 P  $      23,096,000 

Woodward 2576001 S2015-0344 1920814 01 Convert existing aerated 
lagoon to enhanced 

treatment aerated lagoon 
with the addition of a 

Lemna system.  Addition of 
UV disinfection for new 

e.coli limits

2017 II 242 2 P  $        2,763,750 

Moravia PD-CW-17-31 I&I reduction in sewer 
collection system

2017 IIIA P&D 2 R  $           115,000 

Emerson 6520001 S2015-0430 1920790 01 Collection System 
Improvements

2017 IIIA, IVB 159 1 P  $        1,023,200 

Oelwein 3353001 S2016-0256 1920793 01 Installation of two new 
wastewater pumps to 
increase capacity of 

existing 20th Street Lift 
Station.  Improvementst6o 

the electrical service, 
existing control panel and 

addition of VFDs.

2017 IVB 122 1 R  $           248,000 

Norway 0656001 S2015-0209 1920794 01 Addition of a secondary 
treatment that is capable of 

treating the ammonia-
nitrogen.  Disinfection 

facilities will be installed to 
meet the e.coli effluent 

limits

2017 I, II 222 1 P  $        3,065,000 
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Des Moines 77277001 (WRA) S2016-0194 1920795 01 Near West Side: 
Construction of some new 

storm sewer systems, some 
new sanitary sewer and one 
pump station.  Construction 

of a regional detention 
basin to mitigate increase 

of flooding

2017 IIIA, IIIB, 
IVA, V, VI

305 1 R  $      18,600,000 

Algona 5502001 S2016-0239 1920796 01 Rehabilitation project to 
address I/I related and 

structural issues in existing 
sanitary sewer pipes and 

manholes

2017 IIIA, IIIB, 195 1 R 2,396,000$        

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority

7727001 S2016-0243 1920797 01 Biogas Conditioning & 
injection Improvements

2017 II 175 1 P  $      12,814,000 

Elkhart 7730001 S2015-0187 1920798 01 Construction of an outfall 
sewer leading from the 

existing wastewater 
treatment plant to the new 

wastewater treatment 
facility

2017 I, II, IVB 305 1 P  $        3,865,000 

Lenox 8748001 S2013-0187 1920799 01 Construction of a 
submerged attached 

growth reactor (SAGR) 
system

2017 II 149 1 P 2,261,000$        

Algona 5502001 S2016-0239 PD-CW-17-01 Rehabilitation and 
reconstruction of the 

sanitary sewer collection 
system

2017 IIIB P&D 1 R 130,000$           

Slater 8580001 PD-CW-17-07 Wastewater treatment plant 
improvements necessary in 

order to meet ammonia-
nitrogen, dissolved oxygen 
and E. coli discharge limits.

2017 II P&D 1 R  $           461,000 

Ames 8503001 S2013-0327 1920741 02 Address Infiltration and 
inflow into the City's 

sanitary sewer system 
utilizing a variety of 

rehabilitation techniques.

2016 IIIA 145 4 R 21,432,000$      

Reinbeck 3870001 S2015-0175 1920776 01 Construct an UV 
disinfection system to meet 
the efflluent limits dictated 
by The Iowa Departmentof 

Natural Resources and 
NPDES Permiting.

2016 II 225 4 P  $           596,000 

Bancroft 5507002 S2014-0136 1920777 01 Increase capacity of 
existing controlled 

discharge lagoon.  Piping 
improvements within facility 

will also be done.

2016 I 139 4 P 848,000$           

Denison 2424001 S2016-0117 1920778 01 Replacement & 
Rehabilitation of structures 

and equipment 
approaching the end of 

their service lives

2016 II 190 4 P 4,020,000$        

Brandon 1011001 S2009-0160 1920779 01 Add a UV system (SAGR) 
to disinfect the effluent and 

meet the NPDES Permit 
requirements for E.Coli

2016 II 225 4 P  $        1,638,000 

Mt Pleasant 4453001 S2015-0081 1920780 01 Main plant upgrades and 
sewer system 

2016 II 275 4 P 3,518,000$        
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Des Moines 7727001 (WRA) S2016-0196 1920781 01 Lower Oak Park/Highland 
Park: Remove storm sewer 

inlets within the drainage 
basin that are connected to 
combined sewer and either 
eliminate or tie to dedicated 

storm sewers.  Existing 
sewers will become 

dedicated sanitary sewers

2016 V 240 4 R  $      12,060,000 

Johnston 7727001 (WRA) S2016-0194 1920782 G1 Installation of sanitary 
sewer in area currently on 
septic systems, in the East 
of Merle Hay Neighborhood

2016 IVA, IVB 230 4 R 6,076,000$        

Stanwood 1681001 S2016-0154 1920783 01 Removal, replacement and 
abandonment of gravity 

sanitary sewer and replace 
with a sanitary sewer that 

will reduce I/I in the 
collection system

2016 IIIA 127 4 R  $           276,800 

Manning 1457001 S2016-0188 1920785 01 Replace existing sanitary 
sewer using materials and 
construction techniques for 

reduction in I&I

2016 IIIA 142 4 R 600,000$           

Fort Madison 5625001 S2016-0150 1920786 01 Construction of a new 
gravity sanitary sewer 

interceptor along H avenue 
to capture sanitary sewer 

flows from the north.

2016 IVB 152 4 R  $        3,250,170 

Ames 8503001 S2016-0071 1920789 01 To improve screening at the 
WPCF city intends to 

replace existing channel 
grinder with a mechanical 

bar screen

2016 I 170 4 R 981,000$           

West Union 3383303 S2015-0356 1920791 01 Construction of equalization 
basin and lift station along 

with installation of ultraviolet 
disinfection system.

2016 II 225 4 P 888,000$           

Dubuque   3126001 S2016-0206 CS1920792 01 Relocation and 
reconstruction of sanitary 
sewer along Kerper Blvd.

2016 IIIB 147 4 P  $        2,507,000 

Oelwein 3353001 PD-CW-16-40 Installation of new sanitary 
sewer

2016 IVA P&D 4 R  $             33,500 

West Burlington 2985001 S2014-0456 1920766 01 Improvements include 
additional activated sludge 

treatment tankage and 
conversion of existing 

aerated lagoon cells in to 
flow equalization basins. 

New headworks facility and 
upgrades to existing aged 
equipment and standby 

power.

2016 I 214 3 R 10,000,000$      

Coralville 5208001 S2014-0388 1920767 01 Improvements to the 
treatment system include 
expansion of equalizatin 

basin; new headworks; new 
aeration basins; final 

clarifiers, and replacement 
of UV disinfection system.

2016 I, II 250 3 P 27,648,000$      
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New Albin 0370001 S2013-0348 1920768 01 Replacement of secondary 
treatment facility including 

new influent pumps, 
preliminary screening 

equipment, activated slude 
treatment system.

2016 I 185 3 P 2,185,000$        

Davis City 2715001 S2016-0072 1920769 01 Rehabilitation of existing 
sanitary sewer mains and 
sanitary sewer manholes.  

Drainage & erosion 
improvements at the 
wastewater facility.

2016 IIIA 100 3 P  $           457,000 

Fort Atkinson 9641001 S2015-0087 1920770 01 Construct a larger Lagoon 
that will only discharge 

once a year. Also includes 
an ultra violet disinfection 

system.

2016 I, II 290 3 P  $        1,249,000 

Marathon 1150001 S2015-0402 1920771 01 Construct a 3 cell controlled 
discharge lagoon to meet 
the NPDES Permit Limits

2016 I 162 3 P  $        1,171,000 

St Donatus 4979001 S2011-0308 1920773 01 Relining existing two cell 
lagoon and construction of 

lift station

2016 I, IVB 185 3 R  $           398,000 

Greene 1253001 S2015-0235 1920775 01 Construct a new 
Submerged Attached 

Growth Reactor (SAGR) 
system for existing aerated 

lagoon and a new UV 
disinfection system.

2016 II 249 3 P 3,670,260$        

Cincinnati 0410001 S2014-0275 DROPPED SAGR System 2016 II 227 3 D
Mapleton 6727001 S2015-0440 PD-CW-16-30 Wastewater Treatment 

Improvements to comply 
with ammonia nitrogen 

limits, maintainn TSS limits, 
and meet new NPDES 

standards

2016 I P&D 3 R 225,000$           

Sanborn 7165001 S2012-0256 1920752 01 Improvements to 
Wastewater treatment 

facility as a result of a new 
NPDES permit and 

increase loading from and 
industrial facility

2016 ll 167 2 P 5,063,000$        

Strawberry Point 2279001 S2015-0213 1920753 01 WWTP Disinfection and 
Ammonia Removal

2016 ll 250 2 R  $           426,000 

Postville 0375001 S2015-0412 1920756 01 Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation Phase II

2016 lllA 155 2 P 1,015,000$        

Harris 7222001 S2015-0358 1920757 G1/1920757 02 Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation

2016 lllA 145 2 R 582,685$           

De Soto 2529001 S2014-0066 1920759 01 Wastewater Treatment 
Facility Improvements

2016 II 232 2 P  $        2,887,000 

Keota 5440001 S2015-0069 1920761 01 Construction of Submerged 
Attached Growth Reactors 

and UV system

2016 ll 142 2 R 3,127,338$        

Grinnell 7930001 S2014-0189 1920762 01 Wastewater treatment 
facility improvements

2016 ll 222 2 P  $      10,403,000 

RUSS(Moar/Powdertown) Unsewered PD-CW-16-11 2016 I,IVA P&D 2 R 100,000$           
Sabula 4975001 S2015-0208 1920749 01 Collection System 

Improvements
2016 IIIA 157 1 R 389,940$           

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority

7727001 S2015-0261 1920750 01 (Phase 27, 
Segment 1-8)

Eastside Interceptor  2016 IVB 135 1 R 28,340,000$      

Keokuk 5640001 S2015-0088 1920732 01 Sewer Rehabilitation - 
Phase 1

2015 IIIA 237 4 P  $        1,484,700 

Readlyn 0965001 S2009-0030 1920736 G2 WWTF Improvements 2015 II 207 4 R  $        1,100,000 
Pleasantville 6377001 S2013-0174 1920737 01 WWTP Improvements 2015 II 229 4 L 7/7/2017 4,120,500$          4,544,000$                
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Granville 8429001 S2015-0163 1920738 01 2015 Sanitary Sewer 
project

2015 IIIA 152 4 R 696,968$           

Ames 8503001 S2013-0327 1920741 01 Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation

2015 IIIA 160 4 R 2,588,970$        

Keystone 064001 S2014-0164 1920743 01 WWTF Upgrade 2015 II 247 4 R 3,239,919$        
Belle Plaine 0610001 S2012-0141 1920744 01 Wastewater Disposal 

System Improvements
2015 II,IIIA 259 4 R 2,448,180$        

Fort Dodge 9433003 S2015-0080 1920728 02 Sanitary Sewer 
Rehabilitation

2015 IIIA, IIIB 195 3 L 7/28/17 10,900,000$        10,900,000$              

Hospers 8439001 PD-CW-15-17 Wastewater treatment plant 
expansion

2015 II P&D 3 R 277,000$           

Blencoe 6709001 S2014-0409 1920720 01 Main Lift Station 
Improvements

2015 IIIB 142 2 P  $           179,694 

New Hampton 1970001 S2014-0034 1920721 01 Wastewater treatment plant 
improvements

2015 II 224 2 R  $        2,095,750 

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority (supplemental)

7727001 S2009-0219 1920457 05 (Phase 17, 
multiple phases)

New Main Outfall, 
supplemental loan to 

finalize costs

2015 IVB 160 1 R 3,000,000$        

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority (supplemental)

7727001 S2009-0219 1920499 02 (Phase 17, 
Segment 7)

New Main Outfall, Phase 17 
Segment 7 final costs

2015 IVB 160 1 R 10,400,000$      

Fairfield 5131001 S2013-0368 DROPPED Construction of a forcemain 2015 IVB 157 1 D

Chariton S2014-0106A PD-CW-14-36 Increase capacity of 12th St 
Lift Station and replace NW 

Lift Station with new 
structures and equipment.

2014 IVB P&D 4 R  $           137,900 

Garnavillo 2234001 S2012-0200 1920684 01 Installation of disinfection 
and ammmonia removal 

and improvements to 
collection system

2014 II,IIIB 199 3 R 4,469,250$        

Ames 8503001 S2013-0326 1920686 01 WPCF Biosolids Storage 
Tank

2014 II 180 3 R 1,885,400$        

Miles 4953001 S2013-0064 1920688 01 Construction of controlled 
discharge lagoon

2014 I 227 3 P  $        1,932,000 

Dyersville 3130001 S2013-0342 1920690 01 SE Lift Station & Collection 
System Improvements

2014 IVB 127 3 P 1,476,620$        

Coralville 5208001 PD-CW-14-31 Replace manholes, 
reconstruct sewer lines at 
Oakdale trunk sewer and 

replace lift station and force 
main for Muddy Creek

2014 IIIB P&D 3 R 270,263$           

Martensdale 9147001 S2013-0292 1920682 01 Sewer rehabilitation 2014 IIIB 150 2 P 833,800$           
Patterson 6151001 S2011-0078 1920659 01 Upgrade pump station 

capacity, reduce 
inflow/infiltration, install new 

force main with goal of 
reducing sewer backups 

2013 IIIB 165 3 R 54,540$             

Marengo 4843001 S2013-0052 1920661 01 Infiltration/inflow correction 
to address permit violations 

at treatment facility

2013 IIIA 162 3 R 883,000$           

Mt Pleasant 4453001 S2012-0407 1920665 01 Replacement of remaining 
portions of Snipe Run 

Interceptor to transfer flows 
to new wastewater 
treatment facility 

2013 IIIB 125 3 P 1,600,000$        

Dakota City 4622001 PD-CW-13-15 Infiltration/inflow correction 
through sewer relining

2013 IIIA P&D 2 R 85,000$             

Clinton (Phase II, Part 2) 2326001 S2005-0016 1920629 01 US 30/67 and Camanche 
Avenue (Reconstruction & 

Sewer Separation)

2012 V 144 4 R 3,535,000$        
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Elkhart 7730001 S2012-0137 1920634 01 Inflow and infiltration 
correction

2012 IIIA 129 4 P  $           609,030 

Hamburg 3621001 PD-CW-12-29 2012 II P&D 4 R 100,000$           
La Porte City 0743001 S2009-0187 1920620 01 Wastewater treatment plant 

improvements
2012 I,II 220 2 P 917,822$           

Nemaha Unsewered PD-CW-12-04 2012 I,IIIB P&D 2 R  $             75,000 
North English 4858001 PD-CW-11-36 2012 II,IIIA,IIIB P&D 1 R  $           140,000 
Dubuque (Revised Upper 
Bee Branch)

N/A N/A GNS10-5 (2) Stream daylighting 2011 VII-K 162 4 R 7,716,000$        

Wastewater Reclamation 
Authority

7727001 S2010-0310 1920593 03               (Phase 
19 Seg 1-4)

Interceptor sewer to convey 
wastewater from Bondurant 

to the Wastewater 
Reclamation Facility

2011 IVB 150 2 R 16,545,820$      

Brighton 9209001 S2009-0288 1920515 01 Sewer rehabilitation, 
wastewater treatment plant 

upgrade

2011 II,IIIB 140 1 R 2,675,000$        

Spencer 2171004 S2010-0111 1920528 01 Combined sewer 
separation

2011 V 185 1 R  $        2,300,000 

Bennett 1603001 S2010-0120 1920529 01 Sewer rehabilitation, pump 
station upgrades

2011 IIIA 137 1 R  $        1,971,000 

Reasnor 5071001 S2009-0207 1920543 01 Lagoon expansion 2011 I 160 1 R  $           737,805 
Libertyville 5148001 PD-CW-10-51 2011 I,IIIA,IIIB, VI P&D 1 R  $             95,000 
Coralville N/A N/A GNS10-4 Green infrastructure 

practices at the Iowa River 
Landing

2010 VIIK 120 4 P 2,950,000$        30%

Mingo 5052001 S2008-0304 1920510 R1 Lagoon expansion 2010 I 172 3 R  $        1,365,000 
Wheatland 2394001 PD-CW-10-10 2010 IIIA, IIIB,V P&D 3 R 67,000$             

549,809,071$    15,320,500$        15,744,000$              

Project Status Needs Categories
I Secondary Treatment

Dropped -- D II Treatment more stringent than secondary
Ready for Loan-- R IIIA Infiltration/Inflow rehabilitation
Loan Signed -- L IIIB Major sewer system rehabilitation
Planning Stage -- P IVA New collectors and appurtenances

IVB New interceptors and appurtenances
Green Projects V Correction of combined sewers
(*indicates that a business VI Stormwater management programs
case is required) VII Non-point source control projects; subcategories below:
Add Subs VIIA Agricultural cropland sources

VIIB Animal sources
VIIC Silviculture
VIID Urban sources
VIIE Groundwater protection (unknown sources)
VIIF Marinas
VIIG Resource extraction
VIIH Brownfields
VIII I Storage tanks
VIIJ Landfills
VIIK Hydromodification
XII Decentralized septic systems
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Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Commission 

# 16 
 
Decision Item  
 
Contract with The United States Geological Survey 

 

 

Commission approval is requested for a contract with The United States Geological Survey, of Iowa City, Iowa. 
 
Contract Terms: 

Amount:  Not to exceed $ 316,460.00 
Dates:  October 1, 2017 to September 30, 2018. 
Funding Source(s):  Environment First State Appropriation for water monitoring.   
Statutory Authority:  Iowa Code section 455B.103. 

 
Contract Background:  Water quantity and quality information is of key importance to understanding ecosystem 
health, flood potential and the level of risk to humans within and beyond the watershed. Surface-water flow 
information in Iowa is collected on a nearly continuous basis at 128 stream gaging stations (22 supported in this 
agreement), and real-time water-quality sensors (8 sites supported in this agreement) across Iowa. Lastly, the ability to 
estimate surface-water flow at ungaged sites in Iowa is critical for estimating pollutant loading and flux, Use 
Attainability Assessments, and is needed by State Nutrient Reduction Strategy. The completed applications StreamStat 
and StreamEst will be maintained, will be made available to the public, and will be used by the Department and others 
to support management and planning decisions. 
 
Selection Process Summary:  Intergovernmental contracting with The United States Geological Survey is authorized 
under 11 IAC 118.4.  Also contracting with state universities and other public agencies for laboratory work, scientific 
field measurement and environmental quality evaluation services necessary to implement Iowa Code Chapter 455B 
is authorized under Iowa Code section 455B.103(3). 
 
Contract History:  
The DNR has entered into contracts with The United States Geological Survey on an annual basis since 1993.  The 
purpose of the contracts with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE HYGIENIC LABORATORY is to have 
them assist the DNR in the collection of real-time surfacewater flow and water quality concentrations.  The most 
recent contracts have been the following: 

Contract #1: Timeframe: 9/2012-8/2013; Amount $582,690  
Contract #2: Timeframe: 9/2013-8/2014; Amount $ 618,610 
Contract #3: Timeframe: 9/2014-8/2015; Amount $265,650 
Contract #4: Timeframe: 9/2015-8/2016; Amount $449,620 
Contract #5: Timeframe: 9/2016-8/2017; Amount $310,520 

 
 
Roger Bruner, Supervisor, Water Quality Bureau  
Environmental Services Division 
September 19, 2017 
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Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Commission 

# 17 
 
Decision Item  
 
Contract with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE HYGIENIC LABORATORY 

 

 

Commission approval is requested for a contract with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE HYGIENIC 
LABORATORY, of Iowa City, Iowa. 

 
Contract Terms: 

Amount:  Not to exceed $ 42,868.98 
Dates:  October 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018. 
Funding Source(s):  Environment First State Appropriation for water monitoring.   
Statutory Authority:  Iowa Code section 455B.103. 

 
Contract Background:  The ambient groundwater monitoring program was re-designed in 2012 and continues as part 
of the ambient monitoring tasks delegated to the Department from the US EPA to meet Clean Water Act requirements. 
The data collected in this contract will provide the data necessary to evaluate baseline conditions and long-term trends 
in groundwater quality.  The data will be made available to the public and used by the Department to support 
management and planning decisions. 
 
Selection Process Summary:  Intergovernmental contracting with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE 
HYGIENIC LABORATORY is authorized under 11 IAC 118.4.  Also, contracting with state universities and other public 
agencies for laboratory work, scientific field measurement and environmental quality evaluation services necessary 
to implement Iowa Code Chapter 455B is authorized under Iowa Code section 455B.103(3). 
 
Contract History:  
The DNR has entered into contracts with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE HYGIENIC LABORATORY 
on an annual basis since 2012.  The purpose of the contracts with THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA on behalf of THE STATE 
HYGIENIC LABORATORY is to assist the DNR in the analysis of groundwater samples.  The most recent contracts have 
been the following: 

Contract #1: Timeframe: 7/2012-6/2013; Amount $120,042 (larger analyte list than normal) 
Contract #2: Timeframe: 7/2013-6/2014; Amount $2,494 (Jordan cross-section)  
Contract #3: Timeframe: 7/2014-6/2015; Amount $78,883 
Contract #4: Timeframe: 7/2015-6/2016; Amount $69,900 
Contract #5: Timeframe: 7/2016-6/2017; Amount $88,333) 

 
 
Roger Bruner, Supervisor, Water Quality Bureau  
Environmental Services Division 
September 19, 2017 
 
 



Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Commission 

ITEM 18 DECISION 

TOPIC Final Rule – Chapter 65 – Amendments for Animal Feeding 
Operations 

The Commission is requested to adopt an amendment to Chapter 65, “Animal Feeding 
Operations,” Iowa Administrative Code. The purpose of the amendment to the animal 
feeding operation rules is to allow for the submittal of manure management plan updates 
and associated fees electronically through the Department’s web application system.    

One public hearing was held in September 2017 and oral comments were heard.  
Additionally, the Department received written comments on the proposed amendment. A 
summary addressing the comments received is attached.   

No changes to the Notice of Intended Action were made and the rule will become 
effective on November 15, 2017. 

William Ehm, Division Administrator 
Environmental Services Division 

September 7, 2017 
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ARC 3257C 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION[567] 

Adopted and Filed 

Pursuant to the authority of Iowa Code sections 459.103 and 459A.104, the 

Environmental Protection Commission (Commission) hereby amends Chapter 65, 

“Animal Feeding Operations,” Iowa Administrative Code. 

The purpose of the amendment to the animal feeding operation rules is to allow for the 

submittal of manure management plan updates and associated fees electronically through 

the Department of Natural Resources’ (Department’s) web application system.   

Notice of Intended Action was published in the Iowa Administrative Bulletin on 

August 16, 2017 as ARC3257C.  A public hearing was held on September 5, 2017 in Des 

Moines, Iowa.  The Department received three written comments and two oral comments.  

Four of the five comments were in support of the amendment and the remaining comment 

offered general comments and questions regarding the implementation of the electronic 

submittal process.     

   After analysis and review of this rule making, the Commission has determined that the 

amendment will have a positive impact on private sector jobs due to savings in costs 

associated with postage, time, plan preparation and transportation.  The complete jobs 

impact statement is available from the Department upon request. 

   This amendment is intended to implement Iowa Code sections 459.103 and 459.302.   

The amendment shall become effective on November 15, 2017. 

The following amendment is adopted. 
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Amend paragraph 65.16(3) “b” as follows: 

b. The owner of a confinement feeding operation who is required to submit a 

manure management plan under this rule shall submit an updated manure management 

plan on an annual basis to the department. The updated manure management plan may be 

submitted by hard copy or by electronic submittal.  The updated plan must reflect all 

amendments made during the period of time since the previous manure management plan 

submission.  

(1) If the plan is submitted by hard copy, the submittal process shall be as follows: 

The owner of the animal feeding operation shall also submit the updated manure 

management plan on an annual basis to the board of supervisors of each county where the 

confinement feeding operation is located and to the board of supervisors of each county 

where manure from the confinement feeding operation is land-applied. If the owner of the 

animal feeding operation has not previously submitted a manure management plan to the 

board of supervisors of each county where the confinement feeding operation is located 

and each county where manure is land-applied, the owner must submit a complete 

manure management plan to each required county. The county auditor or other county 

official or employee designated by the county board of supervisors may accept the 

updated plan on behalf of the board. The updated plan shall include documentation that 

the county board of supervisors or other designated county official or employee received 

the manure management plan update.  

(2)  If the plan is submitted electronically, the submittal process shall be as 

follows:  The owner of the animal feeding operation shall submit the updated manure 

management plan to the department through the department’s electronic Web application.  
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Once the submittal has been completed, the department shall provide electronic access of 

the updated manure management plan to the board of supervisors of each county where 

the confinement feeding operation is located and each county where manure is land-

applied. 

(3) The department will stagger the dates by which the updated manure 

management plans are due and will notify each confinement feeding operation owner of 

the date on which the updated manure management plan is due. To satisfy the 

requirements of an updated manure management plan, an owner of a confinement feeding 

operation must submit one of the following: 

(1) 1.  A complete manure management plan; 

(2) 2.  A department-approved document stating that the manure 

management plan submitted in the prior year has not changed; or 

(3) 3.  A department-approved document listing all the changes made 

since the previous manure management plan was submitted and approved. 
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Summary of Comments 
Received by the 

Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
 
 

Amendment to 567 IAC - Chapter 65 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
On July 18, 2017, the Environmental Protection Commission approved a Notice of Intended 
Action (NOIA) to amend Chapter 65 to allow for the submittal of manure management plan 
(MMP) updates and associated fees electronically through the Department of Natural Resources’ 
(DNR’s) web application system.  The NOIA was published in the Iowa Administrative Bulletin 
on August 16, 2017, as ARC 3257C. 
 
A public hearing was held at the following location: 
 
Des Moines, September 5, 2017 at 1:30 p.m., Wallace State Office Building Auditorium 
 
The DNR received three written comments and two oral comments.  Four of the five comments 
were in support of the amendment and the remaining comment offered general comments and 
questions regarding the implementation of the electronic submittal process.   
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COMMENTS 
 
1. Support the proposed amendment.  (Christine Gruenhagen, Iowa Farm Bureau 
Federation; JanLee Rowlett, Iowa Cattlemen’s Association; Tyler Bettin, Iowa Pork Producers 
Association; and Eldon McAfee, Iowa Cattlemen’s Association and Iowa Pork Producers 
Association) 
 
DNR Response: None 
 
2. The DNR should make hard copies of updated MMPs accessible online by uploading 
them as PDFs to the DNR’s website. This will ensure that from here on out, all MMPs are 
housed in the same location and accessible to the public.  (Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens for 
Community Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
The DNR’s implementation plan intends for the field offices to enter hard copy MMP updates 
received after the implementation of the web submittal system into the electronic system.  MMP 
updates submitted before the implementation of the web submittal system will remain as hard 
copies and be maintained pursuant to DNR’s approved records retention policy.   
 
3. The rules should state that electronic submittal of MMPs must occur on an annual basis. 
(Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
This requirement is already in the rule.  567 IAC 63.16(3)”b” states that the MMP update must 
be submitted on an annual basis.   
 
4.    The rules should state that the DNR will notify counties of updated MMPs and specify 
the method and frequency of communication. (Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens for Community 
Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
The DNR’s implementation plan calls for the county to receive an email and link to each MMP 
update submitted for that county.  The MMP update notification will be sent to the county once it 
has been deemed complete.   
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5. The rules should state who in the county may receive notification of updated MMPs. 
(Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
The proposed rule states the Board of Supervisors in each county where the confinement feeding 
operation is located and each county where manure is land applied shall receive electronic access 
to the MMP updates.  As with the paper submittals, each county will determine who will receive 
the electronic submittals and how they will be maintained at the county level.   
 
6. As with the hard copy, DNR should receive confirmation from each county that the 
updated MMPs have been received and are accessible online. This is crucial to ensuring 
transparency. (Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
The web submittal system will be set up to be able to identify email messages that were not 
successfully delivered.  Requiring the county to notify the DNR that it received an email would 
create an unnecessary burden on the county.   
 
7.  A new paragraph or subsection should be created describing how the electronic MMP 
system will work for operators and the general public. It should include things like: 
-Where on the DNR’s website MMPs will be available for the general public; 
-The DNR’s timeline for transitioning all MMPs from hard copy to electronic submittal; 
-That the public will be able to search for specific data within MMPs (Erica Blair, Iowa Citizens 
for Community Improvement) 
 
DNR Response: 
 
The amendment will not be changed to include this provision; however once the system is in 
place, the DNR will offer user guidance on its website for all users.  This amendment only 
addresses the submittal of short form annual MMP updates and makes no changes to the long 
form MMP submittal or public access of the information in the long form MMP.   

 
 
 



LITIGATION REPORT 
 

Prepared by: Kelli Book 
Date: August 23, 2017 

 
I. Summary 
 
The DNR seeks referral of Joel Thys to the Attorney General’s Office for 
appropriate enforcement action, due to asbestos National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), open burning, and solid waste violations in 
connection with the demolition, burning, and disposal of five mobile homes on 
Mr. Thys’s property in Belle Plaine, Iowa.  This referral includes the following 
violations: failure to conduct a thorough asbestos inspection, failure to notify 
DNR of the demolition, failure to remove all regulated asbestos containing 
material prior to demolition, failure to keep all regulated asbestos containing 
material adequately wet, failure to employ a trained asbestos supervisor during 
demolition, failure to seal all asbestos containing material in leak-tight 
containers, open burning, and improper solid waste disposal.   Mr. Thys has a 
history of non-compliance with respect to Iowa’s air quality and solid waste 
regulations.  In 2011, DNR issued a Notice of Violation letter to Mr. Thys for the 
improper open burning of two barrels of used oil filters at his car dealership in 
Blairstown, Iowa.  In 2014, DNR issued an administrative order with a 
$10,000.00 penalty to Mr. Thys for similar asbestos violations to those cited in 
the referral.     
 
II. Alleged Violators 
 
Joel Thys 
210 7th Avenue 
Belle Plaine, Iowa 52208 
 
III. Description of Facility 
 
Joel Thys owns and operates Thys Automotive Company, a car dealership located 
in Belle Plaine, Iowa.  Mr. Thys purchased the lot behind the dealership.  The lot 
contained mobile homes that had been left by the tenants.  Mr. Thys also owns 
and operates another car dealership in Blairstown, Iowa. 
 
IV. Alleged Violations (including facts and applicable law) 
 
Asbestos is a known cause of lung disease, asbestosis, and cancer, specifically 
mesothelioma.  Asbestos is a hazardous air pollutant.  Failure to follow proper 
removal and disposal techniques of the regulated asbestos containing material 
creates an environmental hazard to the workers and general public through the 
likely release of asbestos fibers.   Proper removal and disposal of asbestos 
containing material is required pursuant to the Clean Air Act’s asbestos NESHAP. 
 



LITIGATION REPORT for JOEL THYS 
September 2017 EPC MEETING 
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A.  FACTS 
 
On February 24, 2017, Nathan Stueve, DNR Air Quality environmental specialist, 
received a telephone call from Brett Meyers, DNR Field Office 1 environmental 
specialist.  Mr. Meyers informed Mr. Stueve that several mobile homes at the 
Thys Motor Company had been improperly burned without addressing the 
asbestos requirements.   
 
On February 28, 2017, Mr. Stueve conducted an inspection at the Thys Motor 
Company.  Mr. Stueve spoke to Joel Thys who stated that five mobile homes had 
been demolished and burned.  Mr. Thys confirmed that the mobile homes had 
not been inspected for asbestos and asbestos had not been removed from the 
mobiles before they were burned.  At the time of the inspection, the pile of the 
demolition debris along with a pile of trees was still hot and burning.  Mr. Stueve 
collected 14 samples of suspect debris remaining on the site.  The samples 
included silver paint, trailer frame, shingles, tar paper, flooring, and residue from 
the tin.  Six of the samples contained regulated asbestos ranging from 2% - 13% 
asbestos.  Mr. Stueve instructed Mr. Thys to immediately extinguish the debris.  
Through the inspection and follow up conversations with city officials, the 
following timeline of events was established by Mr. Stueve: 
 

 ●During the week of February 12, 2017, Mr. Thys demolished five 
mobiles homes and cut down trees from a lot directly west of Thys 
Motor Company.     
 
 ●On February 18, 2017, Russ Spading, Belle Plaine Fire Chief, 
stopped at Thys Motor Company and informed Mr. Thys that the 
mixed pile of demolition debris and tree debris could not be burned.  
The pile was approximately 20 feet tall.  Chief Spading offered the 
assistance of the fire department in a controlled burn for the tree 
debris only.  Mr. Thys understood the controlled burn of the tree 
debris would reduce the tonnage cost of disposing of the debris at 
the landfill, but declined the offer of assistance from the fire 
department. 
 
 ●On February 20, 2017, Mr. Thys sought approval from the City of 
Belle Plaine to burn the pile of the demolition debris and the trees.  
The request was denied and Chief Spading once again advised 
against burning the debris pile.   
 
 ●On February 23, 2017 at approximately 3:00 am, Mr. Thys 
decided to burn the debris pile.  He contacted the police department 
and indicated that he was conducting a controlled burn.  Tyler 
Brandt, Belle Plaine police officer, investigated the burn site. The 
pile contained the demolition debris, including but not limited to 
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roofing, flooring, insulation, and the belongings of the former 
tenants of the mobile homes.  Officer Brandt contacted Pat 
Jorgensen, DNR Conservation Officer to report the open burning 
and Officer Jorgensen forwarded the complaint to DNR Field Office 
1.   
 

 
  Overall view from Mr. Stueve’s February 28, 2017 Inspection. 
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Sample of Floor Tile found at the site, contained 13% Chrysotile Asbestos. 

 
Sample of white debris on tin found throughout the burn site,  
contained 10% Chrysotile Asbestos. 
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On March 3, 2017, Mr. Stueve returned to the location and the debris was still 
smoldering and smoking.  On March 22, 2017, Iowa OSHA conducted an 
inspection and noted the debris was still hot and smoldering.   
 

 
                    Overall view from Mr. Stueve’s March 3, 2017 Inspection. 
 
On March 27, 2017, DNR issued a Notice of Violation letter to Mr. Thys for the 
asbestos and open burning violations discovered during Mr. Stueve’s 
investigation.  The letter required that Mr. Thys hire an asbestos abatement 
contractor to remove all of the debris and disposed of at a landfill as asbestos 
containing material.  The letter also informed Mr. Thys that further enforcement 
may be pursued. 
 
Mr. Thys hired ECCO Midwest, an asbestos abatement company, to remove all of 
the debris and properly dispose of it at the landfill.  On May 2, 2017, Mr. Wuehr 
visited the property and verified that the property was being cleaned up.   
 

