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January 21, 2014

Via Email to: WilcoxR2@michigan.gov
and First Class Mail

Michigan Department of Agriculture & Rural Development
Environmental Stewardship Division

P.O. Box 30017

Lansing, Ml 48909

Re: Proposed amendment to Site Selection GAAMP'S
Dear Chairpersons:

I am writing in regards to proposed changes to the 2014 Site Selection GAAMP. | welcome the
proposed Category 4 Site Selection; however, the Category 3 Site Selection does permit
farming in a residential zoned district and, therefore, needs further revisions.

Specifically, in regards to Category 3, | propose additional language in bold underlined format
as follows:

Category 3 Sites: Sites generally not acceptable for new and expanding livestock
production facilities.

*kk

The following categories require minimum setback distances in order to be considered
acceptable for construction of new livestock production facilities. In addition, review and
approval and authority of expansion in these areas is required by the appropriate
agency, as indicated.

1. Drinking Water Sources

*kk

An expanding livestock production facility may be constructed with review and approval
and authority by the local unit of government administering the Wellhead Protection
Program.

Fedek

2. High public use areas

The review process will include input from the local unit of government and from people

https://us-mg205.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?. partner=sbc&.rand=7q70meupgicj 1/21/2014
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who utilize those high public use areas within the1,500 foot setback. The local unit of
government shall maintain authority.

3. Proximity to Residential zones

Fekk

EXxisting livestock broduction facilities may be expanded within-1,500 feet of areas
zoned for residential use with approval and authority from the local unit of government.

]

It is my opinion that the local unit of government maintains authority in a residential zoned
district because GAAMP's is voluntary and there is no way for the MDA to enforce them. Lack
of enforceability leaves the local unit of government and its residents to deal with consequences
of a farmer who is not maintaining or in compliance with GAAMP’s. Without the specific
language allowing the local unit of government to maintain “authority” in its residential zoned
district, it has been well established that the Right to Farm Act has created mass confusion
throughout the State of Michigan as to who shall control a so called “black eyed farmer” who
does not or will not comply with GAAMP’s.

A farmer with knowledge and wisdom will purchase land in an agriculturally zoned district. The
lack of MDA enforcement and/or the local unit of government's authority to control farming
activities in a residential zoned district, which is generally accommodating hobby farmers, has
cost our local units of government and innocent residential citizens thousands of dollars,
created environmental and health hazards, and has left the judiciary system in an unwarranted
uproar. A few simple added words of clarification can easily resolve these issues.

Thank you for your consideration.
Regards,
Sandra Miles

2580 Gulliford Dr.
Lowell, Ml 49331

https://us-mg205.mail.yahoo.com/neo/launch?.partner=sbc&.rand=7q70meupgidc; 1/21/2014
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January 22, 2014

Michigan Department of Agriculture and Rural Development
Environmental Stewardship Division

Box 30017

Lansing, Mi 48909

RE: Michigan's Generally Acceptable Agricultural Practices under review
The proposed changes undermine the Michigan Right to Farm Act that was
created to protect small farms in areas that are not zoned agricultural. The
changes would prohibit keeping of any farm animals in any residential areas,
which would mean no more backyard chickens.

I am strongly opposed to these changes because they are extremely detrimental
to people’s ability to be self-sufficient and produce their own food.

Sincerely, .

ck Pyle ZZV
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January 20, 2014

Michigan Department of Agriculture and Rural Development's Environmental Stewardship Division
P.O. Box 30017, Lansing, M| 48909

I just finished reading the article titled “No more farm animals in residential neighborhoods, Michigan
agridulture committee advises”, from Mlive, January 20, 2014. To say that I am appalled is an
understatement. I am writing as very concerned Michigan resident that you would take away protections
to any and all of us that now have or want to have in the future livestock on our property.