B. APPLICABLE LAW 
 

Iowa Code section 455B.133 provides for the Environmental Protection 
Commission (Commission) to establish rules governing the quality of air and 
emission standards.  Pursuant to Iowa Code section 455B.133, 567 Iowa 
Administrative Code (IAC) section 23.1(3) was established, which adopts by 
reference the federal regulations regarding asbestos removal.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency has delegated to the State of Iowa the authority 
to implement and enforce the demolition and renovation portions of the federal 
asbestos NESHAP, found at 40 CFR part 61, subpart M. 
 
40 CFR section 61.145(a) specifies that the owner or operator of a demolition 
or renovation activity shall thoroughly inspect a regulated facility for the presence 
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of asbestos prior to the commencement of demolition or renovation.  Mr. Thys 
stated that he did not have the mobile homes inspected for asbestos prior to the 
demolition project.  The facts in this case indicate violations of this provision.   

 
40 CFR section 61.145(b)(1) requires written notification of demolition to be 
submitted to the DNR prior to beginning renovation.  The specific requirements 
for this notification are contained in the subsection.  The DNR has no evidence 
that a notification was ever submitted prior to the demolition of the mobile 
homes.  The facts in this case indicate violations of this provision. 

 
40 CFR section 61.145(c) details the procedures for asbestos emission control  
and states that each owner or operator to whom the provisions apply shall 
comply with the procedures.  The facts in this case indicate that Mr. Thys was not 
in compliance with these provisions when the demolition occurred. 
 
40 CFR 61.145(c)(1) provides that all regulated asbestos containing material 
shall be removed from a regulated facility before any activity begins that would 
break up, dislodge, or similarly disturb the material or preclude access to the 
material for subsequent removal.  No asbestos abatement occurred prior to the 
demolition project.  During Mr. Stueve’s inspection he noted dry asbestos 
containing material in the demolition debris from various portions of the mobile 
homes.  The facts in this case indicate violations of this provision. 

       
40 CFR 61.145(c)(6)(i) provides that all regulated asbestos containing 
material, including material that has been removed or stripped, shall be 
adequately wet and shall remain wet until collected and contained.  Proper 
asbestos abatement did not occur prior to the demolition.  During Mr. Stueve’s 
inspection he noted dry asbestos containing material in the demolition debris 
from various portions of the mobile homes.  The facts in this case indicate 
violations of this provision. 
 
40 CFR 61.145(c)(8) provides that effective one year after promulgation of this 
regulation, no regulated asbestos containing material shall be stripped, removed, 
or otherwise handled or disturbed at a facility regulated by this section unless at 
least one on-site representative, such as a foreman or management level person 
or other authorized representative, trained in the provisions of this regulation 
and the means of complying with them, is present.  The facts in this case indicate 
there was not a trained supervisor on site during the demolition of the mobile 
homes.  The facts in this case indicate noncompliance with this provision. 
 
40 CFR 61.150 contains standards for asbestos waste disposal for demolition 
and renovation operations.  Specifically, 40 CFR 61.150(a)(1)(iii) provides 
that all asbestos containing waste materials, while wet, shall be sealed in leak-
tight containers or wrapping.  During Mr. Stueve’s inspection he noted dry 
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asbestos containing material in the demolition debris from various portions of 
the mobile homes.   The facts in this case indicate violations of this provision. 
 
567 IAC 23.2(1) prohibits any person from allowing, causing, or permitting 
open burning of combustible materials, except as provided in 23.2(2) (variances) 
and 23.2(3) (exemptions).  Mr. Thys burned the demolition debris of the five 
mobile homes.  The facts in this case indicate violations of this provision.   
 
Iowa Code section 455B.304 provides that the Commission shall establish 
rules governing the handling and disposal of solid waste.  The Commission has 
adopted such rules at 567 IAC chapters 100-123. 
 
567 IAC 100.4 prohibits a private or public agency from dumping or depositing 
or allowing the dumping or depositing of any solid waste at any place other than a 
sanitary disposal project approved by the Director.  Mr. Thys burned the 
demolition debris of the five mobile homes rather than disposing of the 
demolition debris at a regulated landfill.  The facts in this case indicate violations 
of this provision.   
 

C. PAST HISTORY 
 

In 2011, DNR issued a Notice of Violation letter to Mr. Thys for the 
improper open burning of two barrels of used oil filters at his car dealership in 
Blairstown, Iowa.   

 
In 2014, DNR issued an Administrative Order to Mr. Thys for asbestos, 

open burning, and solid waste violations in connection with the demolition of a 
building at his car dealership in Blairstown, Iowa.   The Administrative Order 
included the following violations: 1) failure to inspect for asbestos prior to 
demolition; 2) failure to notify the DNR prior to the demolition; and 3) failure to 
properly dispose of the demolition debris.  The debris from the building was 
taken to another property to be disposed of where some of the debris was burned.  
The Administrative Order assessed a $10,000.00 penalty.   
  
V.   Witnesses 
 
The following DNR staff will be potential witnesses: Tom Wuehr and Nathan 
Stueve.  Mr. Stueve and Mr. Wuehr will be available during the EPC meeting to 
answer additional questions.   
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 NEWS RELEASE  
  Contact:  Andy Nielsen 

FOR RELEASE September 5, 2017 515/281-5834 

Auditor of State Mary Mosiman today released a report on the Iowa Department of Natural 

Resources for the year ended June 30, 2016. 

The Department has the primary responsibility for state parks and forests, protecting the 

environment and managing energy, fish, wildlife, land and water resources in the state. 

The report contains recommendations for the Department to: 

(1) Establish policies and procedures related to write-offs and the collectability of 

receivables. 

(2) Comply with certain statutory requirements concerning its operations. 

The report also includes the Department’s responses to the recommendations. 

A copy of the report is available for review in the Iowa Department of Natural  

Resources, in the Office of Auditor of State and on the Auditor of State’s website at 

https://auditor.iowa.gov/reports/1760-5420-BR00. 

# # # 

https://auditor.iowa.gov/reports/1760-5420-BR00
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August 15, 2017 

To the Members of the Iowa Environmental Protection and Natural Resource Commissions: 

The Iowa Department of Natural Resources is a part of the State of Iowa and, as such, has been 
included in our audits of the State’s Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR) and the 
State’s Single Audit Report for the year ended June 30, 2016. 

In conducting our audits, we became aware of certain aspects concerning the Department’s 
operations for which we believe corrective action is necessary.  As a result, we have developed 
recommendations which are reported on the following pages.  We believe you should be aware of 
these recommendations pertaining to the Department’s internal control and compliance with 
statutory requirements and other matters.  These recommendations have been discussed with 
Department personnel and their responses to these recommendations are included in this report.  
While we have expressed our conclusions on the Department’s responses, we did not audit the 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources' responses and, accordingly, we express no opinion on 
them. 

This report, a public record by law, is intended solely for the information and use of the officials 
and employees of the Iowa Department of Natural Resources, citizens of the State of Iowa and 
other parties to whom the Iowa Department of Natural Resources may report.  This report is not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

We would like to acknowledge the many courtesies and assistance extended to us by personnel of 
the Department during the course of our audits.  Should you have questions concerning the above 
matters, we shall be pleased to discuss them with you at your convenience.  Individuals who 
participated in our audits of the Department are listed on page 8 and they are available to discuss 
these matters with you. 

 

  MARY MOSIMAN, CPA 
  Auditor of State 

 
cc: Honorable Kim Reynolds, Governor 
 David Roederer, Director, Department of Management 
 Glen P. Dickinson, Director, Legislative Services Agency 
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Findings Reported in the State’s Single Audit Report:  

No matters were noted. 

Findings Reported in the State’s Report on Internal Control: 

No matters were noted. 

Other Finding Related to Internal Control: 

Uncollectable Accounts – For the year ended June 30, 2016, the Department reported an 
accounts receivable balance of approximately $374,000 for administrative penalties and 
approximately $979,000 for assessed damages.  These receivable balances consist of amounts 
dating back to 1997.  The Department has not established formal policies or procedures related 
to establishing allowances for doubtful accounts for these receivables or evaluating the 
likelihood of their collectability.   

Recommendation – The Department should establish policies and procedures related to 
establishing allowances for doubtful accounts and the collectability for the receivables 
identified. 

Response – The Department will work to evaluate the likelihood of the collectability of 
administrative penalties and liquidated damages. The Department plans to implement an 
allowance for doubtful accounts for the fiscal year 2017 report.   

Conclusion – Response accepted. 

Findings Related to Statutory Requirements and Other Matters: 

(1) Iowa Code Compliance – The Department was not in compliance with the following 
provisions of the Code of Iowa during the year ended June 30, 2016:  

(a) Compliance Advisory Panel – Chapter 455B.150 states the Department shall 
create a compliance advisory panel pursuant to Title V, section 507(e) of the 
Federal Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 to review and report on the 
effectiveness of the small business technical assistance program.  

A compliance advisory panel has not been created.  

(b) Public Works Inspections – Chapter 455B.174(5) states the Director’s duties shall 
include conducting random inspections of work done by city and county public 
works departments to ensure public works departments are complying with this 
division. (Division III - Water Quality)  If a city or county public works department 
is not complying with section 455B.183 in reviewing plans and specifications or 
in granting permits or both, the Department shall perform these functions in that 
jurisdiction until the city or county public works is able to perform them.  

The Department has not conducted any random inspections.   
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(c) Agricultural Easement Program – Chapter 456B.11 states the Department shall 
develop and implement a program for the acquisition of wetlands and 
conservation easements on and around wetlands which result from the closure or 
change in the use of agricultural drainage wells.   

The Department has not implemented this program.   

(d) Inventory of Protected Wetlands – Chapter 456B.12 states the Department shall 
inventory the wetlands and marshes of each county and make preliminary 
designation as to which constitutes protected wetlands.  Also, the Director shall 
issue an order designating the protected wetlands in the county within sixty days 
following the completion of the hearing or the issuance of a mediation release.   

The Department has not complied with this provision.   

Recommendation – The Department should comply with the Code of Iowa or seek to have the 
provisions changed or repealed.   

Responses 

(a) Iowa Code section 455B.150 creates the Compliance Advisory Panel and requires 
that the panel consist of 2 persons appointed by the Governor, 4 persons 
appointed by the leadership of the General Assembly and the Department’s 
Director, or designee. The panel has never been fully appointed. As of today, one 
recent appointment was made by the House of Representatives Majority Party due 
to the Department’s efforts.  In June 2017, the Department corresponded with 
the House of Representatives Minority party as well as both Senate parties 
requesting appointments be conducted. Until the Panel is fully appointed, the 
Department will continue to work with the representatives of the Iowa Waste 
Reduction Center, the Department’s Pollution Prevention Services, the Iowa 
Economic Development Authority, and representatives of small business to 
address the needs of small businesses. 

(b) The Departmental Water Quality Bureau has implemented review of city and 
county water supplies that have permitting authority for water main extensions 
and ensures the local permitting authorities have approved standard specs on 
file, have a professional engineer issuing the permits and the systems submit the 
permits to DNR along with quarterly reports. The Department reviews all of the 
permits and reports to make certain they fall into the permit authority delegation 
requirements.  These ongoing reviews provide greater oversight than selective, 
random inspections.  

The Department will work to amend this code section in the upcoming legislative 
session. 

(c) The Department is always interested in working with willing landowners to 
restore wetlands. However, the Department has not developed a specific program 
for the acquisition of wetlands and conservation easements resulting from the 
closure of agricultural drainage wells. Two reasons have prevented the 
Department from developing a program.  
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The Department has a strong interest in restoring wetlands. However, acquiring highly 
productive farmland, either by easement or fee simple, is very expensive.   Additional 
sources of funding would be necessary for the successful implementation of this 
program.  The Department has relied on federal programs to accomplish this work.  

The Department has worked closely with the Iowa Department of Agriculture and 
Land Stewardship (IDALS) in our mutual efforts to reduce the negative impacts of 
agricultural drainage wells. The IDALS agricultural drainage well closure program has 
had adequate funding and good landowner participation in its effort to close wells by 
cost-sharing alternative drainage systems. Although Iowa Code section 460.304 allows 
IDALS to use agricultural drainage well closure funding for alternatives such as 
restoration of wetlands, landowners have historically been interested in continuing to 
farm the land. History has shown that farmers prefer assistance with alternative 
drainage more than wetland restoration. To date, IDALS has found little landowner 
interest in the alternative to restore wetlands.  

The Department will again work to amend this code section in the upcoming 
legislative session. 

(d) This program was never established because the current Federal regulations 
exceed the protection this Code requirement would offer. Current Federal 
regulations (Section 404 and State 401 Certification under the Clean Water Act) 
accomplish the same or more than this Code section, as this section regulates 
only pothole type wetlands classified as “Type 3, 4, or 5.” This wetland 
classification is outdated and fails to recognize other wetland types such as 
forested wetlands, fens and sedge meadows. It also exempts wetlands located in 
drainage or levee districts. See Iowa Code section 456B.1.  

The Department will again work to amend this code section in the upcoming 
legislative session. 

Conclusions – Responses accepted. 

(2) Targeted Small Business Procurement Goal – Chapter 73.16 of the Code of Iowa requires 
the Director of each state agency or department of state government (state agency) having 
purchasing authority, in cooperation with the Targeted Small Business (TSB) Marketing 
and Compliance Manager of the Iowa Economic Development Authority (IEDA), to establish 
a procurement goal for certified targeted small businesses each fiscal year. The 
procurement goal shall include the procurement of goods and services, including 
construction, but excluding utility services. The goal shall be stated in terms of a dollar 
amount and at a level exceeding the procurement levels from certified targeted small 
businesses during the previous fiscal year. 

The TSB procurement goal for the Department for fiscal year 2016 was not set at a level 
exceeding the fiscal year 2015 actual TSB spending, or seek legislation to change this 
statutory requirement. 

Recommendation – The Department should set the TSB procurement goal at a level greater 
than the previous year’s actual TSB spending or seek to have this provision changed or 
repealed. 
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Response – The Department was unaware of the requirement for the agency’s goal to 
exceed prior year spending. The Department established our goal after consideration of our 
reduced spending plan and the improvements made by the I/3 team removing duplicates 
in the data warehouse TSB report. It is also worth mentioning that while fiscal year 2015 
TSB spending exceeded a million dollars, in fiscal year 2016 the Department did not meet 
its reduced goal of $950,000, not even reaching $600,000 in TSB sales. The Department 
will ensure our goals exceed prior year spending in the future. 

Conclusion – Response accepted. 
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Staff: 

Questions or requests for further assistance should be directed to: 

Pamela J. Bormann CPA, Manager 
Steven O. Fuqua, CPA, Senior Auditor II 
Andrew E. Nielsen, CPA, Deputy Auditor of State 

Other individuals who participated in the audits include: 

Emma L. McGrane, Senior Auditor 
Nicole L. Roethlisberger, Senior Auditor 
Joseph B. Sparks, Senior Auditor 
Premnarayan Gobin, Staff Auditor 
Preston R. Grygiel, Staff Auditor 
Alex N. Kawamura, CPA, Staff Auditor 
Chad C. Lynch, Staff Auditor 
Anthony J. T. Mallie CPA, Staff Auditor 
Tyler H. Moran, Staff Auditor 
Erin J. Siestra, Staff Auditor 
Christopher M. Anderson, Assistant Auditor 
Allison G. Anker, Assistant Auditor 
Colton L. Barton, Assistant Auditor 
Elizabeth P. Dawson, Assistant Auditor 
Melinda D. Lawrence, Assistant Auditor 
Cody J. Pifer, Assistant Auditor 
Tyler A. Propst, Assistant Auditor 
Rachel E. Sigmon, Assistant Auditor 
Tara H. Williams, Assistant Auditor 
 



Comments by Senator David Johnson 

To the Iowa Environmental Commission 

18 September 2017 

In 1995 vast changes in how we produce pork were sweeping across 

the nation, especially in Iowa, the No. 1 state for hogs and pigs. That 

year, a small group of Iowa House Republicans began work on HF 519, 

which passed after a stormy debate and was signed by the governor. 

The law established a new framework of rules and regulations for 

producing pork in Iowa. 

Production changes continued at a rapid pace. Just seven years later, in 

2002, I found myself as one of 12 lawmakers appointed to a special 

bipartisan panel charged with updating that framework. And so the 

Master Matrix was born. 

Now, more than 15 years later, many in this room find it clearly evident 

the Master Matrix is not working and has outlived its usefulness. The 

Iowa Legislature is also failing in its role of oversight in all things 

agricu ltu ra I. 

The matrix has become a rubber stamp. Only 2 percent of CAFO 

applications have been denied since the matrix became the measuring 

stick. Pork producers have little, if any, incentive to do more than reach 



~~::z:;~ After all, 440 out of a possible 880 points --- or 

50 percent --- is an applicant's Get Out of Jail card. 

What's more, and it's no secret, some livestock producers are 

circumventing legislative intent, be it claiming their animal feeding 

operations are under 500 animal units and can be built with no 

separation-distance requirements right next to your house ..... 

OR right next to any of our county or state parks. 

OR dividing up land ownership among family members or investors so 

that aggregate animal capacity can exceed single ownership limits ... 

OR lacking transparency of corporate ownership. 

From Woodbury to Washington, from Fremont to Allamakee counties, 

the Master Matrix is not offering meaningful protections, for neighbors, 

for communities, for our limited natural resources, for our air and 

water, and yes, for our livestock producers. 

Some 17 county boards of supervisors are, through resolutions or 

letters, formally seeking legislative relief. Why? Some examples: 

A proposed pig nursery has recently been sited near a long-established 

winery, bed-and-breakfast and dinner club where many outdoor events 

and activities are held. The out-of-state pork producers had previously 

said they had no intention of building there. 



A confinement purported to have an animal capacity of under 500 units 

is located 174 feet --- half a football field --- from another farmer's 

bedroom window. And it's legal, under current law. Add just a few pig 

spaces and the minimum distance from the residence would be 1,250 

feet --- about a quarter-mile. 

Town elected officials and concerned residents worry that a group of 

CAFOs near the community's water sources, which are nearly free of 

nitrates, could have a negative impact. Not only on their shallow wells, 

but when the wind is in the right direction. 

And then there's the CAFO being built in an area of karst topography. 

Karst, known for its sinkholes in the limestone carbonate that is easily 

carved out by virtual rivers of groundwater. A CAFO that is between 

two sinkholes large enough to swallow a tractor. 

While these might be individual examples, the trend is clear. And that 

trend points to the need for the Commission to reject the Department 

of Natural Resources recommendation and accept the petition before 

you to strengthen the Master Matrix. 



Under Chapter 459.305 "(t)he master matrix shall be designed to 

produce quantifiable results based on scoring of objective criteria 

according to an established value scale." 

Let's review that. 

The quantifiable results are to get 440 points --- a score of 50 percent. 

Those are based on POSITIVE point categories. Under the law, points 

are not taken off for not informing neighbors of your plans for an 

animal feeding operation. 

Objective criteria? Is a separation distance of 1,000 feet from a sinkhole 

objective? Or is it arbitrary? 

Or what kind of CAFO air filters qualify as being based on objective 

evidence that they work? 

We can strengthen the Master Matrix beginning with these four steps: 

REQUIRE applicants to appear before supervisors to answer any 

questions from them or county residents. 

REQUIRE the DNR to educate county supervisors who adopt the matrix 

on how to best use it as a LOCAL tool, one that under law they can 

stretch to address LOCAL site-specific issues, such as topography, water 

sources and public areas. 

REQUIRE applicants, not just offer some matrix points, to notify 

neighbors within one mile of a proposed SAFO or CAFO. 



AND REQUIRE a passing score in each of the three Master Matrix 

categories for Air, Water and Community impact. This is the 

recommendation of one of my constituents, former state Senator and 

Senate President Jack l<ibbie, who was also a member of the original 

Master Matrix bipartisan panel in 2002. 



Dear Director Gipp and EPC Commissioners: 

The Iowa Environmental Council supports the petition to reform Iowa's Master Matrix. Changes in the Matrix are 
overdue, as it has failed to fulfill its purpose of giving counties a voice to assure that the pennitting process for 
concentrated animal feeding operations provides reasonable protections for all Iowans and the resources that we 
pass on to future citizens. 

The majority ofiowa's impaired waterbodies are degraded by E.coli bacteria and nutrient pollutants often 
associated with manure. Water utilities are stmggling to provide safe drinking water. These problems are growing 
worse in many areas where animal feeding operations are locating and/or rapidly expanding with inadequate 
consideration of impacts to important resources. 

The Matrix functions primarily as a smokescreen to offer a semblance of protection for neighbor's health and 
water resources, including local wells, recreational lakes or trout streams that represent significant public and 
private investments. For example, the matrix appears to consider karst areas where fractured bedrock, shallow 
soils and sinkholes make drinking water aquifers uniquely vulnerable. However, the loopholes and the way points 
are calculated, mean that the process offers little protection or recourse. These are among the reasons why more 
than 15 counties have been courageous enough to pass resolutions requesting improvements in the matrix. An 
update should be revised to give negative points in certain circumstances where potential for pollution is greatest -
- and to address important additional factors such as topography and high-value resources. 

We strongly urge the DNR and the Environmental Protection Commission to use your authority to develop an 
updated, strengthened Master Matrix through a process that will adequately protect the interests of all Iowans. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Auu Robinson 
Agriculture Policy Director 
Iowa Environmental Council 
521 East Locust Street, Suite 220 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309-1939 
515.244.1194, ext. 211 
Robinson@iaenviromnent.org 
wv.rw. iaenvironment.org 
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Sharon Steckman 
ST A TE REPRESENTATIVE 

Thirteenth District 
Statehouse: (515)281-3221 

e-mail - sharon.steckman@legis.iowa.gov 

HOME ADDRESS 
1685 10°' St. SW 

Mason City, Iowa 50401 
Home: 641-424-9362 

September 15, 2017 

Commissioners: 

House of Representatives 
State oflowa 

Eighty-Seventh General Assembly 
STATEHOUSE 

Des Moines, Iowa 50319 

COMMITTEES 
Education, Ranking Member 

Environmental Protection 
Natural Resources 
State Government 

APPROPRIATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE 
Agriculture & Natural Resources 

Even though I cannot be here in person to testify, this issue is very important to me, to 
my constituents, and to Iowans I have heard from all across this state. 

The DNR is recommending a no vote on the grounds that it has been in Rules so long (15 

years) it basically has been approved by the Legislature. In fact the legislature has NEVER had 
a vote on the Master Matrix and Code is not made by assumptions. The legislation in 2002 set 
up a stakeholders group that devised the Master Matrix and DNR adopted it in Administration 
and Rules. I repeat, it was never voted on by the legislature. 

17 Iowa Counties have voiced their concern about the Matrix. Either asking for a complete 
moratorium, local control, or changes to the current Matrix. Those counties cover every area of 
Iowa: Northeast, Northwest, South, East, and Central. As you will see in a map provided to 
you in an email, many of those counties are already saturated with CAFOs, so they know what 
they are talking about. These resolutions and letters were sent beginning in November of 2016 

and have continued into September of 2017. 

Permits are being issued contrary to the wishes of the community, the county, the 
neighbors, and the environment. Only 2.2% of all applications have ever been denied. 
Applicants need only score 50% to pass, which in some cases means only planting a few more 
trees. I'm an educator and I know if my students scored 50% on a major test I would hardly 
consider that acceptable ...... would you???? 

Ask yourself ..... why there is such pushback to even look at the Matrix??? No compromise, 
no discussion??? Why? This system has never been revised, much less reviewed! Please do the 
right thing and vote yes! 

Thank you, 

Representative Sharon Steckman 

House District 53 



Seventeen Counties 

Passed a resolution calling for a suspension and changes to the Master Matrix 
1. Allamakee, passed 1/9/17 
2. Winneshiek, passed 1/30/17 
3. Adair, passed 2/8/17 
4. Dickinson, passed 2/14/17 
5. Buchanan, passed 2/21/17 
6. Cedar, passed 3/7/17 
7. Johnson County, passed 4/13/17 (calling for a moratorium, not changes to the matrix) 

Passed a resolution calling for changes to the Master Matrix 
8. Floyd, passed 2/14/17 
9. Howard, passed 2/27/17 
10. Webster, passed 3/21/17 
11. Cerro Gordo, passed 4/18/17 
12. Hardin County, passed 5/31/17 
13. Emmet County, passed 5/9/17 
14. Woodbury, passed 8/29/17 

Letters sent to DNR and legislators calling for better environmental regulations, 
local control, and/or a moratorium 
15. Pocahontas County, dated 12/6/16 
Johnson County, dated 8/11/16 (also passed a resolution) 
Webster County, dated 11/28/16 (also passed a resolution) 

Signed a Letter of Support for the petition filed by CCI and FWW: 
16. Butler 
17. Polk 
Cerro Gordo (also passed a resolution) 
Dickinson (also passed a resolution) 
Johnson (also passed a resolution and wrote a letter) 



fA\ 10\IVA PORK® 
~ .PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION 

September 18, 2017 

Environmental Protection Commission 
Department of Natural Resources 
502 East 9th Street 
Des Moines, IA 50319 

Dear Commissioners, 

The Iowa Pork Producers Association {IPPA) and our nearly 5,000 farmer members across Iowa 
thank you for the opportunity to provide comment in opposition to the Petition for Rulemaking 
filed by the Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and Water Watch 
(FWW) on July 18. 

IPPA believes the petition before you is clearly an attempt to subvert the legislative and 
collaborative process by which the matrix was originally created, and would effectively impose 
a moratorium on sites larger than 1,000 animal units without legislative intent. 

Examples tamers have run with the proposed Master Matrix scoring document, on their highest 
scoring farms, fell far short of passage, which only further demonstrates this request is a 
moratorium in disguise. In one example, a farm scoring 485 on the current matrix scored 150 in 
the proposed mechanism. Another example of a farm scoring 525 in their original matrix, with 
opportunity to have taken another 40 points, only scored 165 in the petition proposal. IPPA has 
included these examples for the record. We have not yet found a current site that would pass 
through the proposed scoring mechanism in the petition. 

The Master Matrix was originally created with numerous agriculture, agency and environmental 
stakeholders. This technical advisory committee was established by the legislature through 
SF2293 in 2002. As referenced in the DNR response to the petitions, case law has established 
that when a statute is interpreted for an extended period of time without change by the 
legislature, there is presumption of legislative acceptance of the interpretation. Therefore, any 
attempt to make substantive changes to the matrix or establish a workgroup to review such 
changes should be directed by legislative intent as it was in 2002. Non-substantive changes 
should likewise be addressed through DNR regulatory review processes. 

Petitioners note that only 2.2 percent of Matrix applications are denied and imply that 
applications are "rubber stamped," however this percentage only further demonstrates the 
professional nature by which livestock farmers approach the matrix process. The majority of 
applicants work with professionals to seek and score potential sites. Therefore, sites not 
suitable for approval seldom come before the county board . This process takes unnecessary 

PO. B OX 7 1009, CLIV E , IA 50325-0009 • 1 636 N .W. 1 14TH ST., C LIVE, IA 50325-707 1 
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burden away from county supervisors and encourages farmers due diligence in ensuring 
requirements are met prior to submitting a Matrix application. This expectation was noted in 
IPPA comments prior to initial implementation of the Matrix. 

Petitioners cite the minimum score of 440 out of 880 should be considered a failing grade, 
however it should be noted the interim Matrix, established by the legislature prior to 
collaborative Matrix development, established a minimum score of 100 out of 735 proposed 
points. Therefore, rules currently established set criteria significantly higher than the interim 
proposal. 

In considering the proposed scoring and passage rate of the matrix, it must be kept in mind that 
these point areas are designed to be a menu of options to go above-and-beyond state 
construction requirements. It was not intended to be graded as a percentage score. Farmers 
also agree to legally comply with items they receive points for in the matrix. Thus, because the 
points taken to receive a satisfactory rating are legal requirements which must be met by the 
applicant, the applicant may, but cannot be required to, take more points than is required to 
achieve a satisfactory rating. 

We again appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on this issue and ask for your denial 
of this petition. 

Sincerely, 

Curtis Meier 
President 
Iowa Pork Producers Association 

Enclosures: 
Matrix Scoring Example A 
Matrix Scoring Example B 



( 
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Proposed Site Characteristics 

·~mf leA 
D f' lj; ""a.1 

APPIEiNID!X C MA.STIER MATFUX 

Jfhe following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark 
one score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain a minimum 
overall score of 440 and a score of 53.38 in the "air" subcategory, a score of 67. 75 in the "water" 

b te ory and a score of 101.13 In the "community impacts" subcategory. 

anal separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure lo the 
st 
* Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hespital, 
• Nursing home, or 
• Licensed or registered child care facility . 

Score 
250 feet lo 500 feet 25 
501 feet to 750 feet 45 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 65 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet ....... 
1.251 feet or more 100 

Air Water Communitv 
16.25 8.75 
29.25 17.50 
42.25 22.75 
55.25 29.75 
65.00 35.00 

(A} Refer lo the construction permit application package lo determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer lo Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 lo determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) The department wiR award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "licensed child care center" - a facility licensed by the department of human services providing chlld care or 
preschool services for seven or more Children, except when the facility is registered as a child care home. 

(D} "Registered child development homes• - child care providers certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 
department of human services. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for providers caring for six or more children. 

(E) A full listing of licensed and registered Child care raciUlles is available at county offices of the department of 
human services. 

~nal separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement struclllre to the closest 
publrc use area 

Score Air Water Community 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00 3.00 
501 feetto 750 feet 10 4.00 6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 
1/;~51 feet to 1.500 .,~ '!,0.00 15.00 
1;501 feet or more , ~ 30 ~ 12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer lo the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer lo Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 lo determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) "Public use area" - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdMsion with facilities 
which attrad the public lo congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facifrties include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 of 567-Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 

--==-rec.;.main in the area for significant periods of lime. 

C ~tional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the 
clgsest 

* Educational institution, 
,, Religious institution, or 
• Commercial enterprise. 

250 feet !o 500 feet 
Score 

5 
Air Water Community 

2.00 3.00 



501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00 6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 2Fi 10.00 15.00 
1,501 feet or more ,__... 30 l 12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "Educational institution" - a buUding in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 
enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(D) "Religious institution" • a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(E) "Commercial enterprise" • a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is·customarily and regulariy used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a farm operation. 

~itional separation distance, above minimum requirement of 500 feel, from proposed confinement structure 
~:e closest water source 

Score Air Water Communitv 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 5.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 10.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 15.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 20.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 25 25.00 
1,501 feet or more 30 30.00 

'Water source" • a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite banks 
and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

5. Separation distance of 300 feet or more from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest 
thoroughrare. 

Water Communit 
300 feet or more 21.00 

(A) "Thoroughfare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or maintained by the state 
or a political subdivision. 

(B) The 300-foot dislance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus additional 200 feel 

~ditional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 
C-/crttical public area. 

Air Water Communi 

(A) All critical public areas as defined in 567-65.1 (4550), are public use areas, and therefore subject to public use 
area minimum separation distances. 

(B) Refer to the construction permit appUcation package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if en expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation dislances. 

'i'. Proposed confinement structure is at least two times the minimum required separation distance from all private 
and public water wells. 

Score Air Water Communit 
Two times the minimum se aration distance 30 24.00 6.00 

Q 
Refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 for minimum required separation distances to wells. 

~ditional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 1,000 feet, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest 



* Agricultural drainage well, 
• Known sinkhole, or 
• Major water source. 

Score Air Water Communilll 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 0.50 2.60 2.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 1.50 7.50 6.00 
1,001 feetto 1,250 feet 20 2.00 10.00 8.00 
1 ,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 2.50 12.50 10.00 
1,501 feet to 1 750feet 30 3.00 15.00 12.00 
1. 751 feet to 2 000 feet 35 3.50 17.50 14.00 
2,001 feet to 2,250 feet 40 4.00 20.00 16.00 
2,251 feet to 2,500 feet 45 4.50 22.50 18.00 
2,501 feet or more / 50 ·, 5.00 25.00 20.00 

' 
(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, that is closest to the proposed 

confinement feeding operation. 
(BJ "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
(C) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the terri!Drial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state which can support a floating vessel capable of canying one or more 
persons during a fDtal of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are fisted in Tables 1 and 2 in 567-Chapter65. 

/-r1:listance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that has a submitted 
c__:....,cfepartment manure management plan. 

Three- uarter of a mile or more 3 960 feet 
Confinement facilities include swine, poultry, and dai 

~paralion distance from proposed confinement structure to closest 
c___:::7 • High quality (HQ) waters, 

• 1-frgh quaflly resource (HQR) waters, or 
* Protected water areas (PWA) 
is at least two times the minimum required separation distance 

Two limes the minimum se aratfon distance 
s 

30 

Air Water Communi 

Air water Commun· 
22.50 7.50 

(A) The department wiD award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(D) A fisting of PWAs is available at 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeingKayaking/StreamCare/ProtectedWaterAreas.aspx 

11. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time for residences 
within two times the minimum separation distance 

Score Air Water Communihf 
\ University of Minnesota OFFSET model results demonstrating 

an annovance level less than 2 percent of the time 10 6.00 4.00e 

(A) OFFSET can be found at 
http://www.extension.umn.edu/agricu!ture/manure-manaqement-and-air-gualitv/feedlots-and-manure-storage/offs 
et-odor-from-feedlots/. For more information, contact Dr. Larry Jacobson, University of Minnesota, (612) 
625-8288, jacob007@tc.umn.edu. 

(B) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in the model. 
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceptable until the department recognizes other air quality models. 

&uid manure storage structure is covered. 

covered Ii uic! manure stor e 
Air Water communit 

27.00 3.00 

(A) "Covered" - organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal fe operation structure used to store 
manure, which significantly reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure and the outside air. 



Organic materials include, but are not limited to, a layer of chopped straw, other crop residue, or a naturally 
occurring crust on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials include, but are not limited to, wood, 
steel, aluminum, rubber, plastic, or Styrofoam. The materials shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of 
the stored manure from the outside air. Cover shall include an organic or inorganic material which current 
scientific research shows reduces detectable odor by at least 75 percent A formed manure storage structure 
directly beneath a floor where animals are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered. 

(Bl The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

13. Construction permit application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for emergency 
containment area at manure storage structure pump-out area. 

Score Air Water Communi 
Erner enc containment area 20 18.00 2.00 

(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume capacity of the 
manure storage structure. 

(BJ The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low permeability. 
(CJ If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported tD the department within six 

hours of onset or discovery. 
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency conlainment area must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

14. Installation of a filter(s) designed to reduce odors from confinement buildin s exhaust fan s. 
Score Air Water Commun· 

Installation of filte s 10 8.00 2.00 
The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s) must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

15. Utilization of landscaping around confinement structure. 
Score Air Water Communi 

Utilization ofl.andsca n 20 10.00 10.00 
The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit The design should contain at least 
three rows of trees and shrubs, of both fast and slow-growing species that are well suited for the site. 

16. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used in stockpiling and composting activities, such as 
an impermeable pad and a roof or cover. 

Score Air Water Communi 
30 9.00 18.00 3.00 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the sfllckpile or compost structure enhancements must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

(B) The stockpile or compost structures must be localed on land adjacent or contiguous tD the confinement building. 

~ ..... manure sfllrage structure is formed 
L:_:.:..:7~ Air Water Communit 

Formed manure stora e structure 30 27.00 3.00 

(A) "Formed manure storage structure" -a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure from an animal 
feeding operation, which has walls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, wood, steel, or similar 
materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, fiberglass, or other synthetic 
materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have the structural integrity to withstand 
expected internal and external load pressures. 

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the formed manure storage structure must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

11 B. Manure stDrage structure is aerated to meet departmental slandards as an aerobic structure, if aeration is not 
already required by the department. 

Score Air Water Communtt 
Aerated manure storage structure 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) Aerobic structure· an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg wash water storage structure which 
relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained bv the utllization of air or oxvaen and which includes 



aeration equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall be used and shall be capable of providing 
oxygen at a rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 milligrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the 
upper 30 percent of the depth of manure in the structure at all times. 

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

~---~ confinement site has a suitable truck turnaround area so that semitraHers do not have to back into the 
~mtheroad 

Air Water Communit 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the truck tum around area must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(B) The turnaround area should be at least 120 feet in diameter and be adequately surfaced for traffic in inclement 
weather. 

~"'" •ction pennit applicant's animal feeding operation environmental and worker protection violation history for ~i;t five years at all facilities in which the applicant has an interest. 
Air Water Commun· 

(A) "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 1 O percent or more 
ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenan~ tenant in common, 
shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it 
is held either direclly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent chffd, or both. 

(B) An environmental violation is a final Adminislrative Order (AO) from the department of natural resources or final 
court ruling against the construction permit applicant for environmental violations related to an animal feeding 
operation. A Notice of Violation (NOV) does not constitute a violation. 

21. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for the life of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation structure. 

Score Air Water Communi 
Permanent waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exem lion 5 5.00 

(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limilecl to the proposed structure(s) in the construction permit 
application. 

(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and it must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

22. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where the proposed 
confinement structure is to be constructed 
-OR-
lhe construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the proposed confinement structure 

Score Air Water Communitv 
J Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or permit applicant 

25 25.00 is closest resident to orooosed structure 

(A) Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption is required as part of the construction permit application. 
(B) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest'' - means ownership of a confinement feeding 

operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both. 

23. Construction pennit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land where the 
proposed confinement feeding operation is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code cha ter 425A. 

Score Air Water Commun· 
Famil Farm Tax Credit ualificatlon 25 25.00 

Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest'' - means ownership of a confinement feeding 
operation as a sole proprietor or a 1 O percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a Joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. OWnership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both. 



~---- Air Water Communitv 
1 to 2,000 animal unit caoacitv • 2n ., 20.00 
2,001 to 3,000 animal unit caoaciru 10 10.00 
3,001 animal unit caoacitv or more 0 0.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit appUcation package to determine the animal unit capacity of the proposed 
confinement structure at the completion of construction. 

(B) If the proposed structure Is part of an expansion, animal unit capacity (or animal weight capacity) must include all 
animals confined in adjacent confinement structures. 

(C) Two or more animal feeding operations under common ownership or management are deemed to be a single 
animal feeding operation if they are adjacent or utilize a common area or system for manure disposal. In addition, 
for purposes of determining whether two or more confinement feeding operations are adjacent, all of the following 
must apply: 

(a) At least one confinement feeding operation structure must be constructed on and after May 21, 1998. 
(b) A confinement feeding operation structure which is part of one confinement feeding operation is separated 

by less than a minimum required distance from a confinement feeding operation structure which is part of 
the other confinement feeding operation. The minimum required distance shall be as follows: 

(1) 1,250 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of less than 
1,000 animal units. 

(2) 2,500 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of 1,000 animal 
units or more. 

~slruction permit application includes Dvestock feeding and watering systems that significantly reduce manure 
(.__.,»diume. 

Seo"" Air Water Communw I Wet/dry feeders or other feeding and watering systems that 
significantlv reduce manure volume 

/25 
I -

) 12.50 12.50 
. 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be 111 the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices 

The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark one score under each criterion that best reflects the 
characteristics of the submitted manure management plan. 

~uid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" - "e" and mark one score in that 
~ubsection). 

Score Air Water Communitv 
a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 15 15.00 surface-annlied 

Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 incomorated on the same date it is land-annlied 

b. Dry manure is composted and land-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure management 10 4.00 4.00 2.00 
plan 
Dry manure is composted and sold so that no manure is applied 
under the requirements of an approved department manure 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 
manaoement plan 

c. Methane digester is used to generate energy from manure and 
remaining manure is surface-applied under the requirements of an 10 3.00 3.00 4.00 
annroved deoartment manure manaaement clan 
After methane digestion is complete, manure is injected or 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied under the 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 requirements of an approved department manure management 
olan 

Id. I Dry manure is completely burned to generate energy and no 30 9.00 9.00 12.00 



' . 

e. 

remaining manure is applied under the requirements of an 
armroved department manure manaaement nlan 
Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, but remaining 
manure is land-applied and incorporated on the same date it is 
land ann(ied 

Injection or incorporation of manure on the same date it is 
land-a lied 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

12.00 12.00 6.00 

(A) Choose only ONE line from subsection "a", "b," "c," "d," or "e" above and mark only one score in that subsection. 
(Bl The injection or incorporation of manure must be In the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit 
(Cl If an emergency arises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of manure the 

applicant must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department field office to surface-apply 
manure. 

(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure under pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A must be 
incorporated into the construction permit appffcation and made a condition of the approved construction permit 

(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utiliZation of manure as an energy source must be In the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilities must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

27. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation phosp"ho::ru.;::.s=uie:ta::;;k,,,e::..lc:e.:..;ve::.:I·'---,-~~~~--~ 
Score Air Water 

10 10.00 

(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop rotation cycle. 
(Bl The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit 

28. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service {NRCS) 
approved buffer strips contiguous to au water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields listed in the manure 
management plan. 

Score Air Water Communi 
Manure a licalion on farmland with buffer stri 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation and 
maintenance of filter strips. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, it must meet NRCS standard 
specifications. 

(B) The application field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive points. 
(C) On current and Mure manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strips on all land application areas 

must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

29. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL • as classified b the USDA NRCS. 
Score Air Water Commun· 

No manure a lication on HEL farmland 10 10.00 
Manure application on non-HEL farmland must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit. 

30. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application 
of manure to the closest: 

• Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hospital, 
• Nursing home, or 
* Licensed or registered child care facility 

Score Air Water Community 
I Additional seriaration distance of 200 feet 5 3.25 1.75 
I Additional separation distance of 500 feet 10 6.50 3.50 

(A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(Bl Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: O feet. 



(C) Minimum separation a1stance for 1ana application of manure broaacast on soil surface: 750 ieet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
(El "Licensed child care center'' - a facility licensed by the department of human services providing child care or 

preschool services for seven or more children, except when the facility is registered as a child care home. 
(Fl "Registered child development homes" - child care proViders certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 

department of human serVices. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for proViders caring for six or more children. 

(G) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the Department of 
Human Services 

C')ditional separation disiance, above minimum requiremen1s (0 or 750 feet, see below), for land application of 
~nure to closest public use area. 

Air Water Communi 

(A) "Public use area• - a portion of land owned by the United S1ates, the siate, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 in 567-Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: 0 feet 

(Cl Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet 
(D) The additional separation distances must be In the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 

~ditional separation distance, above minimum requiremen1s (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application 
c._::::;7ai~anure to the closest 

• Educational institution, 
• Religious institution, or 
* Commercial enterprise. 

Air Water Communit 
Additional se aration distance of 200 feet 2.00 3.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on same date as application: 

Ofeet. 
(C) The additional separation dis!ances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
(D) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered lo students 

enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regen1s, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(E) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(F) ''Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

serVices, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which Is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a farm operation. 

33. Additional separation distance of 50 feet, above minimum requiremen1s (0 or 200 feet, see below), for the land 
appUcation of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public drinking water well - OR 
well ls properly closed under supervision of county health officials 

Score Air Water Communitv 
I Additional separation distance of 50 feet or well is properly 

closed 
10 8.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application or 50-foot vegetation buffer exists around well and manure is not applied to the buffer: 0 feet 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet 
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well; the well closure must be incorporated into the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

2.00 



34. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure to the closest: 
• Agricultural drainage well, 
• Known sinkhole, 
• Major water source, or 
• Water source 

Score Air Water Communitv 
I Additional seoaration distance of 200 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
I Additional seoaration distance of 400 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 

(A) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface in!akes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
(BJ "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limlls of the stale, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the slate, which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the slate are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567-Chapter65. 

(CJ 'Water source' - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite 
banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

(DJ The additional separation dislances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 

~dilional separation distance above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure, to the closest 
c;;,:7"' * High quality (HQ) water, 

* High quality resource (HQRJ water, or 
• Protected water area (PWA) 

Score Air Water Communitv 
I Additional seoaration distance of 200 feet c 3.75 1.25 
I Additional sernaration distance of 400 feet / 10 . 17 7.50 2.50 -

(A) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(BJ HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) A listing of PWAs is avaiable at 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeingKayaking/StreamCare/ProtectedWaterAreas.aspx. 

36. Demonstrated community support. 
Score Air Water Communitv 

I Written approval of 100% of the property owners within a one 
mile radius 20 20.00 

37. Worker safety and protection plan is submitted with the construction pe.µrm'-'i"'t a=""li,:ca:,,,ti,,·o,,,nc--. -.-,.,..,-,--....,...=---~~ 
Score Air Water Commun· 

10 10.00 

(A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the construdion pennit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 

(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure 
management plan records. 

38. Appficant signs a waiver of confidentiality allowing public to view confidential manure management plan land 
application records 

Score Air Water Communi 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and places. 

~ed economic value based on quality job development {number of full time equivalent (FTE} positions), and ~;ry equal to or above Iowa department of workforce development median (45-2093) 
-OR-

the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in the coun • 
Air Water Communi 

Economic value to local commun· 10 10.00 
The Iowa Department of Workforce Development regional profiles are available at 
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm Select the appropriate region and then select 
"Regional Profile." 



40. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plan. 
Score Air Water Comrnunit 

Erner ency aclion Ian 5 2.50 2.50 

(A) Iowa State University Extension publicetlon PM 1859 lists the components of an emergency action plan. The 
emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the publication. 

(B) The posting and implementation of an emergency action plan must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management plan 
records. 

~struction permit application contains a closure plan. 
c.__:.:;,7'" ~ Air I Water I Community I 

!a=re~ ~ ~ 

(A) The closure plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condnion in the approved 
construction permit. 

(BJ The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records. 

42. Adoption and implementation of an environmental management system.i-":a===.r::,a:,;':==--r'-;-;:::'T=i"==c:;e..-;;-i 

EMS 

(A) The EMS must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 
permit 

(B) The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement operations. 

43. Adoption and implementation of NRCS approved Comprehensive Nutrient Mana ement Plan ICNMP . 
I Score Air I water Communitv I 

I CNMP I 10 3.00 I 3.00 4.00 I 
The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit 

44. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure, and applicant agrees to provide 
data to the departn:ient. 

Score Air Water Comrnuni 
Groundwater monitoring 15 10.50 4.50 

(A) Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for _the groundwater monitoring wells, and data transfer to the 

department, must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

Total Air Water Community 
Score 
880 213.50 271.00 404.50 

Score to pass 440 53.38 67.75 101.13 



Master Matrix, Supporting Statements 

(Total Points Claimed 525) 

1. Residence: An additional setback distance of 2,056 feet will be established beyond the minimum 
setback of 1,875 feet from any residence, hospital, nursing· home, or day care facility. 100 points 
claimed (See Master Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

2. Public Use Areas: An additional setback distance of 10,323 feet will be established beyond the 
minimum setback of2,500 feet from the closest public use area. 30 points claimed (See Master Matrix 
Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

3. Schools, Churches, Business: An additional separation distance of at feast 1,50 l feet will be 
established beyond the minimum setback of 2,500 feet from any educational institution, Religious 
institution, or Commercial enterprise. 30 points claimed (See Master Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor 
Map). 

4. Water Sources: An additional setback distance of at least 1,50 I feet will be established beyond the 
minimum setback of 500 feet to the closest water source. 30 points claimed (See Master Matrix Key 
and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

5. Road Setback: Separation distance of 150 feet or more from the proposed con:linement structure to the 
nearest thoroughfare. 0 points claim.eel (See Master Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

6. Critical Public Areas: An additional setback distance of at least 500 feet will be established beyond the 
minimum setback of 2,500 feet from the closest critical public areas. 10 points claimed (See Master 
Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

7. Private/Public Water Wells: The proposed confinement structure will meet the minimum setback 
distances for all private and public wells, which are 100 and 300 feet, respectively. The new proposed 
well will be located more than 100 ft. :from the barn structure. 0 points claimed (See Master Matrix Key 
and ]Mile Receptor Map). 

8. Major Water Sources: An additional separation distance ofat least 2,501 feet will be established 
beyond the minim.um setback of 1,000 feet from any agricultural drainage well, known sinkhole, or 
major water somce. 50 points claimed (See Master Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map). 

9. Closest Confimement: An additional separation distance of 1,551 feet exist beyond the minim.um 
setback of3,960 feet (3/4 mile} from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest existing 
confinement facility that has an approved manure management plan by the IDNR. 25 points claimed 
(See Master Matrix Key and 1 Mile Receptor Map}. 

10. High Quality Waters: An additional separation distance of at least 1,000 feet will be established 
beyond the minim.um setback of 1,000 feet from any high quality waters, high quality resources waters, 
or protected water areas. 30 points claimed (See Master Matrix Key and ]Mile Receptor Map). 



*Minimum Additional Distance Maslter Matrix 
Matrix Htem (#ll. thr11 #ll.OI) Required Distance Actual !Distance Above Minimum u>ou111ts 

Air-Water-Comm. 
1) Closest Residence 1,875 feet 3,931.0 2,056.0 65-0-35=100 

Residence to the SE 
2) Closest Public Use Area 2,500feet 12,823ft. 10,323 ft. 12-0-18=30 

3) Closest Education/Religious/Business 2,500feet 12,823ft. 10,323 ft. 12-0-18=30 

4) Closest Water Source 500 feet 2404ft. 1,904ft. 0-30-0=30 
DD60 

5) Closest Thoroughfare (ROW) lOOfeet 185 ft. 85feet 0-0-0=0 

6) Closest Critical Use Area 2,500 feet 29,434ft. 26,934ft. 4-0-6=10 

' • 
7) Private/Public Wells Separation 100feet 125 feet 25 feet 0-0·0=0 

8) Closest Major Water Source 1,000feet 11,827 ft. 10,827 ft. 5-25-20=50 

9) Closest Confinements Facility 3,960 feet 5,511 ft. 1,551 ft. 7.5-7.5-10=25 

10) Closest High Qulality Waters 1,000feet 28,815 ft. 27,815 ft. 0-22.5-7.5=30 

Total Points: 105.5 • 85 • 114.5 = 305 
*Mi111!mum required distances based on IDNll, Table IS, Minimum Separation Distances for Construction or 1Ex11ansio111 of 
Confined IFeedng Operation Structures. ' 
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APP!:NDIX C MASTER MA TRIX 
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The following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark 
2!!! score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain a minimum 
overall score of 440 and a score of 53.38 In the "air" subcategory, a score of 67.75 in the "water" 
subcategory and a score of 101.13 in the "community impacts" subcategory. 

1. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed conf111ement structure to the 
closest: 

* Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
• Hospital, 

;\,s • Nursing home. or 30~ • Licensed or registered child care facility 
+ €.c;\1A..u..-\,...., j ~li'l'""'-Cln."-reh iC..c,wiMercit..i Score 

l!!JQ feet la §l:l9 feel~ -25-
'§91 feet le 769 feet --46'-
751 feet to 1,000 feet ~ 0 6§, 

1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 1-~Be 
1,251 feet or more 21040& 

Air Water Communitv 
16.25 ~ 
29.25 ~ 
~ ·~ ~@ 
~ ,.,-- ~,o 
~ ,g ~f,Z. 

(A) Refer to the construction permit appUcalion package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(8) The department wiU award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "Licensed child care center" - a facility licensed by the department of human services proVidlng child care or 
preschool services for seven or more chffdren, except when the facility is registered as a child care home. 

{D) "Registered child development homes" - child care proViders certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 
department of human services. This process is voluntary for proViders caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for proViders caring for six or more children. 

(E) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facifrties is available at county offices of the department of 
human services. 

2. Additional 5Elparation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 
public use area 

Score Air Water Communilv 
1.:z.,;n feet to 500 feet ~ 5 2.00 3.00 

501 fee,~ '•-et 

·-- 10 4.00 6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 fee, 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 feet to 1 20 8.00 12.00 
1,251 ,,500 -~ ...... 25 10.00 15.00 
~ feet or more 30 12.00 18.00 

e T13b 'I l?N~ 
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 

capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(8) "Public use area" - a portion of land owned by the United States, the stale, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, sheller houses, playground equipmen~ lakes 
as listed in Table 2 of 567-Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time. 

vi Additional above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the 
0.. closest: 

• Educati 

O
'"" /( • Religio stitution, or 
' ' ' • Com rcial terprise. 

Score Air Water Commun· 
5 2.00 3.00 



"""' feet to 750 feet.,... 10 4.00 6.00 
751 fe1'>1 to 1,"'.,.., feet 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 fee= 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 
1 25 'Lll!et to 1 ;19410 25 10.00 15.00 
1.l!!l1 feet or more .., 30 12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 
enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(0) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(E) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a !arm operation. 

Additional separation distance, above minimum requirement of 500 feet, from proposed confinement structure 
to the closest water source 

Score Air Water Communitv 
MO feet to 500 feet 5 5.00 
50"\.feet to%50 feet 10 10.00 
751 IAAt.Ko 1,000 feet 15 15.00 
1,001 !!'!et to 1,250 feet 20 20.00 
1,25A' feet'to 1,500 25 25.00 
1,51[]1 feet ONTIOl"6 30 30.00 
' 

'Water source• - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite banks 
and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an ouUet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

Score 
30 

Air 
9.00 

Water Community 
21.00 

(A) "Thoroughlare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or mainlained by the state 
or a political subdivision. 

(B) The 300-foot distance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus additional 200 feet. 

JI(' Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to the closest 
critical public area . 

. .),. I Score ~ Air I Water I Community [ o'{'l\.' \ I see rec1t or more 10 4.oo s.oq 

(A) All critical public areas as defined in 567-65.1(4556), are public use areas, and therefore subject to public use 
area minimum separation distances. 

(B) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 
65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

"!. Proposed confinement structure is at least two times the minimum required separation distance from all private 
and public water wells. 

111-dl. 
"9'-1/<.r,. 1" t\,r-ee ~oo + t Score Air Water 
(7") ~ times the minimum se aration distance '!le- Io 24:60 

'? Refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 for minimum required separation distances to wells. 

,.r,.,{J':;; 8. • Additional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 1,000 feet, from proposed confinement 
if"\ structure to the closest: 

A~cl..i\lo\11.'.l 



* Agricultural drainage well, 
* Known sinkhole, or 
* Major water source 

'£50 feet lo 500 feet / 
51\1 feet to 750 feel' 
75'N'eet to 1,00!Yfeet 
1,001\teet to Y,250 feet 
1,251 !'Mt t111,500 feet 
1,501fe,.. to 1,750feet 
1,751 -t ""2,000 feet 
2,oo;r feet to\.!,250 feet 
2,=1 feet to ?.500 feet 
.r,501 feet or m"'re 
' 

/j 
I 

~ 

...... . 

l.t-, V .. ,~ 
~ \"I\ ... 
n..--1 V 

v· 

Score Air Water Communitv 
5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
10 1.00 5.00 4.00 
15 1.50 7.50 6.00 
20 2.00 10.00 8.00 
25 2.50 12.50 10.00 
30 3.00 15.00 12.00 
35 3.50 17.50 14.00 
40 4.00 20.00 16.00 
45 4.50 22.50 18.00 
50 5.00 25.00 20.00 

(A) The deparbnent will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, that is closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
{C) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567-Chapter 65. 

9. Distance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that has a submitted 
.\5-department manure managemen 

Score Air \"O~ . :. 
ile or more :.;968 feet 25 7 .50 

');>1.t,.\/)AI\;.~ Confine · · · · swine, poultry, and dairy and beef cattle. 

10. Separation distance from proposed confinement structure to closest 
* High quality (HQ) waters, 

q <:. If'. ;'(';)," * High quality resource (HQR) waters, or 
, Ji ; * Protected water areas (PWA) 

is at least two ~res the minimum required separation distance 
>/' J;.,..,. · :n::a III A-n~: 9..5 

Two times the minimum se ration distance 
Score Air 

Water 
7.50 

Water 

Community 
10.00 

Commun· 

(A) The deparbnent will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(D) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeingKavaking/StreamCare/ProtectedWaterAreas.aspx 

11. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time for residences 
within two times the minimum separation distance 

~ 0 ,s-.1!\e, 
c>f'o,; .l 

I University of Minnesota OFFSET model results demonstrating 
an annovance level less than 2 oercent of the time 

Score 

10 

Air Water Communitv 

6.00 4.00e 

(A) OFFSET can be found at 
http://www.extension.umn.edu/agriculture/manure-management-and-air-guality/feedlots-and-manure-storage/offs 
et-odor-from-feedlots/. For more information, contact Dr. Larry Jacobson, University of Minnesota, (612) 
625--8288, iacob007@tc.umn.edu. 

(B) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in the model. 
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceplable until the department recognizes other air quality models. 

12. Liquid manure storage structure is covered. 

',, ~ Covered Ii uid manure stora e 
Score 

;'!8- s-
Water Communi 

3,9& 

(A) "Covered" - organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal feeding operation structure used to store 
manure, which significantly reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure and the outside air. 

I 



Organic materials include, but are not iimitea to, a layer of chopped straw, other crop residue, or a naturally 
occurring crust on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials include, but are not limited to, wood, 
steel, aluminum, rubber, plasti.c, or Styrofoam. The materials shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of 
the stored manure from the outside air. Cover shall include an organic or inorganic material which current 
scientific research shows reduces detectable odor by at least 75 percent. A formed manure storage structure 
directly beneath a floor where animals are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered. 

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

13. Construction permit application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for emergency 
containment area at manure storage structure pump-out area. 

Score Air Water Community 
~O e,,'f..~ Emergenc containment area 20 18.00 2.00 

(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume capacity of the 
manure storage structure. 

(B) The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low permeability. 
(C) If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported to the department within six 

hours of onset or discovery. 
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency containment area must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 
ibi~loer.S 

14. lnstallation,ot a ~s) designed to reduce odors from finement buildi s exhaust fan s . 
"'""" I,\.~ • VVli·H II\ -\'e I\OI Score Air Water 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s) must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

15. utilization of landscaping around confinement structure. 
~~ I Score I Air ~ Water I Community I 

t(} O""" ,11 Utilization of Landscaping -ea-10 18:88 1e::86 S" 
'. ..r,il'"$' The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit 

()I' · application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. The design should contain at least 
three rows of trees and shrubs, of both fast and slow-growing species that are well suited for the site. 

16. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used In stockpiling and composting activities, such as 
an impermeable pad and a roof or cover. _if! ,,, t 

I rc,u-r 901"' 
tl'l'\\)el""'~\e pa.a or \ CM Air Water Community 

10 

{A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the stockpile or compost structure enhancements must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(B) The stockpile or compost structures must be located on land adjacent or contiguous to the confinement building. 

17. Proposed manure storage structure is formed 
r. k':, Score Air Water Commun· 
"::> ~ Formed manure stora e structure -.!IT'S -'B:6fr .a,eo-

~f\,a C"'-A • I 
{A) "Formed manu,e storage structure" ..a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure from an animal 

feeding operation, which has walls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, wood, steel, or similar 
materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, fiberglass, or other synthetic 
materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have the structural integrity to withstand 
expected internal and external load pressures. 

{B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the formed manure storage structure must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

18. Manure storage structure is aerated to meet departmental standards as an aerobic structure, if aeration is not 
already required by the department. 

~\;:, Score , Air Water Commun· 
\~,Jl.~e, Aerated manure storage structure 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) Aerobic structure - an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg wash water storage structure which 
relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained by the utilization of air or oxygen and which includes 



aeration equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall be used and shall be capable of providing 
oxygen at a rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 miDigrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the 
upper 30 percent of the depth of manure in the structure at all times. 

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

~ropose co ement site has a suitable truck turnaround area so that semitrailers do not have to back into the 
< facility fro e road 

• )(_ Score Air Water Community 

0W ~ 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the truck tum around area must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

(B) The turnaround area should be at least 120 feet in diameter and be adequately surfaced for traffic in inclement 
weather. 

No histo of Administrative O In last-fiwe- ears -a& Z> ae,&e 

j\f6Vs I Co"'-t r £ll"Ol<lti'S, L L.C. 10 
(A) "Interest'' - means ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more 

ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, 
shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equjty interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it 
is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both. 

(B) An environmental violation is a final Administrative Order (AO) from the department of natural resources or final 
court ruling against the construction permit applicant for environmental violations related to an animal feeding 
operation. A Notice of Violation (NOV) does not constitute a violation. 

21. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for the life of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation structure. 

Air 
Permanent waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exem lion 

Water Co 
.5.00 ~o~~ 

(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limited to the proposed structure(s) in the construction permit 
application. 

(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and it must be In the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

22. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where the proposed 
confinement structure is to be constructed 
-OR-
the construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the proposed confinement structure. 

, ~ Score Air Water Communi 
9 ~,~ Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or permit applicant 
'\ v -/ is closest resident to ro sed structure .:!§,00. 

~c,lwle..s fl"'t>A1.LC.+i1m. Col"\-\ ract ~ro 
(A) Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption is required as part of the construction permit application. 
(B) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest'' - means ownership of a confinement feeding 

operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenan~ tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both. 

23. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land where the 
proposed confinem,ent feeding operati,;m is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code cha ter 425A 

.e.-xcll.(.(:le.. ~V\ff'~T t"'D wef' Score Air Water Communi 

Applicant~des~~s who have ownership interests. "Interest'' - mean! ownership of a confinement fee~!g 
operation as a sole pr;{r;~tor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person In a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both. 



~acilitysize 
,I) Score Air Water Communitv 

~(( 
(:)'t' 

1 to 2,nuo """mal unit caoacitv 
2,001 to 3),000 animal unit caoacitv 
3,001 al!i1ma .... , •nit canacin1 or more 

20 20.00 
10 10.00 
0 0.00 

'--
(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity of the proposed 

confinement structure at the completion of construction. 
(B) If the proposed structure is part of an expansion, animal unit capacity (or animal weight capacity) must include all 

animals confined in adjacent confinement structures. 
(C) Two or more animal feeding operations under common ownership or management are deemed to be a single 

animal feeding operation if they are adjacent or utilize a common area or system for manure disposal. In addition, 
for purposes of determining whether two or more confinement feeding operations are adjacent, all of the following 
must apply: 

(a) At least one confinement feeding operation structure must be constructed on and after May 21, 1998. 
(b) A confinement feeding operation structure which is part of one confinement feeding operation is separated 

by less than a minimum required dislance from a confinement feeding operation structure which is part of 
the other confinement feeding operation. The minimum required distance shall be as follows: 

(1) 1,250 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of less than 
1,000 animal units. 

(2) 2,500 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of 1,000 animal 
units or more. 

25. Construction permit application includes livestock feeding and watering systems that significanUy reduce manure 
volume. 2,,; /" 12,,~j...,... i,.;>/ doc.t.t1M~"\f,;..ti1>111 

1V\'T Ci · Score Air Water Commun· 
e_ ~~ Wet/dry ers or other ing and wateling systems that 

\' ) ~ si nificantl reduce manure volume ~ 
The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices 

The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark!!!!!! score under each criterion that best reflects the 
characteristics of the submitted manure management plan. 

26. Liquid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" - "e" and mark one score in that 

\ '? '<!\') subsection). f 0,,,,,1Cj CN\' ~S~co-re--.--,Ai.,-.r~~,--~--~ 

a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 
surface-a lied 

b. 

C. 

d. 

Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code. Chapter 200A and 
inco orated on the same date it is land-a lied 

Dry manure is composted and land-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure management 
olan 
Dry manure is composted and sold so that no manure is applied 
under the requirements of an approved department manure 
management olan 

ter is used to energy from manure and 
mammg manu nder the requirements of an 

a artment manure mana emen 
After methane digestion is complete, manure is injected or 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure management 

Ian 

10 4.00 4.00 2.00 

..a((" tr.66 ~ ... - - -e,ao-,s- 11.9 I, 3 



e. 

remaining manure is applied under the requirements of an 
annroved de=rtment manure manaaement olan 
Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, but remaining 
manure is land-applied and incorporated on the same date it is 
land annlied 

Injection or incorporation of manure on the same date it is 
land-a lied 

'3Q- 1~(7 1£16 e:;~ ID 

(A) Choose only ONE line from subsection "a", "b," "c," "d," or"e" above and mark only one score in that subsection. 
(B) The injection or incorporation of manure must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit. 
(C) If an emergency arises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of manure the 

applicant must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department field office to surface-apply 
manure. 

(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure under pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A must be 
incorporated into the construction permit application and made a condition of the approved construction permit. 

(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utilization of manure as an energy source must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilHies must be in the construction permit 
appfication and made a condition in the approved constructian permil 

27. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation phosp;cho,,,ru=s-=u"'ta:;;.,:ke::.a;:le.a;ve,,,1.'--r-~~-~--~~ 
'. ... ~ Score Air Water 

f1>c>; 48-' ~ 
(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop rotation cycle. 
(B) The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit. 

28. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
approved buffer strips contiguous to all water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields listed in the manure 
management plan. 

l( Score Air Waler fO~ Manure a lication on farmland with buffer stri s ~ ~ 
Commun· 

-.!,86"· 

~ 
(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation and 

maintenance of filter strlps. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, it must meet NRCS standard 
specifications. 

(B) The applicatian field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive points. 
( C) On current and future manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strlps on all land application areas 

must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permil 

29. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL as classified b the USDA NRCS. 
Score Air Water Commun· 

, ,i\,:;(__ No manure a lication on HEL farmland -'ffi" . 
"( O' A Manure application an non-HEL farmland must be in the construction permit application and made a 

v\J') condHion in the approved construction permit 

30. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 fee~ see below), for the land application 
of manure to the closest 

• Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hospital, ,ff ~"'-c"'--t i C»'\ 
* Nursing home, or ~ ~· ID! 1 ,0,1,-~. \ 
* Licensed or registered child care facility r ' = e;~ 1~ 

c;~,, .,t tow.WI: Score Air Water Comm uni~, 
I Additional separation distance of le9e feet -8"10 ~1 :I-,+§-" 
I Additional separation distance of-§09 feet 'i-01 I'. +.§9./;i ~a:'" 

~t11J'-' 

(A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: O feel 



(C) Minimum separation distance for land application Of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
{E) "Licensed child care center" - a facility licensed by the department of human seivices providing child care or 

preschool services for seven or more children, except when the facility is registered as a child care home. 
(F) "Registered child development homes" - child care providers certify that they comply With rules adopted by the 

department of human services. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for providers caring for six or more children. 

(G) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is avaflable at county offices of the Department of 
Human Services 

31. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements {0 or 750 fee~ see below), for land application of 

ID~,.-~ 
manure to closest ublic use area. }>j~~ 

Score 
.-fi, 0 

Water Commun! 
-a:ee 

? s-
(A) "Public use area• - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdiVision With facilities 

which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 in 567-Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land appficalion of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: o feel 

( C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 

V Additional se ration d" nee, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land application 
r\df manure to t clo 

* Education · on, 
. t, • Religious · · lion, or 

!{A\"\ * Comm ial e rprise. 
V Score Air Water Commun 

Additional se aratlon distance of 200 feet 5 2.00 3.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet 
{B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on same date as appOcation: 

0 feel 
{C) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit 
(D) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 

enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and seived by local school dlstlicts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, communtty colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(E) "Religious Institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
{F) "Commercial enterprise'' - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the 
entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does 
not include a farm operation. 

'"" 33. Additional separation distance of.$1'eet, above minimum requirements (0 or 200 feet, see below), for the land 
application of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public drinking water well - OR 
well is properly closed under supeivision of county health officials. 
l)i~ 

Additional se 
closed 

Score Air Water Commun· 
tlon distance of.fi0'1'eet or well ls properly 

l)f) 10 8.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application or 50-foot vegetation buffer eXists around well and manure is not applied to the buffer. O feet. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet 
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well; the well closure must be incorporated into the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

2.00 



34. Additional -separation distance, above minimum requirements, far the land application of manure ta the closest: 

* Known sinkhole, Do 1.q \11C'a,°td &id'\::~?/ f'C!A'-54 / UJJe~..5 
* Agricultural drainage we/I, • . • ~/ , .Ill I 

• Major water source, or " 
• Water source 

Score Air Water Community 
I ~dditibrtsl semm;Hor:i Eiitt~.u:1ee sf.299 feet. ~ ~ ~ ,ij,/J0' 

I Additional seoara!ian distance of 400 feet 10 4,00'" .fi,8& 4.00 
19 

(A) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
(Bl ''Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state, which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567-Chapter 65. 

(C) 'Waler source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite 
banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction pennit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 

35. Additional separation distance above minimum requiremen1s, far the land application of manure, to the closest: 
* High quality (HQ) water, 

{
O "tJ • High quality resource (HQR) water, or 

r * Protected water area (PW~\ * I ¥\'\ 0~ ll'ed, Wt\.: c:f' 
I Additional seM....+ion distance of 200 feet 
I Additional se=ration distance of 400 feet 

Score Air Water 
5 v.l 

10 'i',§& ~ 

(A) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(B) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) A listing of PWAs is available at 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeinqKayaking/StreamCare/ProtectedWaterAreas.aspx. 