The article states that “Those rights are threatened by proposed changes to Michigan's Generally
Acceptable Agricultural Practices (GAAMPs) currently under review by "first bring(ing) operations as
small as a single animal under the control of the Site Selection GAAMPs," the alert warns, "and then

"»

using (a new category) to exclude those operations from Right to Farm protection in residential areas."”.

T am a mother, a 4-H leader, and... a farmer. A farmer is someone who cultivates or grows something.
The dictionary does not say that the land be a certain size. Raising any animal takes much responsibility
and commitment. It is a life skill that many people in our society do not have because the opportunity has
been and continues to be taken away. More importantly, the choice of how we want to raise our food or
how our food raised would be taken away. If not allowed to raise our own food, whether it just be a few
chickens for eggs or rabbits for meat. We become solely dependent on someone to do it for us and if there
are no small farm operations left and then it is just big farms and production. Can you honestly say you
will have a choice on how your food is raised, what it is f:ed, how it is housed and prepared?

Teaching my children and the 4-H youth the responsibility of caring for the animals they raise is part of
growing nurturing adults. They are also becoming educated and knowledgeable in the species they raise.
More importantly they know what their animals are raised for and are not ignorant nor dependent on the
grocery store as their sole means of food. They have control of what they feed them how they care for
and house them and they are responsible for the clean-up of those animals as well. They are also
becoming businessmen and leaders, by keeping records of their animals and educating others about them.
You have to learn about what you raise and there is no better way to learn than by doing.

My concern is also that where I live now is considered “rural”, but what if the zoning changes? How will
I be guaranteed that my “farm” can continue to be a farm? All it takes is for someone different than me to
complain and I will have no “right to farm™ any longer, for I will be regulated and not protected.

We take care of our animals and our environment. They go hand in hand. One doesn’t thrive without the
other. The benefits of “backyard farming” for our society and children far outweigh the “potential”

environmental risks that a “backyard farm” would have.

Please do not change the protections that are in place.

God gave Adam and Eve and all the generations thereafter, to care for the earth, all the plants, and all the
animals. He intended us to actually work and provide food for ourselves. Please do not limit our rights.

Colleen M. Burke
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The Law Office of David G. Cox
4240'Kendale Road
Columbus, OH 43220
614-457-5167
dcoxlaw Jr.com

January 21, 2014

A

Heather Throne : :
Mich. Dept. of Ag. and Rural Development
Environmental Stewardship D1v151on

P. 0.Box 30017

Lansing, MI 48909

Re:  Public comments on proposed changes to
Site Selection and Odor Control GAAMPs

Dear Ms. Throne:

1 am General Counsel for the Farm-to-Consumer Legal Defense Fund, a non-
profit organization that defends. the rlghts and broadens.the freedoms of family
farms and protects consumer ‘access to raiv milk and other nutrient dense foods.

The Fund currently has over 300 past and present. members who reside in Mlchlgan.
This letter is being submitted on behalf of those members ta prov1de comments on
the proposed illegal change to the Site Selection anid Odor Control GAAMP.

Specifically, MDARD and the Commiission proposes to change the Site
Selection and.Odor Control GAAMP by adding a brand new “category 4” site, which
is defined as a site that is “not acceptable” for new and expanding livestock facilities.
A “category 4" site, which currently does not exist in the GAAMP, would include any
property that is “exclusively zoned for residential use” such that confining livestock
in these locations would “not conform to the Siting GAAMP.” This proposed change
is not only illegal, it is bad policy and not authorized by either the Governor’s office
or applicable law.

The proposed change violates applicable law because the Michigan Court of
Appeals has repeatedly held that RTFA protections apply no matter where the farm.
is located, i.e., whether the farm is located in an area zoned residential, agricultural,
or some mix thereof. For example, the following was stated in the case of Papadelis
v Troy, No. 268920, 2006 WL 2683385 (Mich. Ct. App. Sept 19, 2006) (rev'd on other
grounds at 478 Mich. 934; 733 N.W. 2d 397 (2007))

. Weare'aware that a busmess could concelvably move mto an establlshed
= 7. residential nelghborh()od and start d farm. or, farm operation in contravention
’ of local zoning ordinances as long as the farm or farm operation conforms to
generally accepted agricultural and management practlces Although we



might personally disagree with the wisdom of the policy choice...we are
without the authority to override the clearly expressed intent of the
legislature.