36. Demonstrated community support 
Scare Air Water 

\ Written approval of 100% of the property owners within a one 
mile radius 

20 

Water 

Communitv 
+..!Ii- 8 
2.50 " 

Commun''" 

20.00 

(A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit 

(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure 
management plan records. 

38. Applicant signs a waiver of confidentiality aifowing puiiiic io view confidential manure management plan land 
application records <ii 0'i1'-'t C)I! 

\ Score Air Water Cammuni 
Manure mana ement Ian confidentiali waiver .)fl(> i:66 I 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and places. 

39. Added economic value based on quality jab development (number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions), and 
l..f.. salary eq.ual topr above Iowa ~epartment

1
of workfor~ development median (45-2093) 

\'\} \\l\ J ..eR,,, A'f'.t"A L 13,o+l,,, .Jli'l>:ii ~ "'f'Me'!J; 
\ \ the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in the coru!.::n t>::-· =--.----..::---r===-r-===~ 

Seo Air Water 
rEo:=co=nc:co=m7ic=v=a"'iu=ec:t=o71oca=·1 co=m=m::cu..,.n""· ,-----------"-1f--!:::,;; I 
The Iowa Department of Workforce Development regional profiles are available at I '5", o 0 
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/regionalsites.htm. Select the appropriate region and then select 
"Regional Profile." 



40. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plan. 
Score Air Water Communi 

5 2.50 2.50 
~o~ 

(A) Iowa State University Extension publication PM 1859 lists the componen1s of an emergency action plan. The 
emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the publication. 

(B) The posting and implementation of an emergency action plan must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management plan 
records. 

41. Construction permit application contains a closure plan. 
~o Score I Air I Water I Community I 

') ft ()11,~l Closure Plan 5 _ . 2.50 . 2.50 . 

(A) The closure plan must be in the constructlon permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

(B) The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records. 

(A) The EMS must be in the constructlon permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 
permit. 

(B) The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement operations. 

43. Adoption and implemenlalion of NRCS approved Comprehensive Nutrient Mana ement Plan ICNMP . 
I Score Air I Water Communitv I 

, l I CNMP I 10 3.00 I 3.00 4.00 I 
\\I ? \f\i)... The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the constructlon permit application and 

v· :; made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

44. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure, and applicant agrees to provide 
data to the department 

Score Air Water Communi 

ID 5' 
Groundwater monitoring 15 

(A) Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requiremenl'S. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring wells, and data transfer to the 

department, must be in the constructlon permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit 

= IA F ()\ "'cl Down .~t.,J,,,...f i ~ <A-<;'-'"t.\·t,J1 50v,,,,, r!e.5; 
r ov i d,e.- do-. ~el, -to ii)N/1( t-.v,o\ f'"til)i I~ 

Total Air Water Community 
Score 
880 213.50 271.00 404.50 
440 53.38 67.75 101.13 



FKc. tvl \° I e., B 
APPENDIX C MASTER MATRIX 

(-· Proposed Site Characteristics 

... .-...." 

<~) 

The following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark 
~ score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain a minimum 
overall score of 440 and a score of 53.38 in the "air" subcategory, a score of 67.75 in the "water" 
subcategory and a score of 101.13 in the "community impacts" subcategory. 

1. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to 
the closest: 

* Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
• Hospital, 
• Nursing home, or 

• L~e,ps;d or registered child care facility. 
9 - /~?&-, S-J<:-. Score Air Water Communltv 

250 feet to 500 feet 25 16.25 8.75 
501 feet to 750 feet r 45 29.25 17.50 
751 feetto 1,000 feet 65 42.25 22.75 
1,001 feetto 1,250 feet 85 55.25 29.75 
1,251 feet or more 100 65.00 35.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 
to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "Licensed child care cente(' - a facility licensed by the department of human services providing child care or 
preschool services for seven or more children, except when the facility is registered as a child care home. 

(D) "Registered child development homes" - child care providers certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 
department of human services. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for providers caring for six or more children. 

(E) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the department of human 
services. 

2. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to 
the closest public use area 

Zs-i::so.,. 'S:-CI ::- :....,o.,..€ w,r/1..../ '7'Cl!o, 
. 

Score Air Water Communitv 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00 3.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00 6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 ?~ 10.00 15.00 
1,501 feet or more " 30 12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 
to determine minimum required separation distances. 

(B) "Public use area" - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, takes 
as listed in Table 2 of 567-Chapter 65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time. 

( ··· · 3. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to 
' ) ~~-· the closest: 

• Educational institution, 
• Religious institution, or 



/~"'-
{ 1 
\-"j 

• Commercial enterprise 
w,n/..J 7 g ')t. ' /i'?<" ''&'bl -- .Jo..JtZ Score Air Water Communilv 

250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00 3.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00 6.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00 9.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 
1.251 feetto 1,500 ,~ 10.00 15.00 
1,501 feet or more ·~ l 12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to detenmine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 
to detenmine minimum required separation distances. 

{B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(C) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 
enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(D) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(E) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 

services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the entire 
calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does not 
include a farm operation. 

4. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirement of 500 feet, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest water source 

,o, 1- ~."""""I' Score Air Water Communitv 
250 feet to 500 feet 5 5.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 10.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 15.00 
1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 20.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 ?5 25.00 
1,501 feet or more 30' 30.00 

'Water source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite banks 
and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

5. Separation distance of 300 feet or more from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest 
thoroughfare. 

Score Air Water Communil 
300 feet or more 30 g.oo 21.00 

(A) ''Thoroughfare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or maintained by the state 
or a political subdivision. 

(B) The 300-foot distance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus additional 200 feet. 

6. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement structure to 
the closest critical public area. 

Z.sz.o ::. .../,; I ...,. .. ' Air Water Communi 
4.00 6.00 

(A) All critical public areas as defined in 567-65.1(4556), are public use areas, and therefore subject to public use 
area minimum separation distances. 

(B) Refer to the construction penmit application package to detenmine the animal unit capacity (or animal weight 
capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 
to detenmine minimum required separation distances. 

! \ 
\ __ j 7. Proposed confinement structure is at least two times the minimum required separation distance from all 

private and public water wells. 



Air Water Communit 
24.00 6.00 

Refer to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 for minimum required separab 

8. Additional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 1,000 feet, from proposed 
confinement structure to the closest: 

• Agricultural drainage well, 
• Known sinkhole. or 
• Major water source 

c.r;;r:.rJ ~ /000 ,,.-,,.;_,. • ',T'W..J - ... 
Score Air Water Communitv 

250 feet to 500 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
501 feet to 750 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 
751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 1.50 7.50 6.00 
1.001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 2.00 10.00 8.00 
1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 2.50 12.50 10.00 
1,501 feet to 1,750 feet 30 3.00 15.00 12.00 
1,751 feet to 2,000 feet 35 3.50 17.50 14.00 
2,001 feet to 2,250 feet 40 4.00 20.00 16.00 
2,251 feet to 2,500 feet 45 4.50 22.50 18.00 
2,501 feet or more c 50 J 5.00 25.00 20.00 

(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, that is closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) "Agricultural drainage wells" • include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
(C) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567 -Chapter 65. 

9. Distance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that has a 
submitted department manure management plan. 

Air Water Communit 
Three- uarter of a mile or more 3,960 feet 7.50 7.50 10.00 

Confinement facilities include swine, poultry, and dairy an 

10. Separation distance from proposed confinement structure to closest: 
• High quality (HQ) waters, 
• High quality resource (HQR) waters, or 
• Protected water areas (PWA) 
is at least two times the minimum required sel)aration distanc,=e:..,,.--,-=-.--:=,--..,...,,---,,--.., 

OC:V )C ~ • ../.,,../ 6: 6-l> ,-JI ,..r -.,.,.o o ' Air Water Communit 

(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) HQR waters are identified In 567--Chapter 61. 
(D) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeingKayakinglStreamCarelProtectedWaterAreas.asox 

11. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level Jess than 2 percent of the time for 
residences within two times the minimum separation distance 

Score Air Water Communitv 
University of Minnesota OFFSET model results 
demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of 10 6.00 4.00e 
the time 

(A) OFFSET can be found at http://www.extension.umn.edu/dlstribution/livestocksystems/Dl7680.html. For more 
information, contact Dr. Larry Jacobson, University of Minnesota, (612) 625-8288, iacob007@tc.umn.edu. 



(8) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in the model. 
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceptable until the department recognizes other air quality models. 

~-., 12. Liquid manure storage structure is covered. 
Air Water Communit 

Covered Ii uid manure stora e 27.00 3.00 

(A) "Covered'" - organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal feeding operation structure used to store 
manure, which significantty reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure and the outside air. 
Organic materials include, but are not limited to, a layer of chopped straw, other crop residue, or a naturally 
occurring crust on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials include, but are not limited to, wood, steel, 
aluminum, rubber, plastic, or Styrofoam. The materials shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of the 
stored manure from the outside air. Cover shall include an organic or inorganic material which current scientific 
research shows reduces detectable odor by at least 75 percent. A formed manure storage structure directly 
beneath a floor where animals are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered. 

(8) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

13. Construction permit application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for 
emergency containment area at manure storage structure pump-oru--:t;:-a~re_a_·...--;-,--,--;-;-=-r=--.,-, 

Score Air Water Commun· 
20 18.00 2.00 

(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume capacity of the 
manure storage structure. 

(8) The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low permeability. 
(C) If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported to the department within six 

hours of onset or discovery. 
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency containment area must be in the 

construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

( .. ') 14. Installation of a filter(s) designed to reduce odors from confinement buildin Is\ exhaust fanls . 
,_,... I Score Air I Water Communitv I 

u 

I Installation offilter(s) I 10 8.00 I 2.00 I 
The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s) must be in the construction permit application 
and made a condttion in the approved construction permit. 

15. Utilization of landscaping around confinement structure. 
Water Commun· 

Two times the minimum se aration distance 20 10.00 10.00 
The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. The design should contain at least 
three rows of trees and shrubs, of both fast and slow-growing species that are well suited for the site. 

16. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used in stockpiling and composting 
activities, such as an impermeable pad and a roof or cover. 

Score Air Water Communit 
30 9.00 18.00 3.00 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the stockpile or compost structure enhancements must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition in the approved cons!ruction permit. 

(8) The stockpile or compost structures must be located on land adjacent or contiguous to the confinement building. 

17. Proposed manure storage structure is formed 

Formed manure stora e structure 
Air Water 

27.00 
Communi 

3.00 

(A) "Formed manure storage structure" -a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure from an animal 
feeding operation, which has walls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, wood, steel, or similar 
materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, fiberglass, or other synthetic 
materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have the structural integrity to withstand 



.,. .. -·- .. \ 

~) 

expected internal and external load pressures. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the fanned manure storage structure must be in the construction 

permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

18. Manure storage structure is aerated to meet departmental standards as an aerobic structure, if aeration 
is not already required by the department. 

Score Air Water Communi 
Aerated manure stora e structure s 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) Aerobic structure - an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg wash water storage structure which 
relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained by the utilization of air or oxygen and which includes aeration 
equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall be used and shall be capable of providing oxygen at 
a rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 milligrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the upper 30 
percent of the depth of manure in the structure at all times. 

(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction pennit. 

19. Proposed confinement site has a suitable truck turnaround area so that semitrailers do not have to back 
into the facility from the road 

Air Water Commun' 
Truck turnaround 20.00 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the truck turn around area must be in the construction pennit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(BJ The turnaround area should be at least 120 feet in diameter and be adequately surfaced for traffic in inclement 
weather. 

20. Construction permit applicant's animal feeding operation environmental and worker protection violation 
history for the last five years at all facilities in which the applicant h,.::a::;s;,.;a==n:,..i::cn.=te::..re:::s~t.,_,.....,=c:::--r-==7:, 

Air Water Commun· 
No histo of Administrative Orders in last five ears 30.00 

(A) "Interest'' - means ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more 
ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant tenant in common, 
shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it 
is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both. 

(B) An environmental violation is a final Administrative Order (AO) from the department of natural resources or final 
court ruling against the construction permit applicant for environmental violations related to an animal feeding 
operation. A Notice of Violation (NOV) does not constitute a violation. 

21. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for the life of 
the proposed confinement feeding operation structure. 

Score Air Waler Communlt 
Permanent waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exem tion 5 

(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limited to the proposed structure(s) in the construction permit 
application. 

5.00 

(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and It must be in the construction pennlt 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

22. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where the 
proposed confinement structure is to be constructed 
-OR-
the construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the prol)Osed confinement structure 

Score Air Water Communitv 

I Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or permit 
aoolicant is closest resident to orooosed structure 

,65 25.00 

Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption 1s required as part of the construction penn1t apphcallon . 
(A) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding 

operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or olher equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 



dependent child, or both. 

23. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land where 
_,-..,_ the proposed confinement feeding operation is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code cha ter 425A. 

,.,-.. 
; •, 
l l 
\ ....... / 

I ' • I 
'-'"' 

Air Water Communit 

(A) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - means ownership of a confinement feeding 
operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement 
feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity 
interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or 
dependent child, or both. 

24. Facility size 
·~fl:,o x , y: 192.D 4,.,. S=,e Air Water Communitv 

1 to 2,000 animal unit caoacitv '-• 20) 20.00 
2,001 to 3,000 animal unit caoacitv 10 10.00 
3,001 animal unit caoacitv or more 0 0.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity of the proposed 
confinement structure at the completion of construction. 

(B) if the proposed structure is part of an expansion, animal unit capacity (or animal weight capacity) must include all 
animals confined in adjacent confinement structures. 

(C) Two or more animal feeding operations under common ownership or management are deemed to be a single 
animal feeding operation if they are adjacent or utilize a common area or system for manure disposal. in addition, 
for purposes of determining whether two or more confinement feeding operations are adjacent, all of lhe following 
must apply: 
(a) At least one confinement feeding operation structure must be constructed on and after May 21, 1996. 
(b) A confinement feeding operation structure which is part of one confinement feeding operation is separated by 

less than a minimum required distance from a confinement feeding operation structure which is part of the other 
confinement feeding operation. The minimum required distance shall be as follows: 

(1) 1,250 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of less than 1,000 animal 
units. 

(2) 2,500 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of 1,000 animal units or 
more. 

25. Construction permit application includes livestock feeding and watering systems that significantly 
reduce manure volume 

Score Air Water Commun""' I Wet/dry feeders or other feeding and watering systems 
that si!lnificantlv reduce manure volume 0 12.50 12.50 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices 

The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics of the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. Mark one score under each criterion that best reflects the 
characteristics of the submitted manure management plan. 

26 Liquid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" - "e" and mark one 
Score Air Water Communitv 

a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 15 15.00 
surface-aoolied 
Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code Chapter 200A and 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 
incomorated on the same date it is land-aoolied 

b. Dry manure is composted and land-applied under the 10 4.00 4.00 2.00 
requirements of a department manure manaoement olan 
Dry manure is composted and sold so that no manure is 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 
annlied under the reouirements of a deoartment manure 



C. 

d. 

e. 

I management plan 

Methane digester is used to generate energy from manure 
and remaining manure is surface-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure 
manaaement Dian 
After methane digestion is complete, manure is injected or 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied under the 
requirements of an approved department manure 
manaaement plan 

Dry manure is completely burned to generate energy and no 
remaining manure is applied under the requirement of a 
manure manaaement Dian 
Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, but 
remaining manure is land-applied and incorporated on the 
same date it is land annlied 

Injection or incorporation of manure on the same date it is 
land-a lied 

10 3.00 3.00 4.00 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

30 9.00 9.00 12.00 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

(A} Choose only ONE line from subsection ''a"1 "b,1111c.'' "d,11 or "e11 above and mark only one score in that subsection. 
(B) The injection or incorporation of manure must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
(C) If an emergency arises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of manure the 

applicant must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department field office to surface-apply 
manure. 

(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure under pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A must be 
incorporated Into the construction permit application and made a condition of the approved construction permit 

(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utilization of manure as an energy source must be in the 
construction permit application and made a condition i.n the approved construction permit. 

(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilities must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

27. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation !)hos horus u ke level. 
Score Air Water Communit 

10 10.00 

(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop rotation cycle. 
(B) The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in 

the approved construction permit. 

28. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) approved buffer strips contiguous to all water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields listed 
in the manure management plan. 

Score Air Water Communi 
Manure a lication on farmland with buffer stri s 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation and 
maintenance of filter strips. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, It must meet NRCS standard 
specifications. 

(B) The application field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive points. 
(C) On current and future manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strips on all land application areas 

must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

29. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL), as classified by the USDA 
NRCS. 

Score Air Water Communtt 
No manure a lication on HEL farmland 10 10.00 

Manure application on non-HEL farmland must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit. 



30. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land 
application of manure to the closest: 

.~-, • Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hospital, 

,.-···· \ 

\,, J 
'-=··" 

• Nursing home, or 
• Licensed or registered child care facility 

Score Air Water Communitv 
I Additional seoaration distance of 200 feet 5 3.25 1.75 
I Additional seoaration distance of 500 feet 10 6.50 3.50 

(A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to the proposed 
confinement feeding operation. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: 0 feet. 

(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
(E) "Licensed child care center'' - a facillty licensed by the department of human services providing child care or 

preschool services for seven or more children, except when the facillty is registered as a child care home. 
(F) "Registered child development homes" - child care providers certify that they comply with rules adopted by the 

department of human services. This process is voluntary for providers caring for five or fewer children and 
mandatory for providers caring for six or more children. 

(G) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the Department of 
Human Services 

31. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for land 
application of manure to closest public use area. 

Score Air Water Communit 
Additional se aration distance of 200 feet 5 2.00 3.00 

(A) 'Public use area" - a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision with facilities 
which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of time. Facilities include, but 
are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes 
as listed in Table 2 in 567-Chapter65, and swimming beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, 
parking areas, recreational trails or other areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or 
remain in the area for significant periods of time. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same date as 
application: 0 feel 

(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 

32. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the land 
application of manure to the closest: 

• Educational instttution, 
• Religious institution, or 
• Commercial enterprise. 

Score Air Water Communit 

Additional se aration distance of 200 feet 5 2.00 3.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on same date as application: 

O feet. 
(C) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 

approved construction permit. 
(D) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered to students 

enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited or approved nonpublic 
schools, area educational agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher education under the control of the 
state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and universities. 

(E) "Religious institution" - a bulldlng in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(F) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures goods, delivers 



( 
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services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the general public during the entire 
calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer systems. A commercial enterprise does not 
include a farm operation. 

33. Additional separation distance of 50 feet, above minimum requirements (0 or 200 feet, see below). for 
the land application of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public drinking water well -
OR 
well is properly closed under supervision of county health officials 

Score Air Water Communitv 
r Additional separation distance of 50 feet or well is properly 

closed 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or Incorporated on the same date as 
application or 50-foot vegetation buffer exists around well and manure is not applied to the buffer: O feet. 

(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet. 
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well; the well closure must be incorporated into the construction permit 

application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

34. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure to the 
closest: 

• Agricultural drainage well, 
• Known sinkhole, 
• Major water source, or 
• Water source 

Score Air Water Communltv 
I Additional seoaration distance of 200 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 
r Additional senaration distance of 400 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 

(A) "Agricultural drainage wells" - Include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural drainage wells. 
(B) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the state, or any 

marginal river area adjacent to the state, which can support a floating vessel capable of carrying one or more 
persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding periods of flooding. Major water 
sources in the state are listed In Tables 1 and 2 in 567--Chapter 65. 

(C) 'Water source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having definite 
banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one landowner is riparian. 

(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 

35. Additional separation distance above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure, to the 
closest: 

• High quality (HQ) water, 
• High quality resource (HQR) water, or 
• Protected water area (PWA) 

I Additional senaration distance of 200 feet 
[ Additional seoaration distance of 400 feet 

(A) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(B) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) A listing of PWAs is available at: 

Score Air Water 
5 3.75 

10 7.50 

http://www.iowadnr.gov/Recreation/CanoeinqKayakinq/StreamCare/ProtectedWaterAreas.aspx. 

36. Demonstrated community support 
Score Air Water 

I Written approval of 100% of the property owners within a 
one mile radius 

20 

37. Worker safety and protection plan is submitted with the construction ermit a lication. 
Score Water 
10 

Cammunitv 
1.25 
2.50 

Communitv 

20.00 

Communit 
10.00 



(A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 

(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management 
plan records. 

38. Applicant signs a waiver of confidentiality allowing public to view confidential manure management 
plan land application records 

Score Air Water Communi 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and places. 

39. Added economic value based on quality job development (number of full time equivalent (FTE) 
positions), and salary equal to or above Iowa department of workforce development median (45-2093) 
-OR-

the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in trh~e=-c~o~u~n"lt ~·-,,----,--ccc-c---.-=--~c-, 
Score Air Waler Communil 

Economic value to local comm unit 1 O 10.00 
The Iowa Department of Workforce Development regional profiles are available at 
http://www.iowaworkforce.org/centers/reqionalsites.htm. Select the appropriate region and then select 
"Regional Profile." 

40. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plarn'c. =---.--,,----,--cc,...,.,.---r-===,,.-, 
Score Air Water Communi 

5 2.50 2.50 

(A) Iowa State University Extension publication PM 1859 lists the components of an emergency action plan. The 
emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the publication. 

(B) The posting and implementation of an emergency action plan must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure management plan 
records. 

41. Construction permit application contains a closure plan. 
Score Air Water Communit 

Closure Plan 5 2.50 2.50 

(A) The closure plan must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 
permit. 

(BJ The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records. 

42. Adoption and implementation of an environmental management system (EMS) recognized by the 
department. 

Score Air Water Communit 
EMS 15 4.50 4.50 6.00 

(AJ The EMS must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 
(BJ The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement operations. 

43. Adoption and implementation of NRCS approved Comprehensive Nutrient Mana ement Plan 
Score Air Water 

CNMP 10 3.00 3.00 
The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the construction permit application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

44. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure), and applicant agrees to 
provide data to the department. 

Score Air Water Communil 
Groundwater monitorin 15 10.50 4.50 

(AJ Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements. 
(BJ The design, operation and maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring wells, and data transfer to the 



department, must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

Total Air Water Community 
Score 
880 213.50 271.00 404.50 

Score to pass 440 53.38 67.75 101.13 



Site: 

APPENDIX C- Current 
MASTER MATRIX 

Question Score Ai, Water 
1 45 29.25 0 
2 30 12 0 
3 30 12 0 
4 30 0 30 
5 0 0 0 
6 10 4 0 

+A.,-;::z,~JJEL.1;:&~ ,,cq.00,_~ -~~ 
B ~ 5 25 
9 25 7.5 7.5 
10 30 0 22.5 

':,.: •,',GiiK':-~-<1 P('f¢A;'.' "5Jf{fiJ!7E, ,,..0.: mu 
12 30 27 o 
13 0 0 0 

14 0 0 0 
1.5 0 0 0 
16 0 0 0 
17 30 0 27 

0 0 0 

Total 485 96.75 148.5 

Total to Pass 440 53.38 67.75 
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Requires: "Design, Operation, and Maitenance Plan" 
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APPENDIX C- ICCI Proposed 
MASTER MATRIX 

Score Air Water 
0 0 0 
15 7 0 
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0 
0 

0 0 0 
0 0 o· +----''-+-;_-l-"""-4----",a-"1 ELIMINATE 
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5 

0 
0 
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0 
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September 18, 2017 

Environmental Protection Commission 
Department of Natural Resources 
502 East 9th Street 
Des Moines, IA 50319 

SENT VIA EMAIL 

Dear Commissioners, 

Thank for this opportunity to comment on the Petition for Rulemaking filed by Iowa Citizens for 
Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and Water Watch (FWW) on July 18, 2017. This 
comment is submitted on behalf of the Iowa Farm Bureau Federation, a general farm 
organization with over 159,000 members. Our members include farm families who raise 
livestock and who will be impacted by the proposed rule. Confinement feeding operations are 
diverse and include different types of animals, different parts of the production cycle, different 
facility types, different manure types and different business structures. This comment letter 
supplements the comments filed jointly with other Iowa agricultural organizations and the 
proposed denial of the petition for rulemaking submitted by the department. 

After a detailed analysis and consideration of the petition, we ask the Environmental Protection 
Commission to deny the Petition for Rulemaking. The proposed rule changes are contrary to the 
intent of the legislature as demonstrated by the example they provided in the interim matrix and 
the directions they provided for developing the master matrix. Iowa Code § 459.305; 79 Iowa 
Acts ch. 1137. An examination of the petition, attachments, proposed rule and the 
accompanying brief lays bare the Petitioners' goal of establish a moratorium on the growth of 
livestock farms through the adoption of a master matrix that no farm can meet. This goal is 
contrary to Iowa Code § 459.305. As one demonstration of their goal, the proposed matrix 
eliminates five of the top twelve criteria selected by permit applicants, and eliminates or 
drastically reduces the available points for the top fifteen criteria selected. See Petition and 
Enclosure B. 

This comment will first describe how some criteria are incompatible with each other, unavailable 
or not well defined such that all the points cannot be taken. Then, it will describe some of the 
impacts of the increased setback criteria with GIS mapping both statewide and with example 
counties located around the state. All references to criteria are numbered in accordance with the 
current matrix and new criteria in proposed matrix. See Attachment I for the current master 
matrix. Very few acres of land will provide an opportunity to site a livestock farm and meet the 
lowest thresholds for the increased setback distances. Even if there is an opportunity to find a 
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site within the small remaining percentage ofland, there are no guarantees the land is located on 
a livestock farmer's farm or that the property is available to be purchased. This combined with 
the inability to take many of the points, leads to the reasonable conclusion that the intent of the 
proposal is a moratorium on confinement feeding operations larger than 1000 animal units 
contrary to Iowa Code§ 459.305. 

Problems with Specific Proposed Matrix Criteria and Scoring 
Incongruous Matrix Criteria 

The existence of incompatible criteria in the proposed matrix is a major consideration in 
evaluating the proposal, which asks for a required score of 522 total: 74 in the air subcategory, 
180 in the water subcategory and 206 in the community impacts subcategory. The petition 
alleges available scores of614 total, 98.5 air, 240.5 water and 275 community. A proposed barn 
has few options to obtain the required scores, because the alleged available scores aren't all 
available for farmers to meet as some of them are incompatible. A farmer must choose between 
criteria and cam10t choose incompatible criteria: 

• Liquid manure (Criteria 12, 13, 18) vs. Dry manure (Criteria 16). Manure is either dry 
or liquid under Iowa's regulatory system. These criteria cannot all be taken since manure 

is one or the other, not both. 
• Wet/dry feeders reducing manure volume by 25% (Criteria 25) vs. Methane digesters 

(Criteria 26) and aerobic treatment ( criteria 18). Both methane digesters and aerobic 
treatment require more water content in the manure for the treatment process to work. 
Requiring a reduction in water content in criteria 25 means that criteria 18 and 26 might 

not be available. 
• Methane digesters require federal funds or loan guarantees to implement and make them 

economically feasible (Criteria 26) vs. new proposed criteria 51 (no federal or state 
funds or loan guarantees). A livestock fmmer will not be able to take both sets of points. 

• NRCS approved buffer strips (Criteria 28), NRCS CNMPs (Criteria 43) and certified 
nutrient management planner (Criteria 46) vs. new proposed criteria 51 (no federal or 
state funds or loan guarantees). To comply with criteria 28, 43 and 46, federal funding is 
required to gain NRCS approval, a NRCS CNMP and NRCS "certified nutrient 
management plmmer." If the application qualifies for criteria 51, the farmer cannot also 

meet criteria 28, 43 or 46. 

The requirement to make choices between criteria means that not all of the criteria are available 
for selection by a permit applicant. Fewer available choices means that it is highly unlikely that 
the applicant will be able to achieve the required scores. 
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Unavailable Matrix Criteria 

Below are examples of criteria that are unavailable to the majority of farmers due to economics 
or the requirements of the proposed criteria. 

• Criteria 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34 and 35. The increases in required setback 
distance under the matrix for both siting a livestock barn and for land application of 
manure makes the threshold points unavailable for most farms. Additionally, the 
reduction in points for these criteria make it impossible to achieve the required score 
considering all of the other criteria that are unavailable. The setback distances will be 
explored in greater detail below. 

• Criteria 9 requires a one mile distance to all other confinement feeding operations. In 
counties where livestock is the foundation of the economy, such as in Northwest Iowa, a 
one mile distance in all directions is not a reasonable standard as no livestock farm will 
be eligible to meet the criteria. See Attachment 2. 

• If a farm does not have an "exhaust fan," it cannot take the points under criteria 14. 
Many hog barns, all cattle barns and all hoop barns are not tunnel ventilated and therefore 
do not have exhaust fans on which to put a "biofilter." Therefore, these points are 
unavailable for many farms because they have a facility design that doesn't include an 
exhaust fan. 

• For criteria 23 and 24, with the change in the criteria, these criteria will also be 
unavailable for most farmers. First, many farmsteads are not suitable for new livestock 
barns under cuffent Iowa law or the family's lender requires the livestock barn to be 
separate from their farmstead. For those that are able to build on their home place, it is 
more likely than not that they have entered into a production contract. About a majority 
of farmers who raise hogs contrnct with someone else according to the 2012 U.S. Census 
of Agriculture. These criteria will become less available to farmers because of the 
proposed combined requirements with the tax credits and not having a production 
contract. 

• Criteria 29 cannot be selected as a criterion if land application of manure occurs on land 
classified as highly erodible (HEL). Highly erodible land is found in about every county 
in the state and it does not have uniform borders within a field. Because the HEL dataset 
from NRCS is so extensive, a sampling of the HEL land in representative counties is 
included. See Attachment 11. 

• Criteria 36 requires 100% of all landowners within a mile radius to provide written 
approval. This criterion applies to all landowners, not just residents. With many absentee 
landowners and the level of observed intimidation, this criterion is unlikely to be met. 

• Livestock barns are assessed and classified for property tax purposes as agricultural land 
under Iowa Code§ 441.21; Iowa Admin. Code 701-71.1. No new livestock barn 
qualifies for criteria 39 because of the proposed change to the criteria to require the farm 
to be classified as commercial rather than agricultural for property tax purposes. 
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Insufficiently Defined Matrix Criteria 

Iowa Code§ 459.305(1) requires the matrix to be "statistically verifiable" and to include 
"questions that may be readily scored according to ascertainable data and upon whicb reasonable 
persons familiar with the location of a proposed construction site would not ordinarily disagree." 
Some of the proposed criteria require the farmers, the county or the department to make 
decisions based on opinion or judgment rather than "ascertainable data" upon which persons 
"would not ordinarily disagree" as required by the statute. Examples of these criteria are below: 

• Criteria 8 and 34 include a proposed increased setback distance from "wetlands" among 
other types of land and water. The proposed definition of wetland is not sufficiently 
descriptive to avoid differing opinions about the existence of a wetland. Whether land is 
a wetland has always been a highly contested and debatable issue. First, the proposed 
definition is not the same definition or criteria for wetland determinations used by the 
USDA or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. See 7 C.F.R. § 12.2; 33 C.F.R. § 323 .2. 
Even if a jurisdictional determination was made by either of these agencies, it would not 
meet the definition proposed by the petitioners. Even if land was delineated as a wetland 
by these agencies, this information is not readily available public information for a 
neighbor, fmmer, county or regulator to access for purposes of the matrix unless the 
wetland is located on the farmer's land. 

Second, the proposed definition includes vague terms which are not found in the federal 
definition. When is the wetland to be measured for the 2-acre size? Wetlands expand m1d 
contract or disappear depending on precipitation and hydrology in any given year or any 
given day. What is a "natural condition"? This term is very debatable in the drained soils 
found in North Central Iowa. What does "mostly underwater or waterlogged during the 
spring growing season" mean? The duration of ponding necessary to meet the criteria is 
undefined as are the dates for the spring growing season. What is "vegetation of hydric 
soils"? The federal definition requires hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation and a certain 
hydrology. 

Because "wetland" is poorly defined in the proposed matrix and the only recognizable 
wetland term in the proposed definition is "hydric soils," the included analysis assumes 
for purposes of analyzing the proposed matrix that all hydric soils are wetlands as defined 
in the proposal. It is reasonable to assume for purposes of evaluating the proposed 
matrix, that criteria 8 and 34 are unavailable for any land with hydric soils, which makes 
up 41 % of the la11d area in the state. See Attachment 3. 

• Criteria 7, 8 and 34 create increased setback distances for Karst soils. When siting a 
new barn in an area that might be karst, soil corings are required to document whether the 
definition is met. Current regulations require this testing at the proposed site to determine 
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which construction regulations apply. If it is confirmed, more stringent regulations apply, 
such as thicker concrete for a manure storage structure. See Iowa Admin. Code 567-
65.14. Approximately the Northeast third of Iowa has areas designated as potential karst 
terrain. Despite the enhanced construction requirements, criteria 7 & 8 would be 
unavailable to the Northeast third of the state. To qualify for criteria 34, farmers would 
be prohibited from manure application in the entire Northeast third of state unless the 
farmer conducted deep soil corings on all manure application fields, an expensive 
proposition which isn't currently required. For purposes of analyzing the proposed 
matrix, it is reasonable to assume that criteria 7, 8 and 34 are unavailable to all areas 
mapped by DNR as potential karst terrain. See Attachment 4. 

• Criteria 2, 8, and 10 do not contain a setback distance but require the department to 
determine the distance based on 15% or 45% of past applications meeting the criteria. In 
other words, 85% of past applications cannot meet the new criteria. Recognizing that the 
department may not have all the necessary information to make this determination and 
that it would require substantial resources, ICCI staff verbally modified its proposal at the 
August 15, 2017 EPC Meeting to suggest that the department could substitute four times 
the required setbacks to complete this criterion. See Environmental Protection 
Commission minutes, August 15, 2017 at 5; 
http://www.iowadnr.gov/Portals/idnr/uploads/epc/20 l 709 l 8epc.pdf?ver=2017-09-07-
154156-633 (Last visited 9/15/17) Therefore, our analysis assumes and substitutes this 
suggestion instead of the petition language because the petition left it undefined. The 
petition itself is not sufficiently defined to determine how to score the matrix for these 
criteria. 

• New proposed criteria 46 requires "representative, quarterly surface water monitoring at 
all points of potential discharge from the production area, as determined by a certified 
nutrient management planner .... " Production area is defined for purposes of the federal 
NPDES program and is not used in;the context of the state permitting program. But, 
assuming the federal definition is used, current state law requires the barn to be located 
from 500 to 1000 feet from all water sources (plus any increased distance required by the 
master matrix) unless secondary containment is utilized. To determine "all points of 
potential discharge" is subjective and where reasonable persons will disagree. Therefore, 
this criterion does not meet the statutory requirements to be based on "ascertainable data" 
upon which persons "would not ordinarily disagree". 

• New proposed criteria 49 requires the board of supervisors to determine the amount of a 
"bond sufficient to remediate a manure spill of full waste storage capacity or other 
contamination event and to ensure proper closure of the CFO facilities." Reasonable 
persons will disagree on the amount of bond necessary to meet this requirement and 
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therefore it does not meet the statutory requirement for the master matrix. Further, Iowa 
livestock farmers already pay fees toward an indemnity fund for the express purpose of 
ensuring a farm is properly closed, so a bond is unnecessary. See Iowa Code§ 459.502 
and 459.503. 

• New proposed criteria 52 would require every manure application field to have RUSLE2 
output values that am less than Y. T. First, this description is vague and difficult to 
discern what is required to be determined. Second, RUSLE2 does not have the T factor 
as an output. See the NRCS RUSLE2 Handbook (March 2001); may be found at: 
https://www.mcs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE DOCUMENTS/nrcsl44p2 025079.pdf. Third, 
with the soil type diversity within a field, it is not practicable to make the determination 
for every soil type in the field as required by the proposed criteria. And finally, NRCS is 
in the process of converting away from RUSLE2 and will no longer technically support it 
after the transition is completed. 

Limitation on developing new technology 

The proposed master matrix also stifles innovation and new technologies because once the points 
are selected, they are incorporated into the farm's permit and must be met for the lifespan of the 
farm. When a farm has a large variety of choices to achieve the matrix score, this is less of an 
issue; however, with limited options requiring most of the criteria to be selected it is extremely 
limiting. Some examples of criteria that will curtail advancements are: 

• Criteria 11 requires the use of the Mim1esota OFFSET model without recognizing other 
models currently in use by livestock fmmers. 

• Criteria 14 does not include any information about what material would qualify to be 
used in the biofilter as newly added. The proposed chm1ges will prohibit new materials 
from being tested or used for a filter unless they are biological. 

• Criteria 21 discourages the use of new technology which require incentives to make 
them economically feasible. 

• Criteria 26. Fewer points are assigned if the farm uses a methane digester or converts 
dry manure to energy than the other available options under this criterion. Solids 
separation and other technologies won't get any credit. Fewer assigned points act as an 
additional disincentive to use this technology. 

• Criteria 28. Points are only available for NRCS approved buffer strips, and are not 
allowed for new edge-of-field technologies. 

The matrix requires a livestock farm to meet the criteria 100% of the time, during the entire life 
of the farm. As livestock farms continue to strive to improve and try new things, the structure of 
the matrix is a barrier which is exacerbated by proposed changes which requires almost all the 
criteria to be met. 
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Conclusion 

Many of the proposed matrix criteria are incongruous, insufficiently defined, unavailable or 
limits advancements. These characteristics make the criteria unavailable to be used toward 
achieving the matrix score. As proposed, 614 points are not available to every livestock farmer 
simply because of the type of manure, type of facility or geographic region of the state. 
Therefore, achieving 522 points is not feasible and the proposed matrix does not "feasibly 
provides for a satisfactory rating." As analyzed by the department in its draft response, if the 
minimum threshold is met for the setback distances, 96% of all of the remaining criteria must be 
achieved in order to receive the requisite score. As discussed above, it is not feasible to achieve 
96% of the remaining criteria. Next, the setback distance proposed criteria are examined. 

Setback Distances 
The proposed master matrix combines criteria, increases distances and reduces points to 
eliminate the incentive to build farther away from residences, businesses, schools, churches, and 
water sources. The proposal increases points and incentivizes mitigation activities rather than 
avoid the concern by building farther away. Every new type of structure included in the required 
setback distance for one criteria, makes that criteria harder to meet. An examination of the 
proposed setback distance requirements for siting a new barn and land application of manure 
demonstrates that very few, if any, of these criteria are available for every farmer to choose when 
scoring the matrix. Without being able to meet the minimum setback requirements plus 96% of 
the remaining criteria, a farm will not be able to achieve the proposed matrix score. 

Criteria 1 and 3 would be combined, the setback distance increased and the points available 
decreased in the proposed matrix. The proposal adds schools, churches and businesses to the 
types of structures in Criteria 1. Cunently, they are separately categorized in criteria 3. 
Increasing the distance also makes the criteria threshold harder to meet. The decreased points for 
these criteria make it harder to achieve the matrix score. Attachment 5 depicts the required 
setback distance from residences to obtain the threshold number of points for a 1,000 animal unit 
barn. The setback distance required under Iowa Code 459.202( 4) is 1,875 feet. The proposed 
matrix would require an additional 1,001 feet to gain any points under Criteria 1, or 2,876 feet, 
from all residences, schools, churches and businesses. 

The pink area on the map in Attachment 5 shows a 2,876 feet circle drawn around each rural 
residence in the state plotted from plat maps and google earth aerial photos. In the state-wide 
map, the grey areas represent city limits where livestock farms also cannot be constructed. Just 
the distance from residences makes 93% of the state unavailable for siting a livestock farm to 
obtain points from Criteria I. Much of the remaining 7% are areas that farmers are prohibited by 
Iowa law from building on, snch as streams, rivers, lakes and publicly owned land. The possible 
7% would also be reduced by the required 2,876 feet setback from schools, churches and 
businesses. 
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As additional examples, Attachment 6, Map A series, shows the same 2,876 distance from 
residences for the sample counties of Adair, Ce1TO Gordo, Fayette, Floyd, Humboldt, Sioux, 
Story and Washington Counties. The only areas possible to locate in order to achieve the 
minimum threshold points in Criteria 1 are shaded in green. The following percentages indicate 
the percentage of land that is unavailable to achieve the points in Criteria 1 for residential 

setback distances: 

Adair .................................. 91.5% of land is unavailable 

Cerro Gordo ....................... 93 .1 % 

Fayette ................................ 96.1 % 

Floyd .................................. 96.8% 

Humboldt ........................... 92.7% 

Sioux .................................. 97.4% 

Story ................................... 97 .5% 

Washington ........................ 94.1 % 

Attachment 7 is a map with only the areas left as possible locations for a new livestock barn to 
achieve points in proposed Criteria 1, 2, 8 and 10, shaded green. After considering the new 
required distances for residences, public use areas, streams, and impaired streams, only a half 
percent (0.5%) of the land in the state could take these matrix points. For public use areas, the 
map only shows the distance from DNR owned land and does not include distances from other 
public use areas such as county owned land or cemeteries. The stream setback distance indicated 
on the map does not include the even larger distance required of major water sources or high 
quality waters. If these had been included even fewer land acres would be available for siting. 
This map provides a conservative picture of the proposed distances required in Criteria 1, 2, 8, 
and 10 and demonstrates their unavailability towards meeting the required matrix score. 

Attachment 2 is a map of the required one-mile setback from other confinement feeding 
operations. As demonstrated, farmers located in pmis of the state that welcome and depend on 
livestock farms would not be allowed to take the points from Criteria 9. See Attaclunent 10. 

Attachment 3 is a map of the hydric soils within the state ofiowa. For purposes of 
demonstrating the impacts of proposed Criteria 8 and 34, including the proposed wetland 
definition, hydric soils are representative of where new livestock farms cannot be sited under 
Criteria 8 and manure cannot be applied under Criteria 34. 41 % of the state contains hydric soils 
and thus cmmot achieve the matrix points for these two criteria. 
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Attachment 4 is a map of the possible karst areas on which a livestock farm is prohibited under 
proposed Criteria 7 and 8 and manure application is prohibited under Criteria 34. Multiple 
counties in Northeast Iowa will be prohibited from constructing a livestock barn or applying 
manure because of this proposed criteria. 

Attachment 8, Map B series, shows many of the proposed water source setbacks. The map 
includes layers for the proposed required setbacks for streams, Jakes, major water sources, hydric 
soils, known sinkholes and karst terrain. Some of these layers overlap and thus the extent of 
each layer may not be fully visible. For example, see Attachment 9 for a statewide map of 
streams from the USGS database without the 2,000 feet setback applied. Below for the list of 
example counties shows the range of the percentage ofland that is unavailable due to the 
application of these criteria. 

Adair .................................. 90.4% of land is unavailable 

Cerro Gordo ....................... 80. I% 

Fayette ................................ 93.8% 

Floyd .................................. 97. 9% 

Humboldt ........................... 84.1 % 

Sioux .................................. 84.8% 

Story ................................... 84.9% 

Washington ........................ 91.0% 

Attachment 10, Map C series, includes maps of other proposed setback distances from DNR 
owned land, roads, impaired waters, high quality waters, and distance from other confinement 
feeding operations under Criteria 2, 5, 9 and 10. Below are the percentages ofland in each 
example connty which cannot meet the requirements for these criteria. 

Adair .................................. 75.9% ofland is nnavailable 

Cerro Gordo ....................... 78.8% 

Fayette ................................ 83 .1 % 

Floyd .................................. 83. 7% 

Humboldt ........................... 76.3 % 

Sioux .................................. 98.3% 

Story ................................... 79. 7% 

Washington ........................ 81. 9% 
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Looking at these maps in combination with the other maps makes clear that it is nearly 
impossible to locate a new barn and still get points from criteria I, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, and 10. The 
matrix requires that the points be cumulative to achieve the required score. With the proposed 
scoring changes, more points are required from a narrower list of possible points. The inevitable 
conclusion is that no site will obtain the required number of points under the proposal. 

Attachment 11, Map D series, incudes maps of highly erodible land in representative counties. 
In these counties, the land colored red could not have manure applied under Criteria 29. The 
following is a list of the percentages ofland that will be unavailable for manure application 
because of highly erodible land in these counties: 

Adair.. .............................. 62.2% unavailable for land application 

Cerro Gordo .................................. 9.3% 

Fayette ................................ 26.5% 

Floy<l .................................. 5.0% 

Humboldt ................................. .4.2% 

Sioux ................................ 12.5% 

Story ................................ 12.1 % 

Washington ............................... .41.4% 

As noted from the figures, Southern Iowa is impacted the greatest from this prohibition. Manure 
builds the organic matter, soil fertility and water retention properties of soil. Manure application 
on these Southern Iowa soils is recommended to improve soil quality so prohibiting it is 
counterintuitive to improved soil and water quality. 

Conclusion 
Current DNR regulations protect the envirornnent and require I 00% compliance before a 
construction permit can be issued to allow a farm family to grow their farm. The master matrix 
is an extra requirement that is imposed when a county passes a resolution. The current master 
matrix has caused changes in common practices such as more tree landscaping, having space in 
the yard to turn trucks around instead of on the road, larger distances to neighbors and water 
bodies, more incorporation of manure and greater commimication with neighbors and county 

supervisors. 

The proposed matrix will force choices that won't work for every farmer or farm operation. The 
proposed matrix is not flexible enough to fit all the different types of swine, cattle, dairy and 
poultry farms. Livestock farming is diverse and the current matrix structure allows for more 
diversity than the proposed matrix. The proposed master matrix does not meet the objectives of 
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Iowa Code 459 .305 by increasing the required score, lowering the available points, combining 
criteria, and revising the criteria such that they are unavailable in many areas and to many 
farmers. The proposed matrix does not feasibly provide for a satisfactory rating and as described 
herein the new or revised criteria do not provide "questions that may be readily scored according 
to ascertainable data and upon which reasonable persons familiar with the location of a proposed 
construction site would not ordinarily disagree." We respectfully request the Environmental 
Protection Commission to deny the Petition for Rulemaking filed by the Iowa Citizens for 
Community Improvement (!CCI) and Food and Water Watch (FWW) on July 18, 2017. 

Sincerely, 

Christina L. Gruenhagen 
Govermnent Relations Counsel 
Iowa Farm Burean Federation 

Attachment 1: Cmrent Master Matrix 
Attachment 2: Map of Proposed Criteria 9 
Attachment 3: Map of Proposed Criteria 8 and 34 
Attachment 4: Map of Proposed Criteria 7, 8 and 34 
Attachment 5: Map of Proposed Criteria 1, State-wide 
Attachment 6: Map of Proposed Criteria 1, Example Counties 
Attachment 7: Map of Proposed Criteria 1, 2, 8 and 10 
Attaclnnent 8: Map of Proposed Criteria 7 and 8, Example Counties 
Attachment 9: Map of Iowa Streams 
Attaclnnent 10: Map of Proposed Criteria 2, 5, 9 and 10 
Attachment 11: Map of Proposed Criteria 29 
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Proposed Site Characteristics 

Environmental Protection[567] 

APPENDIX C 
MASTER MATRIX 

Ch 65, p.125 

The following scoring criteria apply to the site of the proposed confinement feeding operation. 
Mark one score under each criterion selected by the applicant. The proposed site must obtain 
a minimum ovel'all score of 440 and a score of 53.38 in the "air" subcategory, a score of 67. 75 
in the "water" subcategory and a score of 101.13 in the "community impacts" subcategory. 

l. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement 
strncture to the closest 
* Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hospital, 
* Nursing home, or 
* Licensed or registered child care facility. 

Score Air Water 

250 feet to 500 feet 25 16.25 

50 l feet to 750 feet 45 29.25 

751 feet to 1,000 feet 65 42.25 

1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 85 55.25 

1,251 feet or more 100 65.00 

Community 

8.75 

17.50 

22.75 

29.75 

35.00 

(A) Refer to the construction pennit application package to detennine the animal unit capacity (or 
animal weight capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer 
to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 
(B) The department wiH award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to 
the proposed confinement feeding operation. 
(C) "Licensed or registered child care facility"~ a facility licensed or registered by the department 
of human services providing child care or preschool services for six or more children as provided in 
Iowa Code chapter 237A. 
(D) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the 
department of human services. 

2. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest public use area. 

Score Air Water Community 

250 feet to 500 feet 5 2.00 3.00 

501 feet to 750 feet 10 4.00 6.00 

751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 6.00 9.00 

l,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 8.00 12.00 

1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 10.00 15.00 

l ,50 I feet or more 30 12.00 18.00 
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(A) Refer to the construction pem1it application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or 
animal weight capacity if an expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer 
to Table 6 of 567--Chapter 65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 
(B) "Public use area"~ a portion of land owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision 
with facilities which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of 
time. Facilities include, but are not limited to, picnic grotmds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, 
shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes as listed in Table 2 of 567-Chapter 65, and swimming 
beaches. It does not include a highway, road right-of-way, parking areas, recreational trails or other 
areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or remain in the area for significant 
periods of time. 

3. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest: 
* Educational institution, 
* Religious institution, or 
* Commercial enterprise. 

250 feet to 500 feet 

50 l feet to 750 feet 

751 feet to 1,000 feet 

1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 

1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 

1,501 feet or more 

Score 

5 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

Air Water Community 

2.00 3.00 

4.00 6.00 

6.00 9.00 

8.00 12.00 

10.00 15.00 

12.00 18.00 

(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to detennine the animal unit capacity (or 
animal weight capacity ifan expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer 
to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 
(B) The department will award points only for the single building, of the three listed above, closest 
to the proposed confinement feeding operation. 
(C) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered 
to students enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited 
or approved nonpublic schools, area education agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher 
education under the control of the state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and 
universities. 
(D) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(E) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures 
goods, delivers services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the 
general public during the entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer 
systems. A commercial enterprise does not include a farm operation. 

4. Additional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 500 feet, from proposed 
confinement structure to the closest water source. 

Score Air Water Community 

250 feet to 500 feet 5 5.00 

501 feet to 750 feet 10 10.00 

751 feet to 1,000 feet 15 15.00 

1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 20.00 

1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 25.00 

l ,501 feet or more 30 30.00 
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"Water source" - a Jake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel having 
definite banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which only one 
landowner is riparian. 

5. Separation distance of300 feet or more from the proposed confinement structure to the nearest 
thoroughfare. 

Score Air Water Corrununity 

300 feet or more 30 9.00 21.00 

(A) "Thoroughfare" - a road, street, bridge, or highway open to the public and constructed or 
maintained by the state or a political subdivision. 
(8) The 300-foot distance includes the 100-foot minimum setback plus an additional 200 feet. 

6. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, from proposed confinement 
structure to the closest critical public area. 

Score Air Water Community 

500 feet or more 10 4.00 6.00 

(A) All critical public areas as defined in 567-65.1(459,459B) are public use areas and therefore 
subject to pub!ic use area minimum separation distances. 
(B) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity (or 
animal weight capacity ifan expansion) of the proposed confinement feeding operation. Then refer 
to Table 6 of 567-Chapter 65 to determine minimum required separation distances. 

7. Proposed confinement structure is at least two times the minimum required separation distance 
from all private and public water wells. 

Score Air Water Community 

Two times the minimum separation distance 30 24.00 6.00 

Refer to Table 6 of 567~Clrnpter 65 for minimum required separation distances to wells. 



Ch 65, p.128 Environmental Protection(567] !AC 11/9/16 

8. Additional separation distance, above the minimum requirement of 1,000 feet, from proposed 
confinement structure to the closest: 
* Agricultural drainage well, 
* Known sinkhole, or 
* Major water source. 

Score Air Water Community 

250 feet to 500 feet 5 0.50 2.50 2.00 

501 feet to 750 feet 10 1.00 5.00 4.00 

751 feet to I ,000 feet 15 1.50 7.50 6.00 

1,001 feet to 1,250 feet 20 2.00 10.00 8.00 

1,251 feet to 1,500 feet 25 2.50 12.50 10.00 

1,501 feet to 1,750 feet 30 3.00 15.00 12.00 

1,751 feet to 2,000 feet 35 3.50 17.50 14.00 

2,001 feet to 2,250 feet 40 4.00 20.00 16.00 

2,251 feet to 2,500 feet 45 4.50 22.50 18.00 

2,501 feet or more 50 5.00 25.00 20.00 

(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. 
(B) "Agricultural drainage wells" ~ include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultural 
drainage wells. 
(C) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, river or stream located within the territorial limits of the 
state, or any marginal river area adjacent to the state which can support a floating vessel capable of 
carrying one or more persons during a total of a six-month period in one out of ten years, excluding 
periods of flooding. Major water sources in the state are listed in Tables 1 and 2 in 567-Chapter 65. 

9. Distance between the proposed confinement structure and the nearest confinement facility that 
has a submitted department manure management plan. 

Score Air 

Three-quarters of a mile or more (3,960 feet) 25 7.50 

Confinement facilities include swine, poultry, and dairy and beef cattle. 

10. Separation distance from proposed confinement stmctme to closest: 
* High quality (HQ) waters, 
* High quality resource (I-IQR) waters, or 
* Protected water areas (PWA) 
is at least two times the minimum required separation distance. 

Score 

I Two times the minimum separation distance 30 

Air 

Water Community 

7.50 10.00 

Water Community 

22.50 7.50 

(A) The department will award points only for the single item, of the three listed above, closest to the 
proposed confinement feeding operation. 
(B) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(D) A listing of PW As is available at http://WW1iv.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organizalppd/prowater. 
htm#Location%20of0/o20PWA's%20in. 
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11. Air quality modeling results demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 percent of the time 
for residences within two times the minimum separation distance. 

Score Air Water Community 

University of Minnesota OFFSET model results 
demonstrating an annoyance level less than 2 10 6.00 4.00 

percent of the time 

(A) OFFSET can be found at http://www.extension.umn.edu/distribution/livestoc_ksystems/ 
DI7680.html. For more infoimation, contact De Larry Jacobson, University or Minnesota, 
(612)625~8288, jacob007@tc.umn.edu. 
(B) A residence that has a signed waiver for the minimum separation distance cannot be included in 
the model. 
(C) Only the OFFSET model is acceptable until the department recognizes other air qualily models. 

12. Liquid manure storage structure is covered. 

Score Air Water Community 

Covered liquid manure storage JO 27.00 3.00 

(A) "Covered" ~ organic or inorganic material, placed upon an animal feeding operation structure 
used to store manure, which significantly reduces the exchange of gases between the stored manure 
and the outside air. Organic materials include, but are not limited to, a layer of chopped straw, other 
crop residue, or a naturally occurring crust on the surface of the stored manure. Inorganic materials 
include, but are not limited to, wood, steel, aluminum, rubber, plastic, or Styrofoam. The materials 
shall shield at least 90 percent of the surface area of the stored manure from the outside air. Cover shall 
include an organic or inorganic material which current scientific research shows reduces detectable 
odor by at least 75 percent A formed manure storage structure directly beneath a !loor where animals 
are housed in a confinement feeding operation is deemed to be covered. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the manure cover must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

13. Construction pem1it application contains design, construction, operation and maintenance plan 
for emergency containment area at manure storage structure pump-out area. 

Score Air Water Community 

Emergency containment area 20 18.00 2.00 

(A) The emergency containment area must be able to contain at least 5 percent of the total volume 
capacity of the manure storage structure. 
(B) The emergency containment area must be constructed on soils that are fine-grained and have low 
permeability. 
(C) If manure is spilled into the emergency containment area, the spill must be reported to the 
department within six hours of onset or discovery. 
(D) The design, construction, operation and maintenance plan for the emergency contairunent area 
must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved construction 
pennit. 
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14. Installation ofa filter(s) designed to reduce odors from confinement building(s) exhaust fan(s). 

Score Air Water Community 

Installation offilter(s) JO 8.00 2.00 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the filter(s} must be in the construction pennit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction permit 

15. Utilization of landscaping around confinement structure. 

Score Air Water Community 

Utilization of landscaping 20 10.00 1000 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the landscaping must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction pennit. The design should contain at 
least three rows of trees and shrubs, of both fastw and slowwgrowing species that are well suited for 
the site. 

16. Enhancement, above minimum requirements, of structures used in stockpiling and composting 
activities, such as an impenneable pad and a roof or cover. 

Score Air Water Community 

Stockpile and compost faciHty enhancements 30 9.00 18.00 3.00 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the stockpile or compost structure enhancements 
must be in the construction pennit application and made a condition in the approved construction 
pennit. 
(B) The stockpile or compost structures must be located on land adjacent or contiguous to the 
confinement building. 

17. Proposed manure storage structure is fonned. 

Score Air Water Community 

Fanned manure storage structure 30 27.00 3.00 

(A) "Formed manure storage structure" - a covered or uncovered impoundment used to store manure 
from an animal feeding operation, which has wa!ls and a floor constructed of concrete, concrete block, 
wood, steel, or similar materials. Similar materials may include, but are not limited to, plastic, rubber, 
fiberglass, or other synthetic materials. Materials used in a formed manure storage structure shall have 
the stmctura\ integrity to withstand expected internal and external load pressures. 
(8) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the fanned manure storage structure must be in 
the constrnction pennit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 
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18. Manure storage structure is aerated to meet departmental standards as an aerobic structure, if 
aeration is not already required by the department. 

Score Air Water Community 

Aernted manure storage structure 10 8.00 2.00 

(A) "Aerobic structure" - an animal feeding operation structure other than an egg washwater storage 
structure which relies on aerobic bacterial action which is maintained by the utilization of air or 
oxygen and which includes aeration equipment to digest organic matter. Aeration equipment shall 
be used and shall be capable of providing oxygen at a rate sufficient to maintain an average of 2 
milligrams per liter dissolved oxygen concentration in the upper 30 percent of the depth of manure in 
the structure at all times. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the aeration equipment must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

19. Proposed confinement site has a suitable truck turnaround area so that semitrailers do not have 
to back into the facility from the road. 

Score Air Water Community 

Truck turnaround 20 20.00 

(A) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the truck turnaround area must be in the 
construction pennit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 
(B) The turnaround area should be at least 120 feet in diameter and be adequately surfaced for traffic 
in inclement weather. 

20. Constrnction permit applicant's animal feeding operation environmental and worker protection 
violation history for the last five years at all facilities in which the applicant has an interest 

Score Air Water Community 

I No history of Administrative Orders in last five 30 30.00 
years 

(A) "Interest"~ ownership of a confinement feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a IO percent or 
more ownership interest held by a person in a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant 
in common, shareholder, partner, member, beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership 
interest is an interest when it is held either directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or 
both. 
(8) An envlrorunenta! violation is a final Administrative Order (AO) from the department or final 
court ruling against the construction permit applicant for environmental violations related to an animal 
feeding operation. A Notice of Violation (NOV) does not constitute a violation. 

21. Construction permit applicant waives the right to claim a Pollution Control Tax Exemption for 
the life of the proposed confinement feeding operation structure. 

Score Air Water Community 

I Permanent waiver of Pollution 
Exemption 

Control Tax 
5 5.00 
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(A) Waiver of Pollution Control Tax Exemption is limited to the proposed structure(s) in the 
construction permit application. 
(B) The department and county assessor will maintain a record of this waiver, and it must be in the 
construction pennit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

22. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Homestead Tax Exemption on the site where 
the proposed confinement structure is to be constructed 
- OR -
the construction permit applicant is the closest resident to the proposed confinement structure. 

Score Air Water Community 

Site qualifies for Homestead Tax Exemption or 
permit applicant is closest resident to proposed 25 25.00 
structure 

(A) Proof of Homestead Tax Exemption is required as part of the construction pennit application. 
(8) Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - ownership of a confinement 
feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in 
a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, 
beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either 
directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both. 

23. Construction permit applicant can lawfully claim a Family Farm Tax Credit for agricultural land 
where the proposed confinement feeding operation is to be located pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 
425A 

Score Air Water Community 

Family Farm Tax Credit qualification 25 25.00 

Applicant includes persons who have ownership interests. "Interest" - ownership of a confinement 
feeding operation as a sole proprietor or a 10 percent or more ownership interest held by a person in 
a confinement feeding operation as a joint tenant, tenant in common, shareholder, partner, member, 
beneficiary or other equity interest holder. Ownership interest is an interest when it is held either 
directly, indirectly through a spouse or dependent child, or both. 

24. Facility size. 

Score Air Water Community 

1 to 2,000 animal unit capacity 20 20.00 

2,001 to 3,000 animal unit capacity 10 10.00 

3,001 animal unit capacity or more 0 0.00 
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(A) Refer to the construction permit application package to determine the animal unit capacity of the 
proposed confinement structure at the completion of construction. 
(B) If the proposed structure is part of an expansion, animal unit capacity (or animal weight capacity) 
must include all animals confined in adjacent confinement structures. 
(C) Two or more animal feeding operations under common ownership or management are deemed 
to be a single animal feeding operation if they are adjacent or utilize a common area or system for 
manure disposal. In addition, for purposes of determining whether two or more confinement feeding 
operations are adjacent, all of the following must apply: 

(a) At least one confinement feeding operation struct11re must be constrncted on and after May 21, 
1998. 

(b) A confinement feeding operation structure which is part of one confinement feeding operation is 
separated by less than a minimum required distance from a confinement feeding operation structure 
which is part of the other confinement feeding operation. The minimum required distance shal! be as 
follows: 

(I) 1,250 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity ofless 
than 1,000 animal units. 

(2) 2,500 feet for confinement feeding operations having a combined animal unit capacity of 
1,000 animal units or more. 

25. Construction permit application includes livestock feeding and watering systems that 
significantly reduce manure volume. 

Score Air Water Community 

I Wet/dry feeders or other feeding and watering 
systems that significantly reduce manure volume 

25 12.50 12.50 

The design, operation and maintenance plan for the feeding system must be in the construction permit 
application and made a condition in the approved construction pennit. 

Proposed Site Operation and Manure Management Practices 

The following scoring criteria apply to the operation and manure management characteristics 
of the proposed confinement feeding operation, Mark _Q!!! score under each criterion that best 
rcOects the characteristics of the submitted manure management pl:rn. 

26. Liquid or dry manure (choose only one subsection from subsections "a" M "e" and mark only one 
score in that subsection). 

Score Air Water Community 

a. Bulk dry manure is sold under Iowa Code chapter 15 15.00 
200A and surface-applied 

Bulk dry manure is sold l1!Ider Iowa Code chapter 
200A and incorporated on the same date it is 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

Jaodwapplied 

b. Dry manure is composted and land-applied under ID 4.00 4.00 2.00 
the requirements of a manure management plan 

Dry manure is composted and sold so that no 
manure is applied under the requirements of a 30 12.00 12.00 6.00 

manure management plan 
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c. Methane digester is used to generate energy f:rom 
manure and remaining manure is surface-applied 
under the requirements of a manure management 
plan 

After methane digestion is complete, manure is 
injected or incorporated on the same date it is 
land-applied under the requirements of a manure 
management plan 

d. Dry manure is completely burned to generate 
energy and no remaining manure is applied under 
the requirements of a manure nrnnBgement plan 

Some dry manure is burned to generate energy, 
but remaining manure is land-applied and 
incorporated on the same date it is land-applied 

e. Injection or incorporation of manure on the same 
date it is !and-applied 

10 

JO 

30 

JO 

30 
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3.00 3.00 4.00 

12.00 12.00 6.00 

9.00 9.00 12.00 

12.00 12.00 6.00 

12.00 12.00 6.00 

(A) Choose only ONE line from subsection "a," "b," "c," "d," or "e" above and mark only one score 
in that subsection. 
(B) The injection or incorporation of manure must be in the construction permit application and made 
a condition in the approved construction pennit. 
(C) If an emergency <1rises and injection or incorporation is not feasible, prior to land application of 
manure, the applicant must receive a written approval for an emergency waiver from a department 
field office to surface-apply manure. 
(D) Requirements pertaining to the sale of bulk dry manure pursuant to Iowa Code chapter 200A 
must be incorporated into the constrnction pennit application and made a condition of the approved 
constmction permit. 
(E) The design, operation and maintenance plan for utllization of manure as an energy source must 
be in the construction pennit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 
(F) The design, operation and maintenance plan for composting facilities must be in the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

27. Land application of manure is based on a two-year crop rotation phosphorus uptake level. 

Score Air Water Community 

Two-year phosphorus crop uptake application rate 10 10.00 

(A) Land application of manure cannot exceed phosphorus crop usage levels for a two-year crop 
rotation cycle. 
(B) The phosphorus uptake application rates must be in the construction permit application and made 
a condition in the approved construction permit. 

28. Land application of manure to farmland that has USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS)-approved buffer strips contiguous to all water sources traversing or adjacent to the fields 
listed in the manure management plan. 

Score Air Water Community 

Manure application on fannland with buffer strips 10 8.00 2.00 
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(A) The department may request NRCS maintenance agreements to ensure proper design, installation 
and maintenance of filter strips. If a filter strip is present but not designed by NRCS, it must meet 
NRCS standard specifications. 
(B) The application field does not need to be owned by the confinement facility owner to receive 

points. 
(C) On current and future manure management plans, the requirement for buffer strips on all !and 
application areas must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction permit. 

29. Land application of manure does not occur on highly erodible land (HEL), as classified by the 
USDA NRCS. 

Score Air Water Community 

No manure application on HEL farmland 10 1000 

Manure application 011 non~HEL fannland must be in the construction permit application and made 
a condition in the approved construction permit 

30. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the 
land application of manure to the closest: 
* Residence not owned by the owner of the confinement feeding operation, 
* Hospital, 
* Nursing home, or 
* Licensed or registered child care facility. 

Score Air Water 

I Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 3.25 

I Additional separation distance of 500 feet 10 6.50 

Community 

1.75 

3.50 

{A) The department will award points only for the single building, of the four listed above, closest to 
the proposed confinement feeding operation. 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application ofmamire i1\jected or incorporated on the same 
date as application: 0 feet. 
(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit. 
(E) "Licensed or registered child care facility" ~ a facility licensed or registered by the department 
of human services providing child care or preschool services for six or more children as provided in 
Iowa Code chapter 23 7 A. 
(F) A full listing of licensed and registered child care facilities is available at county offices of the 
department of human services. 

31. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for land 
application of manure to closest public use area. 

Score Air Water Community 

Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 2.00 3.00 
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(A) "Public use area" w a portion ofland owned by the United States, the state, or a political subdivision 
with facilities which attract the public to congregate and remain in the area for significant periods of 
time. Facilities include, but are not limited to, picnic grounds, campgrounds, cemeteries, lodges, 
shelter houses, playground equipment, lakes as listed in Table 2 in 567-Chapter 65, c1nd swimming 
beaches. It does not include a highway, road rightwofwway, parking areas, recreational trails or other 
areas where the public passes through, but does not congregate or remain in the area for significant 
periods of time. 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same 
date as application: 0 feet. 
(C) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soi! surface: 750 feet. 
(D) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved constrnction pennit. 

32, Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements (0 or 750 feet, see below), for the 
land application of manure to the closest: 
* Educational institution, 
* Religious institution, or 
* Commercial enterprise. 

Score Air Water Community 

Additional separation distance of 200 feet 5 2.00 3.00 

(A) Minimum sepiuation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 750 feet. 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on same 
date as application: 0 feet. 
(C) The additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit. 
(D) "Educational institution" - a building in which an organized course of study or training is offered 
to students enrolled in kindergarten through grade 12 and served by local school districts, accredited 
or approved nonpublic schools, area education agencies, community colleges, institutions of higher 
education under the control of the state board of regents, and accredited independent colleges and 
universities. 
(E) "Religious institution" - a building in which an active congregation is devoted to worship. 
(F) "Commercial enterprise" - a building which is used as a part of a business that manufactures 
goods, delivers services, or sells goods or services, which is customarily and regularly used by the 
general public during the entire calendar year and which is connected to electric, water, and sewer 
systems. A commercial enterprise does not include a farm operation. 

33. Additional separation distance of 50 feet, above minimum requirements (0 or 200 feet, see 
below), for the land application of manure to the closest private drinking water well or public 
drinking water well 
- OR -
well is properly closed under supervision of county health officials. 

Score Air Water Community 

I Additional separation distance of50 feet or well is 
properly closed 

10 8.00 2.00 

(A) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure injected or incorporated on the same 
date as application or 50-foot vegetation buffer exists around well and manure is not applied to the 
buffer: 0 feet 
(B) Minimum separation distance for land application of manure broadcast on soil surface: 200 feet 
(C) If applicant chooses to close the well, the well closure must be incorporated into the construction 
permit application and made a condition in the approved construction pennit. 
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34. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of manure 
to the closest: 
* Agricultural drainage well, 
* Known sinkhole, 
* Major water source, or 
* Water source. 

I Additional separation distance of200 feet 

I Additional separa{ion distance of 400 feet 

Score 

5 

10 

Air Water Community 

0.50 2.50 2.00 

1.00 5.00 4.00 

(A) "Agricultural drainage wells" - include surface intakes, cisterns and wellheads of agricultl.lfal 
drainage wells. 
(B) "Major water source" - a lake, reservoir, r[ver or stream located within the territorial limits of the 
state, or any marginal river area adjacent to the state, which can support a floating vessel capable of 
carrying one or more persons during a total of a six~month period in one out often years, excluding 
periods of flooding. Major water sources in the state are listed in Tables I and 2 in 567-Chapter 65. 
(C) "Water source" - a lake, river, reservoir, creek, stream, ditch, or other body of water or channel 
having definite banks and a bed with water flow, except lakes or ponds without an outlet to which 
only one landowner is riparian. 
(D) Tbe additional separation distances must be in the construction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved constrnctlon pennit. 