And in the case of Charter Township of Shelby v. Vikki Papesh and Martin Papesh, Jr,
267 Mich. App. 92, 106; 704 N.W. 2d 92 (2005), the Michigan Court of Appeals

stated following:
\

Although [the Township] argues that application of the RTFA under these
circumstances will prevent local municipalities from ‘getting their arms
around’ farms operating in existing or developing residential areas, the fact
that the statute appears to be unwise or unfair to [the Township] is
insufficient to permit judicial construction. The wisdom of a statute is for the
determination of the Legislature, and the law must be enforced as written.”

Thus, it is clear that the RTFA as currently written allows for urban agriculture, and
any attempt by the Commission or the Department to circumvent the law via the
adoption of a GAAMP that prohibits livestock in an area that is permitted under the
RTFA would be illegal.

The proposed change would also be void ab initio as an ultra vires act
because neither the Commission nor the Department are authorized to develop
zoning ordinances. Rather, the authority to develop zoning ordinances is vested
with local municipalities under the M1ch1gan Zoning and Enabling Act, MCL
125.3101 et seq.

In addition, the proposed change violates the Governor’s directive for the
Department to develop an urban agriculture policy that enhances and promotes
urban agriculture. During the September 2011 meeting of the Commission of
Agriculture and Rural Development (Commission), then-Director Keith Creagh
stated that Michigan’s Governor wanted “the department [to] develop an urban
_ agricultural strategy” with a view toward “enhancing and promoting urban
agriculture activities.” Consequently, the proposed change to the Site Selection
GAAMP is contrary to the Governor’s wishes because it fails to enhance and promote
urban agriculture; in fact the proposed change prohibits urban agriculture when it
comes to livestock.

The proposed change would also be a waste of the Department’s resources.
During the September 2011 meeting of the Commission, then-Director Creagh
concluded that if a GAAMP “were adopted for urban agriculture, the department
would be required to resolve disputes, which may not be the best utilization of its
resources.” Needless to say, the proposed change will increase the strain on the
Department’s resources because Department employees will be constantly
subpoenaed for depositions and witness testimony at trial and hearing anytime an



urban farmer is sued by a local entity for allegedly being in violation of local zoning
ordinances.!

The proposed change also violates the separation of powers doctrine because
urban agriculture vis a’ vis local zoning is an issue that should be addressed by the
legislature. During the December 2012 meeting of the Commission, MDARD
Director Jamie Clover Adams cautioned the Commission about developing an urban
agriculture policy because “the law is what governs what the GAAMP’s can do.”
Because of the tension between the protections afforded urban farmers under the
RTFA and the desire of local entities to prohibit urban agriculture under the guise of
“zoning,” Director Adams suggested the Commission “may need to approach our
elected officials to make the policy choices on this issue.” Thus, the proposed change
to the Site Selection GAAMP is bad policy and illegal because the legislature, not the
Commission, should be tasked with this issue.?

The Commission’s and the Department’s attempts to prohibit urban
agriculture has a long history. As long ago as September 2011, the Commission
contemplated adopting an “urban agriculture policy statement.” That statement
included the following language:

“...itis the policy of the Commission for Agriculture and Rural Development
that a local unit of government may enact a land use zoning ordinance that
extends or conflicts with existing GAAMP standards under very strict
conditions.” ,

Those two conditions were whether the municipality had a population of 50,000 or
more, and whether the municipality had established an “overlay zone” pursuant to
applicable law. If the two conditions were satisfied, then the Commission and the
Department would be sanctioning a “land use zoning ordinance that extends or
conflicts with” the RTFA, a clear violation of law because the RTFA expressly
provides that it preempts any conflicting local zoning ordinance.

Apparently, that September 2011 “policy statement” was not enough. In
December.2011, the Commissionmodified all of its GAAMPS by including the
following language: “This GAAMP does not apply in municipalities with a population
of 100,000 or more in which a zoning ordinance has been enacted to allow for
agriculture provided that the ordinance designates existing agricultural operations

1]ust in the last two years, the Farm-to-Consumer Legal Defense Fund has defended at least four
Michigan members in RTFA cases accused of violating local zoning ordinances. In addition, several
more cases have made their way to the Courts even though the Fund was not involved.

2 Even the Michigan Farm Bureau would agree. In a letter dated August 22, 2012 to the Manager of
the MDARD Right to Farm Program, the Farm Bureau states it is “concerned about applying the site
selection GAAMP’s to all farms regardless of size” because they were “concerned that unintended
consequences may occur” if the definition of “livestock production facility” was changed to include
any size farm, not just farms with more than 50 animal units.



present prior to the ordinance’s adoption as legal non-conforming uses as identified
by the Right to Farm Act for purposes of scale and type of agricultural use.” And
now the Commission and the Department wish to totally and completely eliminate
urban agriculture with respect to livestock by creating a new “category 4.”

Consequently, the proposed change to the Site Selection and Odor GAAMP is
illegal, ultra vires, contrary to the Governor’s wishes, a waste of the Department’s
(and taxpayers’) resources, and a violation of the doctrine of separation of powers.
For these reasons, the Fund and its members suggest the Commission and the
Department reject the proposed change to the Site Selection GAAMP.

Looking forward to hearing from you soon, I remain,

Respectfully,

David G. Cox
General Counsel
Farm-to-Consumer

Legal Defense Fund
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PHONE: 517-655-3193

1/21/2014

MDARD

Environmental Stewardship Division
PO Box 30017

Lansing, MI 48909

Dear Members:

I am writing in support of the proposed changes in the GAAMP’s for Site Selection and Odor
Control for New and Expanding Livestock Facilities.

Williamstown Township is a zoned community. More specifically, the Township has sixteen
zones in total to accommodate many land uses. Zoning is valued for the quality of life and
protection of living choices it affords residents by defining uses. For example, zones can define
land as strictly residential, commercial agriculture, industrial or mobile home park zones
allowing residents to choose how near or far they want to live from an industrial site,
convenience store, farm animal, etc.. Zoning protects property values by keeping incompatible or
unsuitable uses away from private property. Our township uses zoning to guide growth and
development in harmony with current and future land use and to protect health, safety and home
values.

Williamstown Township promotes and supports agriculture in areas zoned for agriculture. We
also promote and support areas devoted to residential uses. Many of our residents do not support
having farm animals located in the areas zoned strictly residential. For these reasons we support
the proposed changes in the site selection regulations to allow areas to be zoned and not allow
farm animals in that zone.

Thank you for your time spent working through the proposed changes and reviewing all of the
input you will be receiving.

Sincerely,"

T S ot AL

Mickey artin, Supervisor
Williaststown Township
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To: 2014 Draft Site Selection GAAMP Review Committee TRDSHP O

Dr. Wendy Powers
James Clift

+ Micheille Crook
Brian Culham
Steve Davis, P.E.
Sam Hines
Larry Jones
Steve Mahoney
Gerald May
Scott Miller
Ken Nobis
Scott Piggot, M.S.
William Renn
Wayne Whitman

Greetings to all members of the 2014 GAAMPs Review Committee.

I am writing to voice my objection to the language in the proposed 2014 Site Selection GAAMP
pertaining to Category 4 sites. Categories 1, 2, and 3 are related both to density of nonfarm residences
near the farm as well as number of animal units. The same should be true of Category 4, if

defined. Without Category 4, the restrictions of Category 3 are a sufficient restriction as revised.