35. Additional separation distance, above minimum requirements, for the land application of 
manure, to the closest: 
* High quality (HQ) water, 
* High quality resource (HQR) water, or 
* Protected water area (PWA). 

I Additional separation distance of200 feet 

I Additional separation distance of 400 feet 

Score 

5 

10 

Air Water Community 

3.75 1.25 

7.50 2.50 

(A) HQ waters are identified in 567-Chapter 6l. 
(B) HQR waters are identified in 567-Chapter 61. 
(C) A listing of PWAs is available at http://www.state.ia.us/government/dnr/organiza/ppd/prowater. 
htm#Location%20of%20PWA's%20in. · · 

36. Demonstrated community support. 

Score Air Water Community 

I Written approval of 100 percent of the property 
owners within a one-mile radius 

20 20.00 

37. Worker safety and protection plan is submitted with the construction permit application. 

Score Air Water Community 

Submission of worker safety and protection plan 10 10.00 
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{A) The worker safety and protection plan must be in the constrnction permit application and made a 
condition in the approved construction permit 
(B) The worker safety and protection plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure 
management plan records. 

38. Applicant signs a waiver of confidentiality allowing the pub!ic to view confidential manure 
management plan land application records. 

Score Air Water Community 

Manure management plan confidentiality waiver 5 5.00 

The waiver of confidentiality must be in the constrnction pennit application and made a condition in 
the approved construction permit. The applicant may limit public inspection to reasonable times and 
places, 

39. Added economic value based on quality job development (number of full-time equivalent (FTE) 
positions), and salary equal to or above Iowa department of workforce development median 
(45-2093) 
- OR -
the proposed structure increases commercial property tax base in the county. 

Score Air Water Community 

Economic value to local community 10 10.00 

The Iowa department of workforce development regional profiles are available at 
http://wvvw.iowawo_rkforce._org/centers/regionalsites.htm. Select the appropriate region and then 
select "Regional Profile," · 

40. Construction permit application contains an emergency action plan. 

Score Air Water Community 

Emergency action plan 5 2.50 2.50 

(A) Iowa State University Extension publication PM 1859 lists the components of an emergency 
action plan The emergency action plan submitted should parallel the components listed in the 
publication. 
(B) The posting and implementation ofan emergency action plan must be in the construction permit 
application mid made a condition in the approved construction pennit. 
(C) The emergency action plan and subsequent records must be kept on site with the manure 
management plan records. 

41. Constrnction permit application contains a closure plan. 

Score ·Air Water Community 

Closure plan 5 2.50 2.50 

(A) The closure plan must be in the construction pennit application and made a condition in the 
approved construction permit. 
(B) The closure plan must be kept on site with the manure management plan records. 
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42. Adoption and implementation of an environmental management system (EMS) recognized by 
the department. 

Score Air Water Community 

EMS 15 4.50 4.50 6.00 

(A) The EMS must be in the construction permit application and made a condition in the approved 
construction pennit. 
(B) The EMS must be recognized by the department as an acceptable EMS for use with confinement 
operations. 

43. Adoption and implementation of NRCS~approved Comprehensive Nutrient Management Plan 
(CNMP). 

Score Air Water Community 

CNMP IO 3.00 3.00 4.00 

The implementation and continuation of a CNMP must be in the construction pem1it application and 
made a condition in the approved construction permit. 

44. Groundwater monitoring wells installed near manure storage structure, and applicant agrees to 
provide data to the department. 

Score Air Water Community 

Groundwater monitoring 15 10.50 4.50 

(A) Monitoring well location, sampling and data submission must meet department requirements. 
(B) The design, operation and maintenance plan for the groundwater monitoring wells, and data 
transfer to the department, must be in the construction pennit application and made a condition in 
the approved constrnction permit. 

Total Air Water Community 
Score 

Minimum score to pass: 440 53.38 67.75 101.13 



IFBF Attachment 2 

Criteria 9: One Mile Setback from Another Confinement Feeding Operati~n 
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IFBF Attachment 3 

Proposed Criteria 8 and 34: Prohibition on construction of a new livestock 
barn or applying manure on wetlands as defined by Hydric Soils 

14,836,230 acres - 41.1 % ofland prohibited in the State 
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IFBF Attachment 4 

Proposed Criteria 7, 8 and 34 include a prohibition on siting a new livestock 
barn and manure application on karst terrain. 

Ooounly 

-Non-Karst 

- Karst - within 1000 ft of sinkhole 

- Potential Karst 

Karst Areas in Iowa 

Source: Iowa Departmenl of Natural Resources GIS Data 
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IFBF Attachment 5 

Proposed Criteria 1: Minimum residential setback in the proposed matrix 
makes 93%1 of land unavailable. Remaining 7% may also be unavailable due to 
streams, lakes, schools, churches, businesses, and publicly owned land. 

IFBF 
--------------------------------------

Residences With Minimum 2876 ft Setback 

~---------------------------------------~ 
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IFBF Attachment 6 

Proposed Criteria 1: Minimum residential setback distance of 2,876 feet to 
achieve threshold points. 

Example Counties and amount of land unavailable to achieve threshold points for 
Criteria 1 because of residential setback: 

Adair ............................ 91.5% ofland is unavailable 

Cerro Gordo ................. 93.1% 

Fayette .......................... 96.1 % 

Floyd ............................ 96.8% 

Humboldt ..................... 92. 7% 

Sioux ............................ 97.4% 

Story ............................. 97.5% 

Washington .................. 94. l % 
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Fayette County Map A 
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Humboldt County 

36 

c::J County 

Map A 

Map A 
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Map A 
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c:::I County 

Map A 

Map A 

• Residential Buffer 2876 
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IFBF Attachment 7 

Proposed Criteria 1, 2, 8, and 10: Separation distances required from 
residence, public use areas, streams, and impaired streams to achieve 
threshold points. 

99.5% of land cannot meet all four criteria (Gray area) 
--- ---·-------------

Siting Opportunities After Select Criteria Applied 
--~: .... . 
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a s;t;ng Oppartunltles 
Cities 

Notes: Public use areas mapped only include DNR owned land, not county-owned land. 
Setbacks from streams do not include the even larger distances required of major water sources 
or high quality waters. Data taken from plat maps, aerial photos, and DNR and USGS databases. 

Setbacks mapped include the following: 

Residences 2,876 ft 

DNR Public lands 10,000 ft 

Streams 2,000 ft 

Impaired Streams 4,000 ft 
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IFBF Attachment 8 

Proposed Criteria 7 and 8: Separation distances from major streams, lakes, 
streams and sinkholes, and prohibition from siting on possible karst terrain 
and wetlands (hydric soils) 

Distances mapped using DNR and USGS databases: 

Major streams (major water source): 4,000 feet (assumes 4X current distance) 

Streams (water sources): 2,000 feet (assumes 4X current distance) 

Lakes (water sources): 2,000 feet (assumes 4X current distance and does not include 
enhanced distance for major lakes) 

Known Sinkholes: 1,000 feet 

Karst terrain and hydric soils: complete prohibition where located 

Using the above setback distances, the example counties have at least this 
percentage of land that is unavailable to achieve these points for Criteria 7 and 8: 

Adair .................................. 90.4% ofland is unavailable 

Cerro Gordo ....................... 80.1 % 

Fayette ................................ 93.8% 

Floyd .................................. 97.9% 

Humboldt ........................... 84.1 % 

Sioux .................................. 84.8% 

Story ................................... 84.9% 

Washington ........................ 91. 0% 
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Adair County 

Anita 
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Cerro Gordo County 
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Map B 
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Humboldt County 
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Sioux County 
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Story County 
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Washington County Map B 
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IFBF Attachment 9 

All Streams as Defined by the National Hydrography Dataset 
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IFBF Attachment 10 

Proposed Criteria 2, 5, 9 and 10: Public Use Areas, Roads, Animal feeding 
Operations and High Quality and Impaired waters 

Setback distances mapped include the following: 

DNR Public Lands: 10,000 feet (assumes 4X the currently required 2,500 feet distance) 

Roads: 500 feet 

Animal Feeding Operations: I mile 

High Quality Waters, high quality resource waters and protected water areas: 4,000 feet 

Impaired Streams 4,000 feet 

After mapping the above setback distances, the following percentage of land in the 
example counties are unavailable for taking matrix points under Criteria 2, 5, 9 and 
10. 

Adair .................................. 75.9% of land is unavailable 

Cerro Gordo ....................... 78.8% 

Fayette ................................ 83. I% 

Floyd .................................. 83. 7% 

Humboldt ........................... 76.3% 

Sioux .................................. 98 .3 % 

Story ................................... 79. 7% 

Washington ........................ 81.9% 

Notes: Public use areas mapped only include DNR owned land, not county-owned land. Data 
taken from plat maps, aerial photos, and DNR and USGS databases. 
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Adair County 
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Cerro Gordo County 

HQStreams Buffor 4000 ft 
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Map C 

• ONR!and Buffer 10000ft 
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Fayette County 
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Map C 

- Impaired Stream Buffer 
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Floyd County 
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Map C 
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Humboldt County 
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Sioux County 
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Story County 
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Washington County Map C 
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IFBF Attachment 11 

Proposed Criteria 29: Prohibits manure application on highly erodible land 

The percentage ofland unavailable for land application in the example counties 
because of the highly erodible land designation: 

Adair ................................ 62.2% unavailable for land application 

Cerro Gordo .................................. 9.3% 

Fayette ................................ 26.5% 

Floyd .................................. 5.0% 

Humboldt. ................................. 4.2% 

Sioux ................................ 12.5% 

Story ................................ 12.1% 

Washington ............................... .41.4% 

Notes: Data taken from NRCS databases. 
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DNR Updated 7/2017 

# 

Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Environmental Protection Commission 

Decision Item 

Contract with The United States Geological Survey 

Commission approval is requested for a contract with The United States Geological Survey, of Iowa City, Iowa. 

Contract Terms: 
Amount: Not to exceed $full 316,460.00 
Dates: October 1, 2017 to September 30, 2018. 
Funding Source(s): Environment First State Appropriation for water monitoring. 
Statutory Authority: 455B103. 

Contract Background: Water quantity and quality information is of key importance to understanding ecosystem 
health, flood potential and the level of risk to humans within and beyond the watershed. Surface-water flow 
information in Iowa is collected on a nearly continuous basis at 128 stream gaging stations (22 supported in this 
agreement), and real-time water-quality sensors (8 sites supported in this agreement) across Iowa. Lastly, the ability to 
estimate surface-water flow at ungaged sites in Iowa is critical for estimating pollutant loading and flux, Use 
Attainability Assessments and is needed by State Nutrient Reduction Strategy. The completed applications StreamStat 
and StreamEst will be maintained, will be made available to the public, and used by the Department and others to 
support management and planning decisions. 

Selection Process Summary: Intergovernmental contracting with The United States Geological Survey is authorized 
under 11 IAC 118.4. Also contracts with state universities and other public agencies for laboratory work, scientific 
field measurement and environmental quality evaluation services necessary to implement Iowa Code Chapter 455B 
is authorized under Iowa Code section 455B.103(3). 

Contract History: 
The DNR has entered into contracts with The United States Geological Survey on an annual basis since 1993. The 
purpose of the contracts with The United States Geological Survey is to have them assist the DNR in the collection of 
rea l-time surface water flow and water quality concentrations. The most recent contracts have been the following: 

Contract #1: Timeframe: 9/2012-8/2013; Amount $582,690 
Contract #2: Timeframe: 9/2013-8/2014; Amount$ 618,610 
Contract #3: Timeframe: 9/2014-8/2015; Amount $265,650 
Contract #4: Timeframe: 9/2015-8/2016; Amount $449,620 
Contract #5: Timeframe: 9/2016-8/2017; Amount $310,520 

Roger Bruner, Supervisor, Water Quality Bureau 
Environmental Services Division 
September 19, 2017 



Master Matrix Rulemaking Petition 
 

September 18, 2017 



“Before they can be approved for 
construction, they must earn points on the 
master matrix for choosing sites and using 
practices that reduce adverse impacts on 

the environment and the community.” 









What the petition asks for 
• A one-time enrollment for counties, rather than the burdensome 

requirement for counties to readopt the master matrix every single year; 
• A higher minimum passing score, requiring applicants to earn more points 

to obtain a permit; 
• Revisions to the point structure to incentivize practices that prevent or 

mitigate pollution; 
• New criteria that consider more environmental factors, such as unique 

topography and existing water pollution impairments; 
• Elimination of criteria that do not provide meaningful environmental or 

community benefits; and 
• Increased separation distances from things like schools, homes, public use 

areas, wells, etc. 



“To conserve and enhance our 
natural resources in cooperation 

with individuals and organizations 
to improve the quality of life in Iowa  

and ensure a legacy for 
future generations.” 

Mission Statement 



The Petition is Feasible 

• The master matrix is intended to require more 
than  compliance with existing requirements 
to earn a passing score 
 

• DNR errs in using the ineffective current 
matrix as a starting point for what is 
appropriate 



The Petition is Complete 
• Resources needed to establish separation 

distances for 3 criteria based on existing data 
would not be significant 
 

• Any future updates to matrix criteria, which 
DNR recommends the EPC consider, will 
require similar analyses 



None of the Proposed Criteria  
are “Improper” 

• Nothing bars DNR from considering notices of 
violation in its allocation of points under the 
matrix 
 

• Federal law does not limit DNR’s authority to 
allot points under the matrix for facilities that 
have NPDES permits 







First Name Last Name City State

1 Madith Burnett Des Moines IA
2 Frank Cordaro Des Moines IA
3 Linda Schrader Chariton IA
4 Sandra Sanchez Des Moines IA
5 Rhea Osland Laurel IA
6 Constance McCrary Grand Junction CO
7 Ken Sagar Des Moines IA
8 Wendy Barth Cedar Rapids IA
9 Stephen Tews Bloomfield IA

10 Johnetta Levell Des Moines IA
11 Patricia Fuller Council Bluffs IA
12 Kevin Shilling Greenfield IA
13 Jeanette Bauer Ankeny IA
14 Dick Bird Keosauqua IA
15 Pat Bowen Iowa City IA
16 Karon Finn Creston IA
17 Frank Jones Bloomfield IA
18 Barbara Kalbach Dexter IA
19 Kurt Kelsey Iowa Falls IA
20 Keith Kuper Ackley IA
21 Gary Larsen Exira IA
22 Vern Tigges Adel IA
23 Brad Wilson Springville IA
24 Carole Simmons Fairfield IA
25 Jerry Szumski Des Moines IA
26 Eugene Kutsch Dubuque IA
27 Anthony Tremmel Cresco IA
28 Dixie Webb Ankeny IA
29 Shari Hawk Ankeny IA
30 Carolyn Uhlenhake Walker Des Moines IA
31 Tess Etzel Des Moines IA
32 John Blasingame Malvern IA
33 Jo Rod Ames IA
34 Kathleen Herman Grinnell IA
35 Bill Douglas Des Moines IA
36 Sharon Johnson Windsor Heights IA
37 Mary Harrison Des Moines IA
38 Dawn Jones Wellman IA
39 Fern Andrew Windsor Heights IA
40 Judy Lemish Ames IA
41 Jan Corderman Pleasant Hill IA
42 Spencer Green Carrboro NC
43 Omer Goodner Kalona IA
44 Susan Kolbe Grinnell IA
45 Lloyd Paul Ouderkirk Dubuque IA
46 Eloise Cranke Des Moines IA



47 Amanda Dunsky Earlham IA
48 Janet Pealer Van horne IA
49 Charles R. Kimpston Polk City IA
50 Liz Blessington Breda IA
51 Ron Egertsen Laurens IA
52 Katherine Fromm Ames IA
53 Norma Hauck Livermore IA
54 Gloria Kalbach Dexter IA
55 Mary Sand Ames IA
56 Bob Simon Winterset IA
57 Lisa Whelan Des Moines IA
58 Danielle Wirth Woodward IA
59 Mike Messerly Council Bluffs IA
60 Bernadette Siebert Ames IA
61 Felicia Mullin Des Moines IA
62 Susan Benner Ames IA
63 David Drake Des Moines IA
64 Phyllis Burget Ankeny IA
65 Linda Kimball Des Moines IA
66 Rick Kozin Des Moines IA
67 Linda Holvik Marshalltown IA
68 Roland Zimany Urbandale IA
69 Rhonda Wells Malcom IA
70 Susan West Fairbank IA
71 Deanna Lehl Des Moines IA
72 Skip Carr Dubuque IA
73 John Cook Carroll IA
74 Gary Lamb Chelsea IA
75 Garry Klein Iowa City IA
76 Peter Hansen Iowa City IA
77 Jan Flora Ames IA
78 Raymond Harden Perry IA
79 Jeanie Hagedorn Des Moines IA
80 Gene Koschmeder Cresco IA
81 John Klaus Ames IA
82 Lynne Gentry Rockwell City IA
83 Bob Walls Fairfield IA
84 Sue Wilson Dubuque IA
85 Miriam Patterson Ames IA
86 Evalee Mickey North Liberty IA
87 Penney Morse Osage IA
88 Darrel Wrider Cedar Rapids IA
89 Bruce Antion Ames IA
90 Sarah Gardner Des Moines IA
91 James Marren Des Moines IA
92 Jean Allgood Iowa City IA
93 Brian Cooney Des Moines IA



94 Ann Skopin Fairfield IA
95 Marsha Griffith West Des Moines IA
96 Loras Coakley Mt Horeb WI
97 Cheryl Berg Ankeny IA
98 Steve Neal Earlham IA
99 Ed Flaherty Iowa City IA

100 Julia Natvig Davenport IA
101 Jane Robinette Urbandale IA
102 Lynn Gallagher Solon IA
103 Bobbie Paxton Iowa City IA
104 Bob Ferguson Fairfield IA
105 Kathy Pertzborn Ankeny IA
106 David Leonard Waukee IA
107 Kate Narveson Decorah IA
108 Ellen Grimes Des Moines IA
109 Lynn Burget-Wood Ankeny IA
110 Penny Fee Sioux City IA
111 Leon Jolin Sioux City IA
112 Julie Luhr Sioux City IA
113 Glen Draper Eldora IA
114 Sandra Ladegaard Arnolds Park IA
115 Emily Reed Spirit Lake IA
116 Patricia Martinson Decorah IA
117 Eric Rusch Fairfield IA
118 Tom Frantzen New Hampton IA
119 Robert Hauck Livermore IA
120 Cindy Borske Mason City IA
121 Bill Trampe Iowa Falls IA
122 Linda Murken Gilbert IA
123 Kathy Ferguson Des Moines IA
124 Kristi Harris Iowa Falls IA
125 Mary Oetker Marshalltown IA
126 Jane Alexander Jefferson IA
127 Michael Clark Knoxville IA
128 Don Dahlof Kirkman IA
129 Suzanne Mann-Zilber Ames IA
130 Leonard Baumhover Audubon IA
131 James Berge Kensett IA
132 Earl Blohm Audubon IA
133 Patrick Bosold Fairfield IA
134 Brenda Brink Huxley IA
135 Roger Terwilliger Humboldt IA
136 Jill Colver Roland IA
137 Becky Criswell Prairie City IA
138 Cliff Cupp Stuart IA
139 Jim Fink Vinton IA
140 Debra Freeman St. Ansgar IA



141 Jay Howe Greenfield IA
142 Heath Kalbach Urbandale IA
143 Jason Klinge Farmersburg IA
144 Jon Krieg Des Moines IA
145 Rosemary Osheim Story Cty IA
146 Barb Miller Humboldt IA
147 Louise Opheim Stuart IA
148 Richard Pederson Badger IA
149 Bert Permar Marshalltown IA
150 Sheila Schmidt Grinnell IA
151 Marianne Shepherd Humboldt IA
152 Erika Troyna Charles City IA
153 Alan Weisshaar Creston IA
154 Tom Willett Mason City IA
155 Robert Wolfram, Jr. Ventura IA
156 Karen Agee Cedar Falls IA
157 Ann Clifford Fairfield IA
158 Charles Felling Iowa City IA
159 Mitchell Sabin Le Mars IA
160 John Schulte Burlington IA
161 Vera Cousins Grinnell IA
162 Anna Manternach Monticello IA
163 Karyn Bishop-Henry Cresco IA
164 Bhavani Mair Fairfield IA
165 Jan Mitchell Boone IA
166 Kathie Swift West Des Moines IA
167 Kathy Getting Williams IA
168 Anthony Dunsky Earlham IA
169 Beth Lamb Chelsea IA
170 Elaine Hagedorn Des Moines IA
171 Janeice Murra Iowa Falls IA
172 Janet Baumhover Audubon IA
173 Carolyn Blohm Audubon IA
174 Daniel Freeman St. Ansgar IA
175 Bernard Manternach Monticello IA
176 Phyllis Shilling Greenfield IA
177 Kenn Bowen Iowa City IA
178 Jim Kalbach Dexter IA
179 Arliss Kelsey Iowa Falls IA
180 Rosemary Partridge Wall Lake IA
181 Rosemary Paulsen Coon Rapids IA
182 Cheryl Weld Springville IA
183 Mary Jo Tremmel Cresco IA
184 Julia Rendon Des Moines IA
185 Carolyn Blasingame Malvern IA
186 Bob Rod Ames IA
187 Ellis Standing Earlham IA



188 Charles Cochran Marshalltown IA
189 Lora Conrad Keosauqua IA
190 Kenneth Siebert Ames IA
191 Claire Cumbie-Drake Des Moines IA
192 Margaret Weiner Urbandale IA
193 Paul Kimball Des Moines IA
194 Judi Carr Dubuque IA
195 Margaret Vernon Indianola IA
196 Raymond Wilson Dubuque IA
197 John Skopin Fairfield IA
198 Tom Griffith West Des Moines IA
199 Heather Sheets Cantril IA
200 Linda Lemons Urbandale IA
201 Diane Leonard Waukee IA
202 Paul Fee Sioux City IA
203 Denyce Babinec-Rusch Fairfield IA
204 Martha McCormick Ames IA
205 Adin Mann Ames IA
206 Patti McKee Des Moines IA
207 Sheila Westegard Bloomfield IA
208 David Mitchell Boone IA
209 Val Baker Garden Grove IA
210 Jeremy Phillips Des Moines IA
211 John Gruber-Miller Mount Vernon IA
212 Sally Troxell Des Moines IA
213 Jacquelyn Meyer Waterloo IA
214 Diane Ernst Decorah IA
215 Thomas Skadow Polk City IA
216 Colleen Ryan Ames IA
217 nick schutt Alden IA
218 Barbara Sokol Decorah IA
219 Elyse Weiss Des Moines IA
220 Brenda Trickler Des Moines IA
221 Sandra Clark Des Moines IA
222 Dennis Den Hartog Fort Dodge IA
223 Emily Orme-Johnson Fairfield IA
224 Michael Murphy Fairfield IA
225 John S Engstrom Danville CA
226 Barry Ross Fairfield IA
227 Rosanna Gleason Sinsinawa WI
228 Jan Svec Des Moines IA
229 Dennis Senecaut Altoona IA
230 Melanie Brown Fairfield IA
231 David Matt Fairfield IA
232 Mary Jones Perry IA
233 Jean Hulme Iowa City IA
234 Mary Ann Dorsett Des Moines IA



235 Eric Fralick Ames IA
236 Sally Lovig Grinnell IA
237 Jean Perri Grinnell IA
238 Susan Posch Boone IA
239 Hurd Hess Fairfield IA
240 Barbara Stannard Iowa City IA
241 Mark Edwards Boone IA
242 Murray Foster Fairfield IA
243 Denise Fletcher Toledo IA
244 Brian Carter Windsor Heights IA
245 Kathy Jaffey Fairfield IA
246 William Eddy Fairfield IA
247 Todd Hartman Des Moines IA
248 Mary Bainter Redfield IA
249 David Eash Solon IA
250 Jennifer Fishback Fairfield IA
251 Margaret Whiting Waterloo IA
252 Renata Sack Waterloo IA
253 Paul Lundy Ames IA
254 James Lindsay Dubuque IA
255 Florence Boos Iowa City IA
256 Russell Ver Ploeg Des Moines IA
257 Beth Parker Iowa City IA
258 Barbara Lang Des Moines IA
259 Elizabeth Ahrens West Branch IA
260 Elsie Naylor Des Moines IA
261 Nancy Cadmus Grinnell IA
262 Art Behn Adel IA
263 Dixie McGrew Dallas Center IA
264 Alyce Ward West Des Moines IA
265 Janiece Piltingsrud Coralville IA
266 Ron Newell Pisgah IA
267 Anne Burnett Norwalk IA
268 Mark Covington Clive IA
269 Monica McCarthy Des  Moines IA
270 Bonnie Orgren Iowa City IA
271 Virginia Claude Alden IA
272 Robert Burrell Ely IA
273 Liz Gott Waterloo IA
274 Lee McNair Boone IA
275 Mary Finn Cascade IA
276 Suzanne Hoofnagle Iowa City IA
277 Reva Housewright Burlington IA
278 Dartanyan Brown Des Moines IA
279 Sheila Gregan Des Moines IA
280 Ralph Phelps Coon Rapids IA
281 Sherry Leonard Muscatine IA



282 Terry Lowman Ames IA
283 Lora Fraracci Des Moines IA
284 Clare Polking Boone IA
285 Peter Clay Des Moines IA
286 Marilyn Parsons Des Moines IA
287 Patricia Glowacki Des Moines IA
288 Erin Stiles Des Moines IA
289 Paul Readhead Ames IA
290 Tom Mohan Cedar Rapids IA
291 Robert Lorr Ames IA
292 Joy Strasser Davenport IA
293 LaVerne Sandberg Farmington IA
294 Rosemary Persaud Iowa City IA
295 Kathleen Hall Fairfield IA
296 Kenneth Hubel Iowa City IA
297 Richard Sage Fairfield IA
298 Kathleen Voet Mason City IA
299 Phyllis Weeks Knoxville IA
300 Kathy Carter Williams IA
301 Frank Belcastro Dubuque IA
302 Nancy Hanaman Rippey IA
303 Jan Grant Okoboji IA
304 Jean Weisshaar Creston IA
305 Patricia Morz Ames IA
306 Robert Davidson Fairfield IA
307 Marsha Hines Clive IA
308 Laura Jones Des Moines IA
309 Linda Lovell Des Moines IA
310 David McFarland Urbandale IA
311 Diane Myers West Des Moines IA
312 Carole Weltha Patterson IA
313 Wanda Wendt Des Moines IA
314 Patricia Bily Fairfield IA
315 Carole Connet Fairfield IA
316 Phil Klein Coralville IA
317 Dan Meier Cedar Falls IA
318 Mary Jean Timp Des Moines IA
319 Mark Cutter Fairfield IA
320 Kenneth Walton Fairfield IA
321 Thomas Krystofiak Fairfield IA
322 Caroline Dieterle Iowa City IA
323 Kathy Krug West Branch IA
324 Charles Nelson Fairfield IA
325 Elliot Blackburn Mason City IA
326 Merle Dockendorff Fairfield IA
327 John Andrews Fairfield IA
328 Steven Blum Fairfield IA



329 Joe Toth Fairfield IA
330 Linda Ruiter Marshalltown IA
331 Deb Fleishman Minburn IA
332 Steve Widmar Cincinnati IA
333 Helen Goldstein Iowa City IA
334 Bob Railey Des Moines IA
335 Diane Barrett Iowa City IA
336 Mary Caponi Des Moines IA
337 Mary Ann Koch Des Moines IA
338 Thomas Carsner Iowa City IA
339 Ann McCluskey Davenport IA
340 Carolyn Vincelli Spirit Lake IA
341 Julie Wolfe Southampton NY
342 Mary Fish Fairfield IA
343 Barbara Coffin Waterloo IA
344 Kate Ross Des Moines IA
345 Sandra Berkland Des Moines IA
346 Laura Dymkowski Clinton IA
347 Sue Christiansen Iowa City IA
348 Carolyn Bittner Malcom IA
349 Jane Granzow Iowa Falls IA
350 Dana Brekke Fairfield IA
351 Lynn Pleggenkuhle Hawkeye IA
352 Beth Lynch Decorah IA
353 Stacy Maurer Fairfield IA
354 Maggie Maloney Des Moines IA
355 Edie Goodwin Council Bluffs IA
356 Suzanne Laplante Pleasant Hill IA
357 Mary Larson Madrid IA
358 Jerry Barnwell Ankeny IA
359 Martha Gelhaus Des Moines IA
360 Deb Lassise Mason City IA
361 Sharon Glasgow Johnston IA
362 Mary Keables Des Moines IA
363 Shawn Voshell Des Moines IA
364 Robert Foster Iowa City IA
365 Roger Bollman Monona IA
366 Kay Cvrk Manning IA
367 J H Gardner Buffalo IA
368 William Oviatt Winterset IA
369 Joyce Willenborg Dyersville IA
370 Joy Smith Iowa City IA
371 Mark Cooper Des Moines IA
372 John Phoenix Ankeny IA
373 Jason Flora Fairfield IA
374 Cherie Mortice Des Moines IA
375 Vesna Glavina Fairfield IA



376 Marian Klostermann Dubuque IA
377 Patricia Burrell Center Point IA
378 Nancey Schneider Iowa City IA
379 Marguerite Gunn Fairfield IA
380 Virginia Meyer Lone Tree IA
381 Dennis Bricker Iowa City IA
382 Susan Wolverton Cedar Rapids IA
383 Beverly Hannon Marion IA
384 Steve Melby Des Moines IA
385 Rodney Botts Burlington IA
386 Jessica Reznicek Des Moines IA
387 Ross Grooters Pleasant Hill IA
388 Mike Kuhlenbeck Des Moines IA
389 Kaylynn Strain Des Moines IA
390 Vanessa Marcano-Kelly Des Moines IA
391 Norman Goldberg Des Moines IA
392 W. Michael Biklen Muscatine IA
393 Gay Mikelson Iowa City IA
394 Charles Rensink Council Bluffs IA
395 Genna Chadderdon Norwalk IA
396 Matt Polito Norwalk IA
397 Vincent Wilson Pomeroy IA
398 Sharon Donovan Clive IA
399 Kim Hagemann Polk City IA
400 Heather Ryan Des Moines IA
401 Sandy Easter Des Moines IA
402 John Elgin Earlham IA
403 Mike Kelly Des Moines IA
404 Michael Schilling Springfield MO
405 Joyce Otto Grinnell IA
406 Chuck Routier Grinnell IA
407 Becky Anderson Bouton IA
408 Mary-Louise Burt Rowan IA
409 Samantha Meyers Windsor Heights IA
410 Vernon Ryan Ames IA
411 Marilyn Mueller West Des Moines IA
412 Eleanor Den Hartog Fort Dodge IA
413 Virginia Nickelson Broz Batavia IA
414 Margaret Kesterson Fairfield IA
415 Barb Klubal Des Moines IA
416 Eileen Van Gorp Marion IA
417 Kathy Hauck Humboldt IA
418 Tim Dobe Grinnell IA
419 Colleen Crook Malcom IA
420 Gloria Watterson Foster Fairfield IA
421 Dave Ballou Fairfield IA
422 Paula Hedlund Urbandale IA



423 Mary Krier Ollie IA
424 Rita Carter Windsor Heights IA
425 Matt Jaffey Fairfield IA
426 Russell Vanderhoef Indianola IA
427 Lela Behn Adel IA
428 Diann Weinman Des Moines IA
429 Rita Reicher Dubuque IA
430 Joseph Weisshaar Creston IA
431 Sandra Rando Fairfield IA
432 Marsha Readhead Ames IA
433 Wanda Sandberg Farmington IA
434 Russ Lovell Des Moines IA
435 Craig Pearson Fairfield IA
436 Diana Krystofiak Fairfield IA
437 Vida Praitis Grinnell IA
438 Karen Thomson Montezuma IA
439 Fred Hubbell Des Moines IA
440 Vanessia Oden Cincinnati IA
441 Elaine Barnwell Ankeny IA
442 Jill Wenger Riverside IA
443 Bob Cvrk Manning IA
444 Joyce Lucas Vinton IA
445 David Rust Iowa City IA
446 Kathy Melby Des Moines IA
447 Barbara Nelson-Botts Burlington IA
448 Julie Duhn Eldora IA
449 Judy Plank Remsen IA
450 Marcia Terwilliger Humboldt IA
451 Sally Wilson Marshalltown IA
452 Jerry Donovan Clive IA
453 Linda Moore Marshalltown IA
454 Herbert Fromm Ames IA
455 David Brenner Ames IA
456 Charlene Doyle Brooklyn IA
457 Laura Fendt Grinnell IA
458 Stanley Greenwald Grinnell IA
459 Valerie Hirschhorn Fairfield IA
460 Grant Hobin Ankeny IA
461 Deborah Michaels Grinnell IA
462 Agnes Mikel Grinnell IA
463 Frances Morse Osage IA
464 Marsha Mazour Dexter IA
465 Georgiane Perret Iowa City IA
466 Bob Richter Independence IA
467 Debra Thorsheim Des Moines IA
468 Chloe Craig Des Moines IA
469 David Brown Des Moines IA



470 Charlotte Wright Fairfield IA
471 Austin Frerick Winterset IA
472 W Evans McWilliam Paton IA
473 Kathleen Clark Des Moines IA
474 Ronald Richardson Missouri Valley IA
475 Jim Shelton DeWitt IA
476 Jess Mazour Des Moines IA
477 Evelyn Dymkowski Clinton IA
478 Susie Petra Ames IA
479 Becky Hall Iowa City IA
480 Liz Donahue Dubuque IA
481 Carol Berte Dubuque IA
482 Susan Meenan Davenport IA
483 Jean McMaken Huxley IA
484 Ray Keables Des Moines IA
485 Michele Mead Johnston IA
486 Julie Powell-Mohr Des Moines IA
487 John Tovar Cedar Falls IA
488 Dwight Allbee Waverly IA
489 Amy Bouska Cresco IA
490 Terry Ziesman Algona IA
491 Sandra Rosania Fairfield IA
492 Eric Meyer Fairfield IA
493 David Sands Fairfield IA
494 Val Vetter Grinnell IA
495 Carol Ray Washington IA
496 Jim Titus Sioux City IA
497 Mark Rocha West Des Moines IA
498 Betty Salmon Urbandale IA
499 Diana Sickles Des Moines IA
500 Rick Gaffey Knoxville IA
501 Blake McGhghy Cambridge MA
502 Jeannie McCrea Des Moines IA
503 Fawn Bowden Riverside IA
504 Keri Katz Ames IA
505 Mary Slattery Des Moines IA
506 Linda Warren Des Moines IA
507 Erica Blair Des Moines IA
508 Loren Strait Des Moines IA
509 Agnes Elsenbast Estherville IA
510 Donna Smith Slater IA
511 Luke Haffner Lytton IA
512 Ruth Thompson Des Moines IA
513 Curtis Burger Huxley IA
514 Ryan Arnold Des Moines IA
515 Karen Ealy Unionville IA
516 Lou Ann Kilburg Dubuque IA



517 Nona Meyerhofer Dubuque IA
518 Kim Andersen Brighton IA
519 Kevin Zihlman Tiffin IA
520 Jerry Hageman Waterloo IA
521 Skip Moore Des Moines IA
522 Jeremy Chen Grinnell IA
523 Mary Walter Des Moines IA
524 Jan McGinnis Marshalltown IA
525 Irene Raby Dubuque IA
526 Bob Babcock Davenport IA
527 Marrita Jacobs Des Moines IA
528 Lindsey Ellickson Cedar Rapids IA
529 Lauris Olson Ames IA
530 Jean Lappe Morning Sun IA
531 Ken Gross West Des Moines IA
532 Cheryl Weddell Des Moines IA
533 Tom Lappe Morning Sun IA
534 Donald Levesque Fairfield IA
535 Walter Morz Ames IA
536 Karmen Berger Iowa City IA
537 Bill Cave Stuart IA
538 Ron Woodson Stuart IA
539 Patricia Coit Fairfield IA
540 Maria Rundquist Sioux City IA
541 Linda Behn Adel IA
542 Richard Baker Atalissa IA
543 Allison Castle Muscatine IA
544 Karl Berger Cedar Rapids IA
545 Matthew Power Iowa City IA
546 Gary Sanborn Iowa City IA
547 Rick Scheffert Calmar IA
548 Cathy Helvick Livermore IA
549 Janet Woods Toddville IA
550 Wayne Adams Eldora IA
551 Emily Devine Cedar Rapids IA
552 Sheila Tran Hartley IA
553 Steph Trujillo Des Moines IA
554 David Tucker Boone IA
555 Margo Vanderhill Alton IA
556 Gaylen Wobeter Iowa City IA
557 Jean Beringer Dubuque IA
558 Rachel Thorson-Mithelman Des Moines IA
559 Jody Gibson Des Moines IA
560 Jeane Harrison Des Moines IA
561 Roger Hart Storm Lake IA
562 Trina Hawkins Sioux City IA
563 Jarvis Jones Council Bluffs IA



564 Holly Kukkonen Iowa City IA
565 Joan Kurt Cedar Falls IA
566 Ron Melsha Solon IA
567 Tony Wobeter Iowa City IA
568 Cheryl Fraracci Des Moines IA
569 Barbara Dale Decorah IA
570 Marcy Cook Carroll IA
571 Erin Gritsch Williamsburg IA
572 Wendie Schneider Nevada IA
573 John Monroe Nevada IA
574 Hannah Frederick Ames IA
575 Sharon Steckman Mason City IA
576 Marie Gemar Dubuque IA
577 Ronald Wyse Mt. Pleasant IA
578 Joanna Ramsden-Meier Waterloo IA
579 Christina Cowles Burlington IA
580 Alison Wasielewski Fairfield IA
581 Terri Johnson Pleasant Hill IA
582 Barbara Pauls Eldon IA
583 Lyn Johnston Urbandale IA
584 Jan Danilson Woodward IA
585 Cal Woods Des Moines IA
586 Andrew Barnes Clive IA
587 Alitza Blough Fairfield IA
588 Richard Osborn Burlington IA
589 Roger Cunningham West Des Moines IA
590 Brandi McCauley Des Moines IA
591 Leslie Normile DesMoines IA
592 Jeffery Kyle Des Moines IA
593 Peggy Beckman Coralville IA
594 Mary Beth Versgrove Iowa City IA
595 Victor Miiller Des Moines IA
596 Lydia Andersen Decorah IA
597 Carol Andersen Lime Springs IA
598 Aileen Osborn Burlington IA
599 Gaye Wiekierak Indianola IA
600 George Ensley Boone IA
601 Jan Kaiser Woodward IA
602 Lindsey Mabe Des Moines IA
603 Bernardo Alayza Mujica Surquillo IA
604 Pat Korzendorfer Fort Atkinson IA
605 C Jean Boomershine Urbandale IA
606 Jan Thomas W. Des Moines IA
607 Vince Bjork Lake City IA
608 Claudia Melrose Fairfield IA
609 Mary Kirkpatrick Iowa City IA
610 Melanie Wright Urbandale IA



611 Michael Troxel Webster City
612 Mary Ann Rasmussen Iowa City IA
613 Jim Kollman Iowa City IA
614 David Brame Sidney IA
615 Bob Wilson Knoxville IA
616 Janet Romine Des Moines IA
617 Thomas Tritle Cedar Falls IA
618 Joe Schott Central City IA
619 Helena Khazdozian Ames IA
620 Joel Bishop Iowa City IA
621 Andrea Cramer Iowa City IA
622 William Klink Iowa City IA
623 Joseph Luchman Iowa City IA
624 Mark Soenksen De Witt IA
625 Wesley Struebing Dubuque IA
626 Bob Seal Fairfield IA
627 Michele Lowry Long Grove IA
628 Dennis Dowell Fort Madison IA
629 Jim Vorland Preston IA
630 Bonnie Murphy Coralville IA
631 Gary Goyette Guttenberg IA
632 Anna-Maria Cornell Fairfield IA
633 Chuck Ungs Manchester IA
634 Richard Dietz Ames IA
635 EJ Jorgensen Des Moines IA
636 Nikki Weaver Fairfield IA
637 Bill Alexander Ottumwa IA
638 Michelle Kollasch Des Moines IA
639 Barbara Akre Coralville IA
640 Elizabeth Audas Des Moines IA
641 Gail Weitz Dubuque IA
642 Laura Petersen Indianola IA
643 Sue Biederman Swisher IA
644 Richard Morris Des Moines IA
645 Kim Campbell Des Moines IA
646 Kathleen Connolly Des Moines IA
647 Gina Folsom Cambridge IA
648 Mary Clark Carlisle IA
649 George Clark Carlisle IA
650 David Damstrom Spencer IA
651 Gina Digman Ankeny IA
652 Eric Wessels Dallas Center IA
653 Beth Shields Adel IA
654 J. Gene Jackson Marshalltown IA
655 Michael Finley Iowa City IA
656 Suzanne Koury Iowa City IA
657 Bruce Morrison Hartley IA



658 Paul Muhle Iowa City IA
659 Erin Ryan Decorah IA
660 Jerry Schulze Mount Pleasant IA
661 Dolores Zieser Dubuque IA
662 Tim Hilbert Hartley IA
663 Michael Griffith West Des Moines IA
664 Janis Elliott Carlisle IA
665 Jim Mazour Dexter IA
666 Carl Robertson Des Moines IA
667 Kate McElligatt Waterloo IA
668 Ann Distelhorst Burlington IA
669 Heidi Miller Urbandale IA
670 Mark Mann Urbandale IA
671 Marilyn Hall Des Moines IA
672 Paul Wittau Iowa City IA
673 Bob Pfiffner Long Grove IA
674 Erika McCroskey Des Moines IA
675 Mark Sherinian Des Moines IA
676 Janet Vine Nevada IA
677 Sally Daub Nevada IA
678 Rick Thomas Des Moines IA
679 Gary Bridges Ames IA
680 Linda Quinn Iowa City IA
681 Virginia Melroy Iowa City IA
682 Lisa Schmidt Dubuque IA
683 Laura Gentry Waukon IA
684 Sandy Hall Ogden IA
685 Heath Hancock Davenport IA
686 Camela Meade Coralville IA
687 Heather Pearson Logan IA
688 Megan Petkewec Iowa City IA
689 Patricia Shaw Birmingham IA
690 Cheryl Walsh Iowa City IA
691 Ryan Maas Iowa City IA
692 Janey Swartz Marshalltown IA
693 Arthur Norris Davenport IA
694 Nicholas McMillin Saint Charles IA
695 Scott Galindez Des Moines IA
696 Phoebe Clark Des Moines IA
697 Jeff Klahn Riverside IA
698 Dan Kelly Centerville IA
699 Tonja Galvan Des Moines IA
700 Barb Glass Des Moines IA
701 Jan Campbell Fairfield IA
702 Erik Sessions Decorah IA
703 Tom Formaro Des Moines IA
704 Wendy Keen Iowa City IA



705 Barb Rogers Ames IA
706 Bryce Smith Adel IA
707 Fred Trujillo Des Moines IA
708 Mark Widrlechner Ames IA
709 Elizabeth Sutton Cedar Falls IA
710 Steven Swanson Cedar Falls IA
711 Jean Huffey Waterville IA
712 Judy Haste Oxford IA
713 James Jordan Atlantic IA
714 Joan Peterson Ames IA
715 Peg Ohap Des Moines IA
716 Lucille Floyd Des Moines IA
717 Otis McGowan Cedar Rapids IA
718 Laura Elsinger Guttenberg IA
719 Glendrafay Andrews Fairfield IA
720 Dennis Perri Grinnell IA
721 Deborah Clark Knoxville IA
722 Deborah Dee Coralville IA
723 Karen Hyatt Des Moines IA
724 James Perkey Des Moines IA
725 Sara Siebert Ames IA
726 Jesse Bernhardt Dubuque IA
727 James Robinson Newton IA
728 Caroline Ledeboer Cedar Falls IA
729 Stacey Gunderson West Des Moines IA
730 Marilyn Hawthorn Bettendorf IA
731 Bruce Hlodnicki Indianapolis IN
732 Jim Kessler Grinnell IA
733 Robert Tinsley Iowa City IA
734 Dennis Harbaugh Waterloo IA
735 Dolores Moes Dubuque IA
736 Ron Schermer Hampton IA
737 Ann Vorhees Des Moines IA
738 Mary Ann Lindsley Mason City IA
739 Richard Bishop Indianola IA
740 J Richard Fikuart Kalona IA
741 Pete Lovell Des Moines IA
742 Merlin Yockstick Cedar Falls IA
743 Wendie Dockstader Iowa City IA
744 Hannah Van Zee Des Moines IA
745 Toba Pearl Fairfield IA
746 Jerry Rivers Roosevelt NY
747 Kevin Kruse Garner IA
748 Kristi Myers Des Moines IA
749 Kristyn Arnold Des Moines IA
750 Emma Schmit Rockwell City IA
751 Connie Hagerman Des Moines IA



752 Dianna Baker Hoye West Des Moines IA
753 Shefali Aurora Des Moines IA
754 Kara Daly Boone IA
755 Martha Viner Albia IA
756 Jill Applegate Des Moines IA
757 Dee Martin Des Moines IA
758 Archie Beaton Algonquin IL
759 SueAnn Johnson Des Moines IA
760 John Clayton Grinnell IA
761 Mary Knox West Branch IA
762 Jack Reardon Clive IA
763 Paul Bartosch Davenport IA
764 Naomi Ramsay Des Moines IA
765 Glenn Kohler Earlham IA
766 Christina Sword Guthrie Center IA
767 Brant Kassel Des Moines IA
768 Jeanne Rooney-Graves West Des Moines IA
769 Aaron Menick Des Moines IA
770 Peg Horn Iowa City IA
771 David Fullarton Ames IA
772 Madalyn Anderson Ames IA
773 Bill Krieg Des Moines IA
774 Hilary Burbank Des Moines IA
775 Lisa Lai Ames IA
776 Kate Zihlman Tiffin IA
777 Marilyn Jorgensen Rudd IA
778 Sharon Amundson Mason City IA
779 Marlise Shevik Mason City IA
780 Fredrick Getzschman Johnston IA
781 Barbara MacGregor Mason City IA
782 Paul MacGregor Mason City IA
783 Stuart Seible Swaledale IA
784 Connie Oglesby Mason City IA
785 Katelyn Hobin Ankeny IA
786 Sharon Dowd-Jasa Johnston IA
787 Rachel Formaro Des Moines IA
788 Ken Hald West Liberty IA
789 Laura Tumak Clarinda IA
790 Giselle Bruskewitz Des Moines IA
791 Gail Schwartzkopf Floyd IA
792 Lawrence Bishop West Union IA
793 Jamie Kelly lake park IA
794 Linda Flaherty Mason City IA
795 Douglas Nichols Cedar Falls IA
796 Merlin Komarek Lawler IA
797 Patricia Schneider Windsor Heights IA
798 Amy Marquess Des Moines IA



799 Suzanne Quam Mason City IA
800 Michael McKinley Des Moines IA
801 David Lindsley Mason City IA
802 Michaela McLain Fairfield IA
803 Barbara Boyd Shell Rock IA
804 Douglas VanDerVoort Sioux City IA
805 Larry Sensenig Sioux City IA
806 Kristina Tornes Mason City IA
807 Jane Jones Adel IA
808 Al Hayward Mason City IA
809 Laura Bell Marion IA
810 Jennifer Hills Polk City IA
811 Dava James Nevada IA
812 Erin Madsen Iowa City IA
813 Ryan Morrison Urbandale IA
814 Brian Tiffany Ames IA
815 Chris Sorflaten Fairfield IA
816 Aidan Vega Van Auken Fairfield IA
817 Jennifer Patt Fairfield IA
818 Dustin Mason Ames IA
819 Marie Miller Clive IA
820 Harriet Reynolds Iowa City IA
821 Rita Andersen Woolstock IA
822 James Noland Gilbert IA
823 Leaann Anderson Clarion IA
824 Nancy Camardo Allerton IA
825 Jack Schuler Des Moines IA
826 Daniel Turner Creston IA
827 Jean Loes Mason City IA
828 Veronica Guyader Webster City IA
829 Kathryn Torres Mason City IA
830 Harold Oppermann Mason City IA
831 Mark Suby Mason City IA
832 John Engelbrecht Iowa City IA
833 Jennifer Miller Hendersonville TN
834 Lora Schwickerath New Hampton IA
835 Jean Rothfusz W. Des Moines IA
836 Dale Steichen Elgin IL
837 Tom Groff Fort Dodge IA
838 Addrea Groff Fort Dodge IA
839 Holly Hallman Des Moines IA
840 Eric Giddens Cedar Falls IA
841 Virgil Hovden Independence IA
842 Monica Hedges Urbandale IA
843 Renee Krause Des Moines IA
844 Adam Stark West Des Moines IA
845 Joe Coffin Walcott IA



846 Kathy Ferguson Marion IA
847 Reuben Grandon Oelwein OR
848 Michael Shaw Des Moines IA
849 Hayley Nemmers Des Moines IA
850 Ryan Schweitzer Des Moines IA
851 Joyce Nelms Fairfield IA
852 Kalmia Strong Iowa City IA
853 John McDonald Ankeny IA
854 Kaylin Butterfield Ankeny IA
855 Pam Schutt Williams IA
856 Barbara Havens Eldora IA
857 William Bahr Callendar IA
858 Lori Ziegenhorn Iowa City IA
859 Nancy Adams Melbourne IA
860 Mary McAdams Ankeny IA
861 Paula Egan Des Moines IA
862 Judy Ilan Mason City IA
863 Sheila Mast Cresco IA
864 Alene Rickels Iowa Falls IA
865 Cameron Zigtema West Des Moines IA
866 Jameson Taylor Fayette IA
867 Mary Blanshan Polk City IA
868 Helen Kudos West Branch IA
869 Aaron Hoard Windsor Heights IA
870 Dennis Forker Des Moines IA
871 Lynn Jenkins Des Moines IA
872 Betty Jenkins Des Moines IA
873 Leslie Leitz Johnston IA
874 Paul Fell Pleasant Hill IA
875 Marlene Runyon Decorah IA
876 Jackie Tonhouse Ankeny IA
877 Nikolai Charikov Des Moines IA
878 Joann Wangen Lime Springs IA
879 Tonya Gray Mason City IA
880 Patricia Edde Decorah IA
881 BrontÃ« Wieland Ames IA
882 Kevin Lee Decorah IA
883 Christina Schmitt Minneapolis MN
884 Lois Pence Dubuque IA
885 Melissa Alto-Kintigh Des Moines IA
886 Jackie Stellish Sioux City IA
887 Jeff Stellish Sioux City IA
888 Mary Cooper Windsor Heights IA
889 Sue George Lime Springs IA
890 David Lambright Lime Springs IA
891 Darlene Byrnes Cresco IA
892 Amy Brooks Bettendorf IA



893 Bob Gertsen Oxford Junction IA
894 Tammy Gertsen Oxford Junction IA
895 Bruce Skartvedt Radcliffe IA
896 Jared Walter Conrad IA
897 Tracy Freese Dike IA
898 Ben Freese Dike IA
899 Nathan Thompson Decorah IA
900 Alex Andrade Ankeny IA
901 Orv Salmon Urbandale IA
902 Dan Franco Des Moines IA
903 Hazel Garcia Des Moines IA
904 Michael Osweiler Chandler AZ
905 Anthony Dunsky Johnston IA
906 Kyle McCord Des Moines IA
907 Roger Silver Des Moines IA
908 Janet Pickerell Ankeny IA
909 Diana Phoenix Ankeny IA
910 Karina Chavez Waukee IA
911 Martha Hill Des Moines IA
912 Glenn Hurst Minden IA
913 Paula Woodin Des Moines IA
914 Harry Nelsen Spencer IA
915 Rob Barron Des Moines IA
916 Nick Huser Ankeny IA
917 Deborah Knight Des Moines IA
918 Lela Scott Des Moines IA
919 David Hettmann West Des Moines IA
920 Bill Innes Des Moines IA
921 Chris Wisecup Des Moines IA
922 Mara Swanson Des Moines IA
923 Kim Hanson Des Moines IA
924 Pat Colton Des Moines IA
925 Kinney Carnahan Des Moines IA
926 Chris Cyran Des Moines IA
927 Joseph Gadzik Davenport IA
928 Sam Browning Des Moines IA
929 Jenni Norum Des Moines IA
930 Cindy Ramer Denver IA
931 Bob Goldesberry Conesville IA
932 Kevin Shepard Ottumwa IA
933 Teresa Sink Mingo IA
934 Taylor Nelson Des Moines IA
935 Clifton Slaughter Johnston IA
936 Barbara Breen Grinnell IA
937 Rhonda Noel-Hurst Minden IA
938 Vanezza Van Buskirk Iowa Falls IA
939 Julia McMeekan Davenport IA



940 David O'Loughlin Des Moines IA
941 Deborah Douglas West Des Moines IA
942 Stephanie Rivera Fairfield IA
943 Betty Staley Des Moines IA
944 Jessie Harlan Des Moines IA
945 Mary Lumley Des Moines IA
946 Deb Masterson Des Moines IA
947 Angel Martinez Fort Madison IA
948 Michelle Burgan Grimes IA
949 Ruth Van Antwerp Des Moines IA
950 Julie Casella Iowa City IA
951 Deon Schmidt Urbandale IA
952 Nicholas Murphy De Soto IA
953 Clara Collins Des Moines IA
954 Paola Sackett Ankeny IA
955 Katherine Espinosa-Carroll Des Moines IA
956 Scott Carroll Des Moines IA
957 Jude Gustafson Clive IA
958 Alisha Buchman Wilson Des Moines IA
959 Edith Haenel Northwood IA
960 Joseph Wyse Iowa City IA
961 Peggy Nichols Clear Lake IA
962 Lois Baker Iowa City IA
963 Ted Baker Plymouth IA
964 Janice Praska Cresco IA
965 Jen Brucher Waterloo IA
966 Andrea Springmeier Decorah IA
967 Angela Chambers Cedar Falls IA
968 Nina Tesene West Des Moines IA
969 Tracy George Cresco IA
970 KateLynn Hohman Mt Vernon IA
971 Hope Cotter Cedar Rapids IA
972 Danielle Polson Mount Vernon IA
973 Cy Goris Mount Vernon IA
974 Rory Riordan Mount Vernon IA
975 Olivia Knowles Mt Vernon IA
976 Julia Sisco Keosauqua IA
977 Scott Hammer Des Moines IA
978 Sarah Feldman Mt. Vernon IA
979 Mary Lee Cox Dubuque IA
980 Sharon Morrical Nevada IA
981 Jeff Gorball Northwood IA
982 Margaret Galletley Lake City IA
983 Sara Kleve Cresco IA
984 Caroline Griffith Ames IA
985 Miranda Lake Fairfield IA
986 Lisa Benn Fairfield IA



987 Ed Sutton Cedar Falls IA
988 Pauline Sensenig Sioux City IA
989 Jane Housewright Burlington IA
990 Teri Barthelmes Des Moines IA
991 Shannon Coryell Des Moines IA
992 Geraldine Evrand Fairfield IA
993 Jeff Mennen Des Moines
994 Matt Bean Urbandale IA
995 Brandi Wendt Winterset IA
996 Lindsay Edwards West Des Moines IA
997 Joseph Egan Waterville IA
998 Angelo Stefani Nevada IA
999 Deborah Turner Creston IA

1000 Steve Andersen Brighton IA
1001 Steve Schneider Davenport IA
1002 Judith Matlock Blue Grass IA
1003 Heather Darling Lansing IA
1004 Geoff Bahr Callendar IA
1005 Angela Shane Clear Lake IA
1006 Dallas Janssen Pleasant Hill IA
1007 Eva Harlan Newton IA
1008 Aaron Masterson Des Moines IA
1009 Joanne Klime Waterville IA
1010 Lindsay O'Loughlin Des Moines IA
1011 Louise Ebes Spirit Lake IA
1012 Deborah Warnex Dexter IA
1013 Jonathan Walter Des Moines IA
1014 Stephanie Walter - Rewerts Ankeny IA
1015 Dick Guilgot Decorah IA
1016 Steve McLain Fairfield IA
1017 William Farmer Cedar Falls IA
1018 Margaret Wick Dubuque IA
1019 Juanita Leggett Des Moines IA
1020 Giuseppina Defrancisco West Des Moines IA
1021 Lynnae Charles Des Moines IA
1022 Elliott Kassel Des Moines IA
1023 Lynn Kassel Des Moines IA
1024 Shelly Siliver Des Moines IA
1025 Austin Brunell Creston IA
1026 Timothy Maybee Iowa Falls IA
1027 Nick Pittenger Prior Lake MN
1028 Avis Johnson Ioa Falls IA
1029 Dale Blesz Cedar Rapids IA
1030 Eric Stierman Dubuque IA
1031 Jason Poole Muscatine IA
1032 Jim Rathje Bettendorf IA
1033 Mark Hawthorn Muscatine IA



1034 Morgan Reynolds Altoona IA
1035 Stephanie Hageman Decorah IA
1036 Curt Peterson Decorah IA
1037 M. Keith Ogle Des Moimes IA
1038 Philip Wahlgra Greene IA
1039 Dennis Estes Dexter IA
1040 Anna McDermott Des Moines IA
1041 William Fischer Chicago IL
1042 Tess DeBartolo West Des Moines IA
1043 Carly Poesch West Des Moines IA
1044 Mila Kaut Des Moines IA
1045 Jeremy Witte West Des Moines IA
1046 Sam Blatt Pella IA
1047 Jessica Scherer Eldon IA
1048 Debbie Rivas Altoona IA
1049 Tammy Pitcher Ames IA
1050 BooBoo Cory Geneva IA
1051 Cory Edgewater Grundy Center IA
1052 Laura Pasveer Orange City IA
1053 Tina Humrichouse Onawa IA
1054 Nick Roberson Grinnell, Iowa IA
1055 Henry Bolster Grinnell IA
1056 Angel Strait Eldora IA
1057 Heidi Lopata Aplington IA
1058 Lynette Ramos Williams IA
1059 Paul Overland Kensett IA
1060 Lorna Caulkind Grinnell IA
1061 Brenda McDonald Grinnell IA
1062 Effie Hall Grinnell IA
1063 Clifford Foster Chelsea IA
1064 Pam Woollis Derby IA
1065 Tom Goodin Derby IA
1066 Cindy Anderson Humeston IA
1067 Ernest Parmer Derby IA
1068 Alan Pearson Humeston IA
1069 Mary Yerges Derby IA
1070 Daryl Yerges Derby IA
1071 Katie Bryan Des Moines IA
1072 Ann Hardy Anthon IA
1073 William Seemann Sioux City IA
1074 Linda Jones Batavia
1075 Barb Ford Garner IA
1076 Robin Wolfram Ventura IA
1077 Shawna Adams Eldora IA
1078 Jeff Adams Eldora IA
1079 Fong-Lie Bavelaar New Providence IA
1080 Susan Hassman Eldora IA



1081 James Cass Dubuque IA
1082 Carol Strait Eldora IA
1083 Harold Duhn Eldora IA
1084 Christine Davis North Liberty IA
1085 Karla Davis Iowa City IA
1086 Kimberly Davis Washington IA
1087 Catherine Stone Iowa City IA
1088 Barbara Wells Iowa City IA
1089 Jotham Arber Panora IA
1090 Jim Schneider Windsor IA
1091 Stephanie Claussen Greenfield IA
1092 Tim Darland Independence IA
1093 Jane Ernst Greenfield IA
1094 Richard Ament Dubuque IA
1095 Erin Rial Ft. Dodge IA
1096 Donna Juber Eldora
1097 Tim Hoy Eldora IA
1098 Kyrstin Delagardelle Shelley Des Moines IA
1099 DeAnn Kruempel Logan IA
1100 Gunnar Axne West Des Moines IA
1101 Ambre Johnson Anchorage AK
1102 Bob Juber Eldora
1103 Paul Hellenschmidt Stratford IA
1104 Jeff Thomas Ankeny IA
1105 Mark Egan Waukon IA
1106 Patrick Daugherty Urbandale IA
1107 Shonna Roush Newton IA
1108 Cindy Axne West Des Moines IA
1109 Ellie Ball Des Moines IA
1110 Ryan Schwartzkopf Floyd IA
1111 Mike Kern Waukee IA
1112 Joe Diver West Des Moines IA
1113 Ross Carruthers Algona IA
1114 Carol Sheehan Waukee IA
1115 John Cardinal Carlisle IA
1116 Tom Hucholt Des Moines IA
1117 Linda Njamfa Des Moines IA
1118 Austin Haywood Adel IA
1119 Craig McCann Adel IA
1120 Marlene Tigges Carroll IA
1121 Donald Tigges Carroll IA
1122 John Axne West Des Moines IA
1123 Lynette Lamb-Brown West Des Moines IA
1124 Shawn Sandy Glendale AZ
1125 Mariann Welski Robins IA
1126 Jennifer Nekrinda Urbandale IA
1127 A Toftness St. Paul MN



1128 Sony Boe Grinnell IA
1129 Jack Snittjer Steamboat Rock IA
1130 Jason Sadler Eldora IA
1131 Pete Lutz Grinnell IA
1132 Christine Baizky Hazell Huxley IA
1133 Taylor Blair Ames IA
1134 Caroline Faisal Ames IA
1135 Shani Goldstine Eldora IA
1136 Juanita Orton Eldora IA
1137 Rae Anna Minteer Eldora IA
1138 Pat Thompson Marshalltown IA
1139 Terry Gray Marshalltown IA
1140 Linae Brush Marshalltown IA
1141 Ruth Hovland Minneapolis MN
1142 Josh Ginger-Goodson Boone IA
1143 Amanda Glaser New Hampton IA
1144 Dave Street Derby IA
1145 Brent Goodin Derby IA
1146 Bev Snook Corydon IA
1147 Frank Snook Corydon IA
1148 Debby Hullinger Humeston IA
1149 Holly Throckmorton Humeston IA
1150 Cindy Throckmorton Derby IA
1151 Belva Snow Humestown IA
1152 Heidi Hamilton Humeston IA
1153 Dallas Hamilton Humeston IA
1154 Dan Sponsler Humeston IA
1155 Jeff Throckmorton Derby IA
1156 Jared Eakins Garner IA
1157 Darla Carpenter Iowa Falls IA
1158 Wayne Carpenter Iowa Falls IA
1159 Monica Marshall Waukee IA
1160 Shirley Halverson Marshalltown IA
1161 Margaret Hala Marshall IA
1162 Kenny Whitmore Marshalltown IA
1163 June Squire Marshalltown IA
1164 Bernard Hala Marshall IA
1165 Mona Stanton Haverhill IA
1166 Duane Roum Haverhill IA
1167 Diane Roum Haverhill IA
1168 Darrel Mathes Haverhill IA
1169 Rod Phillips Melbourne IA
1170 Ed Stark Haverhill IA
1171 Josland Westcott Marshalltown IA
1172 Rod Plavets Marshalltown IA
1173 Jeff Overton Haverhill IA
1174 Donna Barber IA



1175 Rosa Granados Marshalltown IA
1176 Crystal Davis Schnectedy NY
1177 Andreas Socralaya Mesquite TX
1178 Veronica Socralaya Mesquite TX
1179 Jean Mcalen Mason City IA
1180 Richard Schinnow Rock Falls IA
1181 Judy Nau Mason City IA
1182 Kristina Torres IA
1183 Navarro Torres Mason City IA
1184 Jean Vance Floyd IA
1185 Susan McCann Adel IA
1186 Dan Payne Minniapolis MN
1187 Ron Osuocha Madison WI
1188 Michele Phillips Derby IA
1189 John Anderson Humeston IA
1190 Janell Street Derby IA
1191 Mary Hyland Wadena
1192 Susan Miller DeWitt IA
1193 Connie Goodin Derby IA
1194 Carol Kress Gladbrook IA
1195 renita rasmus mt. union
1196 Ronald J. Wyse Mount Pleasant
1197 David Johnson Ocheyedan IA
1198 Susan Devries Steamboat Rock IA
1199 Kade Rickels Coralville IA
1200 Jim Johnson Eldora IA
1201 Curt Lambertsen Eldora IA
1202 Nora Hardy Mason City
1203 Joe Murphy Glenwood IA
1204 David Halverson Marshalltown IA
1205 Nancy Galloway Spirit Lake IA
1206 Dave Wagner Kelley IA
1207 Jason Pardie Muscatine IA
1208 Donna Barker Gaverhill IA
1209 Julia Wolfe West Des Moines IA
1210 Mark Cooper Des Moines IA
1211 Julia Davis Fairfield IA
1212 Kevin Loes Mason City IA
1213 Ross Pauls Eldon IA
1214 Anita Dittmer-Purcell Des Moines IA
1215 Mike Kucera Garden Grove IA
1216 Fran Johnson Des Moines IA
1217 Sarah Prineas Solon IA
1218 Jane Martz Walcott IA
1219 Heather Camacho Des Moines IA
1220 Sharon Maloy Ankeny IA
1221 Olivia Habinck Ankeny IA



1222 Ross Wilburn Ames IA
1223 Robert Maloy Ankeny IA
1224 Jan Evans Knoxville IA
1225 Michael Fasullo Des Moines IA
1226 Ramona Melendy Dumont IA
1227 Jolene Pfaff Des Moines IA
1228 Zach Hoover Des Moines IA
1229 Cathleen Simpson West Des Moines IA
1230 Julie Russell Indianola IA
1231 Mavis Curry Des Moines IA
1232 Sandi Hoover Des Moines IA
1233 Tamara Carter Indianola IA
1234 Brenda Horsman Urbandale IA
1235 Genoveva Friedman Urbandale IA
1236 Jimmy Roberts Des Moines IA
1237 Steph Varner Polk City IA
1238 Don Simmons Fairfield IA
1239 Omer Goodner Kalona IA
1240 Laurence Topliffe Fairfield IA
1241 Margaret Whiting Waterloo IA
1242 Heath Hancock Davenport IA
1243 Michael Shay Fairfield IA
1244 Patrick Bosold Fairfield IA
1245 Susan Petra Ames IA
1246 Julie Mock Iowa City IA
1247 Mary Trachsel Iowa City IA
1248 David Tucker Boone IA
1249 Mary Finn Cascade IA
1250 Arthur Wyse Iowa City IA
1251 Shari Hawk Ankeny IA
1252 Brandi Mccauley Des Moines IA
1253 Margo Vanderhill Alton IA
1254 David Damstrom Spencer IA
1255 Rhea Osland Laurel IA
1256 Sandra Rando Fairfield IA
1257 Vesna Glavina Fairfield IA
1258 Marya Zanders Centerville IA
1259 Kathleen Voet Mason City IA
1260 Shannin Zevian Iowa City IA
1261 Tania Kamal-Eldin Decorah IA
1262 Phil Klein Coralville IA
1263 Dan Meier Cedar Falls IA
1264 Kris Leesekamp Cedar Rapids IA
1265 Bob Walls Fairfield IA
1266 Ronald Richardson Missouri Valley IA
1267 Dawn Jones Wellman IA
1268 Caroline Dieterle Iowa City IA



1269 Aaron Wagner Grinnell IA
1270 Anne Phelan Clinton IA
1271 Alison Wasielewski Fairfield IA
1272 Anna-Maria (Unknown) Fairfield IA
1273 Charlene Ferguson Otho IA
1274 Michael Cecil Burlington IA
1275 C.Jean Boomershine Urbandale IA
1276 John Ivens De Witt IA
1277 Dick Clark Waukee IA
1278 Carol Gorman Cedar Rapids IA
1279 Carole Connet Fairfield IA
1280 Dian Gottlob Kalona IA
1281 Deb Lincoln Urbandale IA
1282 Dave Frank Ankeny IA
1283 Thomas Gardner Ames IA
1284 Deke Gliem Dawson IA
1285 Susan Kolbe Grinnell IA
1286 Grant Finch Coralville IA
1287 Holly Kukkonen Iowa City IA
1288 Louise Kaufman Mason City IA
1289 Mary Larson madrid IA
1290 Hurd Hess Fairfield IA
1291 Michael Hoksbergen New Sharon IA
1292 Marilyn Hawthorn Bettendorf IA
1293 Judy Walls Fairfield IA
1294 J. Cypis Otho IA
1295 Kara Anastasio Fairfield IA
1296 Melody Smith Iowa City IA
1297 Merle Dockendorff Fairfield IA
1298 Jo Hebberger Des Moines IA
1299 Patricia Shaw Birmingham IA
1300 Jen Manders Dubuque IA
1301 Jody Gibson Des Moines IA
1302 Karen Sewell West Bend IA
1303 Robinn Shanahan-Solner Cedar Rapids IA
1304 Karen Agee Cedar Falls IA
1305 Karin Tobin Fairfield IA
1306 Sally Hink Dexter IA
1307 Jerry Sanderson Liscomb IA
1308 Kerry Moore Kroneman Des Moines IA
1309 Peter Smith Altoona IA
1310 Jeane Harrison Des Moines IA
1311 Gina Digman Ankeny IA
1312 Terry Lowman Ames IA
1313 Mary McGee Light Denver IA
1314 Jim Messina Cedar Rapids IA
1315 Samantha Meyers Windsor Hts IA