If altered, this definition would make our rural (no neighbors within 3/4 mile as the crow flies,
approximately 200 residents in the entire 36 square mile township and 2/3 of the land is owned by the

state) RESIDENTIAL 40 acres ineligible as a suitable place to keep a chicken, turkey, horse, steer. There is

NO sound scientific basis in tying zoning to siting. A “residential” zoning does not mean that an area is
suitable for constructing a residence, nor that it is inappropriate for other uses. It is merely an
indication of potential land use. There are many more factors involved in siting than a tag on an
assessor's map.

More time should be spent in considering what the objections are to the keeping of livestock in
primarily residential areas. The keeping of animals, whether cat, dog, rabbit, horse, fowl, goat, sheep,
cow or any other, should take into account several things: The ability of the site to support the health
and welfare of the animal with protection from the elements, proper housing for the type of animal,
provision of wholesome feed and water, protection from predators, prevention of vermin, and proper
disposal of dead animals and animal waste without offense to immediate neighbors. The Animal Care
and Manure Management GAAMPs address these concerns. Conformance with existing and well
established scientific principles of livestock management is desirable. In fact, most small farmers
provide far more than the published minimum guidelines supported by the state as good management
guidelines, especially where floor space, lighting, and ventilation are concerned.

ESTABLISHED 1822



WALNUT HiLL FARM
54180 DEQUINDRE ROAD
SHELBY TOWNSHIP, MI 48316

No one is promoting a 1000 bird broiler facility in a subdivision back yard. But the ability to keep half a
dozen or a dozen hens for the purpose of selling eggs or breeding rare varieties, or raising a clutch of
turkeys for market, or keeping a backyard goat for milk and cheese, should be within the ability of
anyone who can properly provide the necessary living conditions and can properly care for the animals
and maintain the facility so that it is not objectively harmful to those around it. We don't do this to shun
society. We don't do this to buck laws. We certainly don't do this to get rich. We do this because we do
not believe that the commercial alternatives are necessarily our best choice, and we believe that we can
do better. And, based on public opinion (repeat sales), we do.

Those of us who are small producers don't consider that we are going to make much of an impact in the
marketplace. Allin all our products make up only a small percentage of the market. And | don't think
any of us have the goal to price our products lower than the grocery store on these commodity

items. What we offer is a unique product, direct from the source. The success of small farms in the
local marketplace shows that some of the people of our state DO care about quality, sustainability, and
other aspects that custom producers provide. All we ask is that our voice be heard even though we
have no representation on the review committee.

The Michigan Right to Farm Act addresses commercial farm operations and it should apply equally to all
commercial farms regardless of size or location. | am proud to be among those who have gone through
our state court system to prove that the Michigan Right to Farm Act is a viable and valuable law for
commercial farming operations. Michigan has a strong farming tradition and this tradition should be
upheld, not only for major commercial producers, but also for promoters of genetic biodiversity, drug-
free living for our food products, and participation in our food production chain as small family farmers
have done for centuries. '

Vikki Papesh

ESTABLISHED 1822



(NDEPAAT  SORTT g

o /l’oé AGRICULTURE %
& AGRICULTURE =

Kori ] ock aN2any AN

1016 Homecrest Ave. | Kalamazoo, MI 49001 | (248)830.0843 | korieljock@hotmail.com o, EIVARONAENTAL

., F1IRONMENTAL S \% \\
/7 Jo \Q Qg p D\

Rhonda Wilcox “Rpapp O

Michigan Department of Agriculture and Rural Development’s Environment W\'lel/itewardshlp Division J '\’b

P.O. Box 30017 ' W
Lansing, MI 48909 ﬂwﬂ/\/ﬂﬁ\ ' ’Vm” “/ \/V W
Hello Rhonda S W " ’ \/\M X \(/ ’
g ‘H’\‘ M ~ "\ /(\M\V‘ LV
I was shocked and disappointed to learn that Michigan might be bannir;g:\mall backyard flocks in residential
areas, per the proposed changes to Michigan's Generally Acceptable Agricultural Practices (GAAMPs)
currently under review. Particularly, the part where “..operations as small as a single animal” could be

brought*..under the control of the Site Selection GAAMPs". This coupled with the creation of a new category
for residential zoning, would spell the end of our small flock, just as it was getting off its feet.