1316 Travis Israels Spencer IA
1317 Joseph Luchman Iowa City IA
1318 Jean Perri Grinnell IA
1319 Dixie Trebbe Council Bluffs IA
1320 Linda Lonn Clarinda IA
1321 Judy Jones Ames IA
1322 Jim Kessler Grinnell IA
1323 Elizabeth Audas Des Moines IA
1324 Ruth Hansen Cedar Rapids IA
1325 Tim Earp Des Moines IA
1326 Jean Hulme Iowa City IA
1327 Alexander Honisgblum Dubuque IA
1328 Sandy Beck Iowa City IA
1329 Brian Tongier Waukee IA
1330 Wendy Keen Iowa City IA
1331 Jan Cook Ames IA
1332 Ron Stuart Bettendorf IA
1333 Ron Melsha Solon IA
1334 Kathy Colton Marion IA
1335 Carmen Minor Bettendorf IA
1336 Patti McKee Des Moines IA
1337 Sarah Wilson Runnells IA
1338 Nancy Thompson Ottumwa IA
1339 Alex Christoff Woodbine IA
1340 Peggy Beckman Coralville IA
1341 Wesley Struebing Dubuque IA
1342 Kim Durbin Des Moines IA
1343 Virginia Varce Windsor Heights IA
1344 Daniel Rosmann Harlan IA
1345 chris toye Clarinda IA
1346 Teri Thinnes Davenport IA
1347 Sheila Tran Hartley IA
1348 L. Darrel Wrider Cedar Rapids IA
1349 Renata Sack Waterloo IA
1350 Janet Romine Des Moines IA
1351 Karen Thomson Elkader IA
1352 Sharon OBrien Des Moines IA
1353 Matt Ohloff Des Moines IA
1354 paul corbin Decorah IA
1355 John Cook Carroll IA
1356 Patricia Everly Clinton IA
1357 lar harmsen dewitt IA
1358 Steph Trujillo Des Moines IA
1359 mike arthur urbandale IA
1360 Joy Avalos Davenport IA
1361 Lou Ann Kilburg Dubuque IA
1362 Susan Beary Lovilia IA



1363 Roger Dykhuis Des Moines IA
1364 Elaine Tarnutzer Iowa City IA
1365 Nora Becker Cedar Rapids IA
1366 Jim Vorland Preston IA
1367 Helen Goldstein Iowa City IA
1368 Ryan Strempke-Durgin Cedar Rapids IA
1369 Eric Crouch Ankeny IA
1370 Kristi Harris Iowa Falls IA
1371 Kent Wright Waterloo IA
1372 Jessie Nichols Fairfield IA
1373 Craig Fulton Grimes IA
1374 jc macqueen West Des Moines IA
1375 Margot Tollefson/Conard Stratford IA
1376 James Andersen Boone IA
1377 Joel Bishop Iowa City IA
1378 Alyce Ward West Des Moines IA
1379 Judie Hoffman Ames IA
1380 Joe Schott Central city IA
1381 Patricia Levin Iowa City IA
1382 Cheryl Schnoebelen Iowa City IA
1383 Jacquelyn Kaufman Altoona IA
1384 Margo Stites Davenport IA
1385 Ann Cleveland Coralville IA
1386 Raymond Holder Cedar Rapids IA
1387 Mj Rotzler Iowa City IA
1388 Susan Nicol Iowa City IA
1389 Frank Kminek Oskaloosa IA
1390 Donna Unger Newton IA
1391 James Shead Fairfield IA
1392 N. Lee Iowa City IA
1393 Sally Henkes Des Moines IA
1394 Jean Lappe Morning Sun IA
1395 Isabelle Olson Coralville IA
1396 Sherry Byers Fairbanks AK
1397 Brian Humphrey Des Moines IA
1398 Cheryl Child Des Moines IA
1399 Valerie Sanderson Lake Mills IA
1400 kenneth mosher Perry IA
1401 Stephanie Breyfogle Alburnett IA
1402 P Woods Fairfield IA
1403 Anne Stein Des Moines IA
1404 Dena Shelangoski Libertyville IA
1405 Todd Southworth Waterloo IA
1406 Greg Barnett Cedar Rapids IA
1407 Vickie Bouska Hiawatha IA
1408 james riepe Des Moines IA
1409 Peggy Nelson Coralville IA



1410 Bill Alexander Ottumwa IA
1411 Steven Hayward Sioux City IA
1412 Pete Malmberg Perry IA
1413 joel Wormley Newton IA
1414 Robert Tinsley Iowa City IA
1415 Megan Petkewec Iowa City IA
1416 Darla Litton Durant IA
1417 Sandra Cullen Dubuque IA
1418 Laura Garro Davenport IA
1419 Sandra Benda Clive IA
1420 Bruce Frana Cedar Rapids IA
1421 Tom Porter West Des Moines IA
1422 Jerry Beck Cedar Rapids IA
1423 Rein Vanderhill Alton IA
1424 Dawn Harvey Clinton IA
1425 Laurie Steidler-Dennison Iowa City IA
1426 Anna Pratt Council Bluffs IA
1427 Mary Miller West Des Moines IA
1428 Brandy Mulder Fort Madison IA
1429 Lynn Muhs Newton IA
1430 Larry Mcdaniel Vinton IA
1431 Stephen Scott Asbury IA
1432 James Brown Scoresby IA
1433 Emily Gaylord Des Moines IA
1434 Rosemarie Ward Des Moines IA
1435 Kerry Gibson Ames IA
1436 Lord Sardonyx Cedar Rapids IA
1437 Lynn Murphy Davenport IA
1438 Jan Turpin Jefferson IA
1439 Sondra Rierson Carroll IA
1440 Jim Balk Garrison IA
1441 Paul Gesell West Des Moines IA
1442 Brandt Amlie Sac City IA
1443 Natalie Wodniak West Des Moines IA
1444 Antonia Camozzi Okoboji IA
1445 Ronald Wyse Mount Pleasant IA
1446 Kathy Fritchen Fort Dodge IA
1447 Darlene Armstrong Storm Lake IA
1448 Billy Johnson Des Moines IA
1449 Mary Downing Des Moines IA
1450 Lynda Haver Des Moines IA
1451 Jennifer Wegner Waukee IA
1452 Nestor Machare dec IA
1453 Robert Trembly Lineville IA
1454 Mark Schafnit Bettendorf IA
1455 Bill Giese Cedar Rapids IA
1456 Donna Wallace Des Moines IA



1457 Susan Benner Ames IA
1458 Connie Lendt Coralville IA
1459 Patricia Lounsbury Iowa City IA
1460 Cindy Renshaw Rowan IA
1461 Ines Cring Iowa City IA
1462 Ross Noecker Iowa City IA
1463 Shelley Engman Iowa City IA
1464 Cindy Godlove Oskaloosa IA
1465 Jennifer Satterly Maquoketa IA
1466 D York Ankeny IA
1467 Kaitlyn Zimmer-Henning Waukee IA
1468 Pat Berrie Urbandale IA
1469 Penni Wells Des Moines IA
1470 Barbara Dale Decorah IA
1471 Connie Leverich Clive IA
1472 Roy Koeppe Rolfe IA
1473 Glenn Davis Tingley IA
1474 Rodney Auxier Woodward IA
1475 Herbert Eckhouse Des Moines IA
1476 Ray Wenrich Mason City IA
1477 Diana Sickles Des Moines IA
1478 Winston Huang West Des Moines IA
1479 Alene Rickels Iowa Falls IA
1480 Jill Majeres West Des Moines IA
1481 Cris Cowen North Buena Vista IA
1482 Jo Ann Kovar Ames IA
1483 Erin Barnes Iowa City IA
1484 R B Iowa City IA
1485 Sister Janer Schumacher Sioux City IA
1486 Lynne Sootheran Decorah IA
1487 Nancy Johnson Collins IA
1488 Nikki Lagrange Cedar Rapids IA
1489 Lee Madison Brighton IA
1490 Robert Morck Aplington IA
1491 Timothy Hammond Grinnell IA
1492 Randy Graven Jefferson IA
1493 Amanda Darnall Iowa City IA
1494 Jennifer Nelson Fairfield IA
1495 Stanley Greenwald Grinnell IA
1496 Tim Lecander Decorah IA
1497 Donna Dawson Paullina IA
1498 Jenna Klein Cedar Falls IA
1499 Leah Ruopp Des Moines IA
1500 William Bonin Iowa Falls IA
1501 Gerald Hoffman Ames IA
1502 Rebecca Skalsky Runnells IA
1503 Lissa Holloway Britt IA



1504 Antonino Erba Dubuque IA
1505 Kate Narveson Decorah IA
1506 Gil Dawes Indianola IA
1507 Allison Brundy Ames IA
1508 Judith Spencer West Branch IA
1509 Ava Swartslander Ackworth IA
1510 Suzanne Voight Cedar Rapids IA
1511 Jord An Schneider Davenport IA
1512 LaCee Perkins Davenport IA
1513 Marlys Svare Iowa City IA
1514 Wendy Dalton Coralville IA
1515 Brandie Keegan Davenport IA
1516 karl amlie Sac City IA
1517 Jack David Marcus New York NY
1518 Katherine Bacon Ackley IA
1519 ted swartslander Ackworth IA





8/29/2017 State of Iowa Mail - Master Matrix.

https://mail.google.com/mail/ca/u/0/?ui=2&ik=875211edeb&jsver=PX1Y7GgZjW4.en.&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15e2ab971e8644ae&siml=15e2ab97… 1/1

Sheets, Jerah <jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

Master Matrix. 
1 message

Neil Bock <neiljbock@yahoo.com> Mon, Aug 28, 2017 at 4:22 PM
Reply-To: Neil Bock <neiljbock@yahoo.com>
To: "jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov" <jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

Dear Jerah Sheets:

Today, I received a second request from Erica Blair of the Iowa Citizens for Community
Improvement requesting support for their formal rule-making petition regarding the Master Matrix. 

I oppose the DNR changing the rules on the master matrix, this is just a "back door" approach by
the Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement because they are unable to get "front door" support
from our elected legislators. The request was sent to me because I am a County Supervisor in
Carroll County and have been for almost two decades. In their letter they stated that only FOUR
counties have sent letter of support. Note that only TWO of those counties would be considered
rural counties.

The Iowa Association  Of Counties recognizes some issues that the legislature needs to consider
but I agree with our associations view that all changes need to come form the elected legislative
branch.

Please note that only four counties out of 99  counties have supported their petition. It is obvious
that if "grass roots" elected officials do not support their petition it is not a very worthy cause.

Your are urged NOT to support the petition presented by the Iowa Citizens for Community
Improvement.

Thank You,

Neil Bock
District One Supervisor
1216 Woodland Drive
Carroll , Iowa 51401
Cell Phone: 712-830-0094
Email: neiljbock@yahoo.com

mailto:neiljbock@yahoo.com










































































































































































































9/18/2017 State of Iowa Mail - Fwd: FW: master matrix

https://mail.google.com/mail/ca/u/0/?ui=2&ik=875211edeb&jsver=ujO6RgBCJN0.en.&view=pt&search=inbox&th=15e94c34dd0f82ac&siml=15e94c34d… 1/1

Sheets, Jerah <jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

Fwd: FW: master matrix 
1 message

Chad Ingels <chad.ingels@gmail.com> Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 6:32 AM
To: "Sheets, Jerah [DNR]" <Jerah.Sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

For the public record.

 

 

 

From: Beardmore Inc., George  
Sent: Tuesday, September 12, 2017 4:30 PM 
To: 'chad.ingles@gmail.com' 
Cc: 'SWagner@ifbf.org' 
Subject: master matrix

 

Chad,        I am a farmer in Allamakee county and I encourage you to leave the master matrix as is.  I was just though the
process successfully and am impressed with how well it protects the environment and forces a farmer to do things that
help keep their facility from becoming a nuisance .   If someone is against the matrix as is , I would think it is because
they do not understand what it does.   Thanks,  George

This communication is for use by the intended recipient and contains information that may be Privileged, confidential or
copyrighted under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby formally notified that any use,
copying or distribution of this e-mail, in whole or in part, is strictly prohibited. Please notify the sender by return e-mail and
delete this e-mail from your system. Unless explicitly and conspicuously designated as "E-Contract Intended", this e-mail
does not constitute a contract offer, a contract amendment, or an acceptance of a contract offer. This e-mail does not
constitute a consent to the use of sender's contact information for direct marketing purposes or for transfers of data to
third parties. The sender is an individual contractor, not an employee of DuPont Pioneer and its affiliates. If you no longer
wish to receive marketing communications by email from DuPont Pioneer, please send an email message to
privacy@pioneer.com to unsubscribe from our email distribution system. The dupont.com web address will continue in
use for a transitional period for communications sent or received on behalf of DuPont Performance Coatings., which is not
affiliated in any way with the DuPont Company.

--  

 
13298 130th St
Randalia, IA 52164
563-920-5899

mailto:chad.ingles@gmail.com
mailto:SWagner@ifbf.org
mailto:privacy@pioneer.com
http://dupont.com/
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September 15, 2017 
 
 

 
 
Environmental Protection Commission 
502 East 9th Street 
Des Moines, IA 50319 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
On behalf of the 10,000 members of the Iowa Cattlemen’s Association (ICA), thank you 
for the opportunity to provide comments on the Petition for Rulemaking filed by the Iowa 
Citizens for Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and Water Watch (FWW) 
requesting amendment of 567 Iowa Administrative Code Chapter 65. Upon review of 
the proposal, ICA respectfully asks that the Commission deny the Petition for 
Rulemaking. 
 
The proposed amendment is contrary to the intent of the Iowa legislature in adopting the 
master matrix legislation. The legislature intended the matrix “be structured to ensure 
that it feasibly provides for a satisfactory rating.” Iowa Code Section 459.305(2). While 
the structure of the current master matrix meets this legislative intent and feasibility 
requirement, the amendments offered by Petitioners are infeasible and, therefore, 
violate the statute and are in conflict with the intent of the legislature. 
 
One example of the infeasibility of the proposal is the significant decrease of available 
points and simultaneous increase in points required to achieve a satisfactory rating. In 
order to be feasible, as directed by the legislature, the current master matrix was 
designed to provide producers with as many options as reasonably possible to choose 
from in order to achieve the law’s requirement of a “minimum threshold score required 
to receive a satisfactory rating.”  The legislature used the term “satisfactory rating” 
instead of a term such as “passing score” and did not require or intend that an applicant 
receive a percentage of the total points available. 
 
Livestock producers work closely with expert consultants to evaluate potential building 
sites, select a proper location, and meet every DNR requirement prior to submitting their 
application for a construction permit. Petitioners argue that a low failure rate of master 
matrix applications indicates the requirements of the matrix are insufficient, but a high 
approval rate actually shows careful evaluation and planning by producers before 
submission of their applications. To put it simply, livestock producers work diligently to 
do it right the first time. 
 
Finally, the proposal would effectively place a moratorium on the construction of 
confinement feeding operations in the state of Iowa. It would drastically inhibit the 
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2055 Ironwood Ct. ۰ Ames, Iowa 50014 ۰ Phone 515-296-2266 ۰ FAX 515-296-2261 

growth of livestock farms in the state, stifle economic activity in rural communities, and 
restrict opportunity for future generations of producers coming home to the family farm. 
 
In conclusion, ICA appreciates the opportunity to comment and thanks you for your 
service on the Environmental Protection Commission. We request that this Petition for 
Rulemaking be denied for the reasons detailed above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
JanLee Rowlett 
Government and Regulatory Affairs Manager 
Iowa Cattlemen’s Association 









 

 
521 East Locust Street, Suite 220 

Des Moines, Iowa 50309-1939 
515.244.1194 phone 

515.244.7856 fax 
iecmail@iaenvironment.org 

www.iaenvironment.org
September 8, 2017  

Mr. Chuck Gipp, Director 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
Wallace State Office Building 
502 East 9th Street, 4th Floor 
Des Moines, IA 50319-0034 
 
Mr. Chad Ingels, Chair 
Iowa Environmental Protection Commission 
13298 130th St.  
Randalia, Iowa 52164 
 

Dear Director Gipp and Commissioner Ingels: 

The Iowa Environmental Council is writing to support the petition by Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement 
(ICCI), Food, and Water Watch to reform Iowa’s Master Matrix through sound rulemaking that considers the 
interests of Iowa citizens and communities. Changes in the Iowa Master Matrix are overdue, as it has failed to 
fulfill its intended purpose of giving counties and citizens a greater voice to assure that the permitting process for 
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs) provides reasonable protections for all Iowans. 

The majority of Iowa’s 750 impaired waterbodies are impaired due to E. coli bacteria and nutrient pollutants often 
associated with manure. Water utilities are struggling to keep up with increased pollution levels. Many public and 
private lakes and even drinking water supplies in the state have had problems with toxic blue-green algae caused 
by excess nutrients, especially phosphorus. These problems are growing worse in many areas where large 
concentrated livestock facilities are rapidly expanding with inadequate consideration of impacts to local resources.  
 
Iowa’s Master Matrix is inadequate to address the potential problems associated with proper siting of large animal 
feeding operations. An update would allow the Master Matrix to address crucial factors that it does not currently 
consider, like topography and current water quality conditions as well as revising the point system needed to gain 
a passing score. Currently, applicants only need 50 percent of the available points to pass the Master Matrix, a 
very low bar that has been the subject of much criticism, even by local city and county leaders.  

At this time, at least 15 counties have passed resolutions requesting improvements in the Master Matrix to protect 
the rights and property values of all local landowners, protect local air and water quality, drinking water, and 
uphold the ability of their local communities to sustain a diverse economy.  

DNR has authority, which it should use, to develop an updated, strengthened Master Matrix for the benefit of all 
Iowans. We also strongly urge the Environmental Protection Commission to support the agency and the public 
interest in this process.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely, 
 
 

Ralph Rosenberg, Executive Director 
Iowa Environmental Council 

mailto:iecmail@iaenvironment.org






September 5, 2017 
 
Chuck Gipp, Director 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources 
502 East 9th Street 
Des Moines, IA  50319 
 
RE:  ICCI/FWW Petition for Rulemaking 
 
Director Gipp, 
 I am writing this letter to strongly encourage the Department of Natural Resources and the 
Environmental Protection Commission to deny the Petition for Rulemaking filed by the Iowa Citizens for 
Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and Water Watch (FWW) on July 18, 2017.  I am an elected 
Washington County Supervisor for Washington County, and I believe that the proposal will create situations 
across the state where counties will not uniformly apply regulations on agricultural and livestock operations. 
 In Washington County, we have chosen not to add to the regulatory burden on the heart of our local 
economy beyond that already required by state and federal law.  I believe the current State law that applies to new 
livestock operations, without the application of the master matrix, adequately protects human health and the 
environment.  That is not to say it could be even better, but the existing laws ought to be applied equally across the 
State.  The plainly stated goal of the master matrix is to encourage better siting decisions to reduce impacts on 
neighbors, the community and the environment.  I don’t think the adoption of the changes to the matrix would 
achieve these goals. 
 The directive contemplated by the petition signals that the goal of the proposal is to require feeding 
operations be built smaller than one thousand animal units.  It seems this goal is counter-productive to farms that 
choose to grow at the best possible locations given limited options.  Changes adopted as proposed by the petition 
would make it more attractive for farmers to build more sites below one thousand animal units, and that would 
result in more neighbors being affected, not less.   
 I am told that if these changes are adopted, it would result in setback distances at a level where only 15% 
of the currently permitted operations could meet.   
 The current matrix creates incentives in the form of higher points for locating farther away from 
neighbors and water bodies.  This ought to be encouraged, but note that the contemplated proposal takes away 
these points and instead focuses on mitigation.  Given the choice, one would think siting decisions that avoid 
impacts rather than mitigation after the fact would be preferable. 
 The proposal seeks to allow counties to adopt the matrix at any time, but the current January time frame 
works well for County Boards of Supervisors to consider whether to adopt the matrix each year.  Counties adopt 
several other regular resolutions and make appointments to committees in this time frame.  January is 
appropriate for making this decision, and I see no good reason to change. 
 These annual January proceedings also creates certainty for farmers and the public to know what 
regulations apply to animal feeding operations.  It would not be fair to be able to adopt the matrix after a farmer 
begins planning to expand operations, or after a permit application is submitted.   
 I do not support the proposed rulemaking measure.  It will result in even more inequality between 
Counties throughout the State.  We often have farmers with operations in 2 or even 3 adjoining Counties, and they 
ought to be playing by more nearly the same rules.  The proposal creates regulatory uncertainty and works to 
eliminate some of the best options to reduce the impacts to neighbors.  The contemplated proposal will do nothing 
to change my mind about supporting the master matrix. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jack Seward, Jr. 
2030 Hemlock Ave. 
West Chester, Iowa 52359 
email:  Festus.x96@gmail.com  



September 14, 2017 

 

Environmental Protection Commission 
Department of Natural Resources 
502 East 9th Street 
Des Moines, IA 50319 
 
SENT VIA EMAIL 
 

Dear Commissioners, 

The undersigned organizations appreciate this opportunity to provide comment on the Petition 
for Rulemaking filed by the Iowa Citizens for Community Improvement (ICCI) and Food and 
Water Watch (FWW) on July 18, 2017.  After extensive review of the proposal, we respectfully 
request that the Commission deny the Petition for Rulemaking.  While we regularly review the 
department’s regulations for needed updates, this rulemaking proposal would change the 
structure and character of the master matrix such that the intent of the Iowa Legislature in 
adopting the matrix legislation is overturned. 

Iowa Code chapters 455B, 459, 459A and 459B and accompanying regulations provide the 
requirements to protect the public health and environment that a livestock farm must meet before 
a construction permit can be granted.  If a county wants to require a livestock farm to do more 
than what’s needed to protect the environment, it has the option of adopting a matrix evaluation 
resolution to require applicants to meet extra additional criteria from a menu of choices. 

Iowa Code section 459.305(2) states in part that the “master matrix shall be structured to ensure 
that it feasibly provides for a satisfactory rating.” The matrix promulgated in 2003 was patterned 
after the interim matrix passed by the legislature, including specific factors and points. 79 Iowa 
Acts ch. 1137, § 63; XXIV Iowa Admin. Bull. 25, 1974 (6/12/02). The interim matrix required 
100 points out of 735 possible points, and provided a menu of options to meet the additional 
requirement. In establishing the master matrix, which went into effect following the interim 
matrix, the legislature expressly designated a technical advisory committee and mandated that 
the department adopt rules establishing the master matrix as required by Iowa Code § 459.305 
according to recommendations from the committee.  79 Iowa Acts ch. 1137, § 62.   

This legislatively directed rulemaking process ensured that the structure and character of the 
current master matrix meets Iowa law and legislative intent.  While it is appropriate for the 
department to recommend technical updates to these rules to the commission, the wholesale 
substantive changes proposed in this Petition for Rulemaking violate the statutory mandate. The 
practical effect of the Petition for Rulemaking would be to halt the growth of livestock farms – a 
result that the legislature went to great lengths to avoid. 



Iowa Agricultural Organizations Comment Letter 
Page 2 of 2 
9/14/2017 
 

In addition to the proposed changes to the master matrix itself, the petition proposes to change 
the rules which require counties, who have adopted the matrix, to uniformly apply the matrix to 
every farm required to have a construction permit.  A new scheme is proposed which would 
require warning letters and offers of training the first and second time a county fails to apply the 
master matrix to construction permit applications. Then, only on the third time is the department 
to disregard any future matrix evaluations until “the board submits a new construction evaluation 
resolution.” The proposed rule is not a “three strikes and you’re out” provision but rather would 
allow counties to selectively apply the master matrix to some construction permit applications 
and not others, something the Iowa Legislature clearly intended to prohibit when it established 
the master matrix process in 2002.   

Livestock farmers and their consultants strive to meet every DNR requirement before applying 
for a construction permit.  We would expect nearly a 100% passage rate of the DNR’s 
requirements and the matrix because proper site evaluation is completed before the permit 
application is submitted. Possible locations are vetted and chosen based on their ability to meet 
the regulations and pass the master matrix, as well as other nonregulatory factors.  

As additional analysis of the Petition for Rulemaking will show, the proposal is a de facto 
moratorium which is contrary to Iowa law as established by the Iowa General Assembly in 2002.  
We urge the Commission to deny the Petition for Rulemaking. 

Sincerely, 

Iowa Cattlemen’s Association 
Iowa Corn Growers Association 
Iowa Farm Bureau Federation 
Iowa Pork Producers Association 
Iowa Poultry Association 
Iowa Soybean Association 
Iowa Turkey Federation 
 
 
Cc: Chuck Gipp 

Bruce Trautman 
Kelli Book 
Jerah Sheets 

 

 

 







































September 14, 2017 

 

Dear Environmental Protection Commission, 

We are writing in regard to the Iowa master matrix for confinement animal production sites, and the 
proposal recently submitted by ICCI.  My wife and I with our three young kids live just outside of Osage 
Iowa and farm part time.  Two months ago we were approached by our neighbor that they were going 
to build a 5,500 head hog confinement facility 1,896 feet from our house.  This would be on top of the 
1,000 head of cattle 1,800 feet from our house, 900 head of hogs 3,200 feet away and another 2,400 
hogs 3/4 mile away all owned by the same family.  We are third generation on the farm and moved onto 
the farm knowing we lived in the country and that we would have to put up with some smell from the 
current confinement facilities surrounding our farmstead.  We are now faced with an additional facility 
with significantly more animals and animal waste that will impact our quality of life with no end in sight 
(expected life of a site exceeds 25 years).  We are pro agriculture and appreciate the importance of 
confinement animal agriculture in producing safe and affordable animal protein; however, in the 
process of working to protect our ground, water and quality of life for our family we have learned the 
following: 

• The County Board of Supervisors is powerless within a county to manage concentration, air and 
water quality concerns and protect constituent’s quality of life 

• The master matrix is skewed when 20 points are awarded for a truck turn around on-site and 
only 10 points are awarded for implementing odor control protocols 

• Only half of the possible 880 matrix points are required for a site to qualify and once the 440 
point threshold is achieved the Board of Supervisors and DNR feel that “by law” they must 
approve the site with no regard to any public or written comment or concern 

• The DNR is understaffed and unable to manage the multiple entities that may use the same field 
for different manure management plans.  In our situation five different livestock production 
entities listed the same field in their manure management plan.  The DNR said they are unable 
to cross reference different manure management plans to fields and could only look at the 
manure management plan for the new facility.  In this situation the producer did not list enough 
acres in their five manure management plans in totality for all the manure to be lawfully applied 
as per the submitted plan; however, the DNR stated they were only able to review plans 
individually and not cross reference fields tied to multiple manure management plans 

• Manure management plans have no standing.  In our case the manure management plan was 
submitted and signed in July (after all crops had been planted) and was knowingly incorrect (i.e. 
plan stated field in corn when actually in alfalfa).  Unless we would have brought this to the 
attention of the Board of Supervisors and DNR the plan would have been immediately 
approved.  Instead the producer was able to submit an amendment and the plan quickly 
approved with no consequence for the disregard for accuracy and due process 

• There are loopholes for confinement expansion that would have technically allowed this new 
facility to be 1,000 feet from our door step, not the 1,875 that new construction requires. (even 
though the expansion radius can be up to 2,500 feet from the original facility).  The operator in 
our case was able to claim an additional 65 points in the matrix (out of needed 440 points to 
pass) because he claimed to be expanding an older existing operation.  The new facility is over 



1,200 feet away from his current operation and required a new site and well, and was setup 
under a separate LLC 

To address these concerns for rural Iowa we would propose the following remedies: 

1. Increase master matrix passing score to greater than 50% of the potential points.  This will 
provide incentive for operators to do more land, air and water quality protection activities 

2. Increase the point value within the matrix tied to separation distance and environmental 
stewardship practices (bio filters, landscaping) 

3. Increase the minimum separation distances to residences.  Facilities have continued to increase 
in size causing greater concentration in smaller areas than when the master matrix was 
originally approved 15 years ago 

4. Expansion plans of older facilities allow for reduced separation distance and can earn an 
operator 25-100 matrix points.  This loophole needs to be closed and all facility expansion 
should be held to the same standard as new construction 

5. The importance placed on submitted manure management plans needs to be elevated and 
producers held accountable for the accuracy of their submissions 

6. The master matrix process and manure management plans need to be moved from paper to an 
electronic system with fields having unique identifiers to enable the DNR to ensure that 
producers are not using multiple entities (family members, LLC’s) to side step accurate 
accounting of the required acres for manure application 

As you can see, we do share some commonalities with the ICCI proposal; however, we don’t fully agree 
with ICCI nor are we in favor of any type of moratorium.  We believe ICCI has done a respectable job of 
beginning the conversation and working towards a solution.  It is our hope that the EPC will take into 
account the growing concerns citizens have concerning the master matrix.  In our county alone it is a 
retired large animal veterinarian, a retired hog farmer, and others within agriculture that are advocating 
for a change.  It is not an outside advocacy group.  It is individuals who are passionate about agriculture 
and its future.    

We in agriculture have a responsibility of being good stewards.  If we do not embrace this responsibility 
it will be taken from us through activism, legislation and regulation.  We strongly encourage that our 
concerns be considered further and that action be taken to ensure the protection of rural Iowa and the 
sustainable growth of Iowa confinement animal agriculture.  Proactive steps now can insure an Iowa 
desirable to many; however, inaction now will cause regret for the next generation that will be forced to 
live with our choices today. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

J.R. and Lisa Peterson 
Osage, Iowa  
765-427-4723 (cell) 
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Sheets, Jerah <jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

Fwd: Please move forward on September 18th! 
1 message

Gipp, Chuck <chuck.gipp@dnr.iowa.gov> Tue, Sep 5, 2017 at 1:43 PM
To: Jerah Sheets <jerah.sheets@dnr.iowa.gov>

fyi
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: ann hardy <aemhardy@gmail.com> 
Date: Sun, Sep 3, 2017 at 9:38 PM 
Subject: Please move forward on September 18th! 
To: Mary.Boote@dnr.iowa.gov, Nancy.Couser@dnr.iowa.gov, Barbara.Hovland@dnr.iowa.gov,
Rebecca.Guinn@dnr.iowa.gov, Chad.Ingels@dnr.iowa.gov, Ralph.Lents@dnr.iowa.gov, Bob.Sinclair@dnr.iowa.gov,
Joe.Riding@dnr.iowa.gov, Howard.Hill@dnr.iowa.gov, chuck.gipp@dnr.iowa.gov 

DNR Director Gipp and EPC board,

I am writing in support for the rule making petition filed on July 18th, 2017 by Iowa Citizens for Community 
Improvement and Food and Water Watch to strengthen the master matrix.  I strongly encourage the DNR to 
move forward and make needed changes as this directly impacts our rural communites and our 
environment. This summer two 480 AU (animal unit) nurseries are being built in our neighborhood in rural 
Woodbury County. 

On August 29th the Woodbury County Supervisors heard our concerns regarding SAFO/CAFOs being built 
near our homes, and voted to approve a resolution to petition the DNR, Legislature and Governor’s Office to 
act to implement reasonable rules and regulations for CAFOs/SAFOs on our behalf. I am also writing you 
personally, asking you to take action and attaching petition signatures from other Woodbury County 
residents who are opposed to the status quo. These signatures were also submitted to the Woodbury 
County Board of Supervisors on 8/15/2017.  

Changes the the Master Matrix and regulatory procedures at the DNR are needed to protect Iowa’s citizens, 
our water and air quality, to ensure that all manure from these facilities is spread properly, especially in the 
highly erodible soils where we live. The two hog nurseries being built near us, are not required to submit 
Manure Management Plans (MMP) as they are under the 500 AU. There is no active monitoring of these 
facilities by the DNR from my understanding, yet developers informed me the “Industry” told them to build 
these nurseries of 480 AU. It seems as if building these slightly smaller facilities is circumventing the law to 
avoid monitoring by the DNR. This is concerning.

I ask you all to take the needed action to review the Master Matrix. These 15 year old guidelines need 
updated to reflect industry changes, provide clear directions to developers of facilities of all sizes, and 
provide greater protections for those living near these facilities. Given my recent, personal experience with 
these facilities, I would like to see the following changes in the Master Matrix:

1. SAFO’s and CAFOs of any size required to contact neighbors within 1 mile of the facility and/or hold a 
public meeting to discuss their plans, prior to seeking a building permit. The developers of these 
nurseries never contacted us, I had to contact them. They have declined meeting with our 
neighborhood group despite several requests.
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2. SAFO’s and CAFOs of any size required to complete some version of the Master Matrix with all 
records related to these buildings available to public, and all buildings sizes requiring a review from 
County Boards of Supervisors. These smaller building don’t fall under DNR oversight which concerns 
me. What protections are there then for the public? 

3. SAFO’s and CAFOs of any size required to complete a MMP. Given the concerns with nitrates in our 
watersheds and groundwater, do we have any other choice? 

4. A higher minimum passing score on the Master Matrix, requiring applicants to earn more of the 
possible points to obtain a permit. 

5. A one-time enrollment for counties, rather than the current burdensome requirement for counties to 
re-adopt the master matrix every year.

6. Revisions to the point structure to incentivize practices that prevent or mitigate pollution.
7. New criteria that consider factors currently unaddressed by the matrix, such as karst topography, 

existing water pollution impairments, and water quality monitoring.
8. Elimination of criteria that do not provide meaningful environmental or community benefits.
9. Changes to strengthen existing criteria, such as increased separation distances from schools, homes, 

public use areas, waterways, and wells.
10. These buildings are zoned as agriculture, but they are actually industrial facilities which create 

industrial sized impacts to our environment, roads and communities. Review of the Ag Exempt Law is 
also needed. Corporations, acting as farmers, are taking advantage of the system that puts small 
family farms at risk.

I encourage you, Director Gipp, and EPC Board members to respond to this petition by approving a 
comprehensive review of the Master Matrix on September 18th. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Ann and Jay Hardy
3179 250th St.
Anthon, IA 51004
aemhardy@gmail.com
(712)870-4013

--  

CHUCK GIPP|  Director
Iowa Department of Natural Resources
P 515-725-8282 |502 E. 9th St., Des Moines, IA 50319
www.iowadnr.gov
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