I recently moved back to Michigan from Seattle, where | spent four years - my late twenties. In Seattle, |
was thrilled to chicken sit for friends and loved fresh eggs from our neighbors and co-workers. There are
no roosters allowed in city limits; all you ever heard were the gentle clucks of hens scavenging in a back
yard (traffic was usually louder). Seattle is much more densely populated than anywhere in Michigan, and
through city ordinances, back yard farming is respected as a way to supplement expensive city living,
foster community, and improve gardens and the owners’ health (you know what your chickens have been
eating, how they've been raised, and their eggs are more nutritious than store bought source: http://
motherearthnews.com/eggs.aspx).

We rented in Seattle, and while renters often had chickens and coops (with their landlords’ approval), our
property didn’t have a yard. This is part of the reason my husband and | were so excited to buy a home with
afenced in yard in a city in Michigan that allows chickens (Kalamazoo; we lived in Wyandotte briefly and
their not allowing chickens in city limits was part of the reason we left).

So much of Michigan’s current work surrounds getting young people to stay, to come back, and to raise
families here. To create jobs. To spend their hard earned dollars in the State.

Iam a small business owner, and my husband works remotely for a large, 20+ year old creative tech company.

I am originally from White Lake, but my husband has never lived in Michigan before. We consciously moved to
Michigan to bring our salaries here (reverse brain drain), to put our money in the local economy, to create jobs,
and to live our values. Our values include local food (we are vehement supporters of farmers markets and small
businesses), and fostering community. What could be more local than food raised in your back yard? What is
more community oriented than sharing abundant fresh eggs with your neighbors?

How will Michigan remain competitive when cities and states on the west coast don't waste their time
threatening simple, community oriented living? Why would we want to stay, with our small business and
tech job? Both bring in money from the rest of country which we consciously put it into the local economy
(just last night | emailed a local bookstore owner a link to a book | wanted from Seattle-based Amazon.com,

and asked if they could get it for me). My husband posted to his facebook page, “Dear Michigan friends, if you
can take a moment to sign this petition and contact MDARD (Michigan Department of Agriculture and Rural Development)
regarding proposed changes that would outlaw our backyard chicken coop, I'd really appreciate it. Seriously, if Seattle can



1

" coexist with backyard chicken coops, I'm sure Michigan can continue to allow it to happen. Seattle can't possibly be better
than Michigan at everything, let’s help continue to keep it an “even” comparison here. Also, sign it or I'm taking Kori Jock
away from you (just kidding, kind of).”

it's kind of in jest, but kind of not. We are the kind of people you want in this State. Chicken people are the
kind of people you want in Michigan.

| urge you to continue allowing backyard flocks.

Thank you very much for your time and consideration.

>

Respectfully,

Kori Jock

cc: Governor Rick Snyder, Senator Tanya Schuitmaker, and Representative Sean McCann
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To {Whom i+ may roncern,

LT have recontly learined of proposed changes fo M:chmans
(‘evwrallu /lccasmble Agricultural Practices, specifically br nngmg

owrahons as small as one animol wunder {ts contrel and fro-

hib: ting farm animals from belng racsed 'n residential areas,

Us T consider these changes, my mind filoods with thoughts:

bema raised on a_small koblau Larm_where we had a_milk cow

which T ocassionglly wilked by hand, spending fime on my

uneles large-scale dairy farm whore T helped hand-feed the

small alyes, visiting g suburban ICCLVVNIV who Kept ch:ckws

for_enjoy ment and 299 _progduction and wholesgime rﬁSD@VlSlbl

for ﬂ?wr Joung chi Idren growing ints_adulthoed where for a oer.od

of e I Vvusswl cwd beoan 7‘0 long for the richness of kw:ng

<ome form animals g ﬁwn 0 fma/!v bema able +o raise

some. _animals for ouwr own enjoyment awd r:chness teaching gur

own_children 1o be stowards of animals_and nature, wh LHw/

learn  wre about sScience a.nd responsil ity L e wamL OUF

children 40 beconne responsible adults ond see that the respon-

sibility of animal care- -qiving provides a_sirong bosis {er Hass,

50 My request is thos: Nease do not r(mulm‘e swdll farms,

which will cremLe road blocks ﬁor healthy !earmna and emovmznf

Please do not arghibit farm animals in res.danhai areas.

Most of our wiany friends and ]CCLWlllU wiembers (ore.

deen/\/ for +he well- belng of theic animals, Hre enviconment,




o,

and courtesy. 4o 14+ maahlnors Ln my eyperieince,

possessing aiﬁuu form a,mmals does net hamﬂer Hese,

relm‘vons hms bit rodher Jras grown us and others in

qwammss carma ol re_soons:b [ity,
T Hhoren are: problewss it +hese areas, ynay T

suggest educodton ps a pueans 4o hring abgut chcwwe

cadhor than requlatony  Mony of ‘sur vﬁwwds amd. wu/ oWy

fanmily as aue” love to learn hew we tan hetdter manage.
oW a,mmals and +Hhe environwient,. -

Aol H()Vl&”u racsing ones pwn _animals 1s a great

lne,daa &aa.ns+\mouer+v~amd hunger, Who s not Concerned

@d&t@,w&h ‘H’LQA world suoroblems of Poverty angd: hunaer7

Let +he small Farms*\ognhnm unreaulofed even in

I
residential ou*eas’ Owr uowg oeoole Wil beonetit)
l‘

Qasmﬁxcullu (Jund (ar ac)ad s—Fw)arcLshm.‘
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To: _The. éﬂmﬂm_mf_d_tﬁm_‘,iship Divislon:
. YA ,' . ? \ '

A< 4 (Zoncerned €lqg hem-uwr‘ old M1rh|9an -
rcSlderd— T wrelte to gou reaard& to: the proposal.

ot Michioans  Generally iAch’mlx Aamcalfuml

Practices ‘would be alteredl TF +he propsed changes

re approved, hiodiversity aM Lnancial orob?ems rMu ensie

s well a5 _an ;m“mnaemme upony the liberties aud ~

happiness of Mmhman reSIdem‘S

How would élodwcrsd'u he harrmed 7 peau?rﬁma Srall

Larris inresidential . zovies eaild DO‘ILeera/u ruls oud™

biodiversity within_the state of Mnchman erICoumama the

ex%mcﬁon of various. “ena‘anaered speaes sach as +hoSc
Lihich the American \LtveS’f’ock& Breeds C'onswwmoa works

to protect,  Small farms within residential areas. help 7o

cave  these S‘f“ruaah'ry breed< .

Ru fngh%nr;;J+he5c motione _and a//owma families iy

J
in reslolevﬁ'ml areas Yo reise farm aniouls, ~qu Stats

eMDlom -Hu umae o—p a WlaanrpczemL Doucr‘h; Fiahting teol.

How7} [Well, -Htc /lbz“ru 4’0Jr‘a15é’ ammal% help;ﬁnjncna@-
STLrugg]irg -Faﬂqlbes llke Mine be abk ‘[’o Y‘edLLC{ our ever-

increaslm grocery bills buja+na fre<h €99 and. hormense-

-Free Meaf /lnd d/uru AISo kmlLra(sea/ on farms dre

/).D% +D beco[M.e ﬁwre rcSDonSL}z?e harder workma adu(h

—

u)ho earn (300(1 h\/wbas; thus m/ozdmf} ,00\/0"73/ and Crime.

over——



DT - understand that Spme req ulation s neccess ary,

AR,

hut bu r‘ed u!zrl—mw<mﬂl ﬁarﬂ’lem the State would

haﬁ\'n AUR \Soctefunour envzronmm?‘ and_most zmnorfanf

'H’le liberties _on whzcln this area'{‘ Aation was -Poundfol

T wand 'mui fiture ! ch:ldrén andwammdch//c/ren'”‘?'o 'H(

J -
enjoy the  richness and hmmmess of mrs;no anmals St Y
reSldeVl‘haLZMeS wlﬂ'zom‘ bemq Supervtsed OF Drohzb:%ecl '\

from Parm;na pn_a_small Qcale by GAAMPS,

Plepse proi-ed“\ ‘l‘hel riahds.of residentinl farmers ini

SN Anim 9 Il ; [

GAAWUDS'\H A)S@ fDlmSe Dr‘of’ec al F?esfdmf;ﬂ parmerﬂ"f"u.nder

the, pmh% 45+ Farm i And wf’nrleu\¥ Dl{aSed doint create .
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Ml'dugmn Depar‘/"menf‘zop Agm’culmr‘e ool Rural Deve(opmen‘/‘;
E wvirenmental . Stewardship Diyision

RQ. Box 30017

Lansing, MT 48909
N .

\ b 1 [

To__\Whom Tt May Concerns

One . of ‘l‘lteduna/fenab/e‘ CkaL‘rac‘f“em'.S‘f‘l'CS of Hte WS of A

s s des/“re\‘ above all else, to pursue léer‘fu and: bemf_ea:/-/\

freedom_Fo. s citizens and. their 005'}‘em"lu,. Th;s na:lvo;« has

universal ‘ n__to . extond freedan‘mjas ‘o mqk‘f‘ each

Amer*f(’av\ possesses free_*mp restrictions,
Ly '

And 30, 1 write to yow now bhecause—as _a eltizen 670

J
'H\IS Couxn'[r‘u—‘f hold & r‘esnon;xb ity 7“0 nro?"ecﬂLJ:ber?‘u and

take. 4 boﬂ stand _for it l)jenla.m\:/m Frank/m c}\amed s,

“Sell - not victue to nurckme weaJHL nor libectey Inwc/we
?
power. ’

And el _an inpm”ngemerd’ of freedop  stands fmminent which
will _foment _an un warranfeble ex+fp,am‘|‘on of the once

;)ermded -Fr*eedom. WUS lnfr‘maemen‘f‘ [S hnene O'Hter— 'H'tarL

H\e regulation _heing COrd‘ervu)la%ecl that could well terminate

J )
the  exercise _of small farms‘ind theln QXpeo(/eﬂf Care ot

Jivestock and powfr:j:.

Naturally, an Mr;mlﬁmhﬁ;c culture Skaud rather than

5!&p¢)ma ovﬁr e brmk of extinction, F/o:,uwsk and _be hlessed

N
fn(cj the governmerff and_{ts 0»£-Bl:0.+:on5l Oh, _the ﬁ;r\ebod:‘r\l?
harranness of a nation whose Youth i3 abridged the




C’J\an(’e Il‘o exnemence raising Farm auuww.ls/ The //rc'e ofa

gar*mer* %mnscend.s in__responsibilitu _ard _aeneral skills {he

trite boreo(am of his dn.*hr['keso\JCOum‘l‘er}éaFf the C!+u

dweller Not 4 S'}‘er‘edf'une the c:{u dwe//er as /.Vag
the

useles; [ife — no.  Rut H«Le exoemence and nichness ¢

agriculturalists  Iife (s b, amgg_a,./ means, Sur,”ays’b“ .

mcrj)S‘/' other | /'q(’estzj;)esq

A musef oo fifteen-year-old am/ who_lived _with

animals m my backiard fuwt_ué_preyemf‘ times.

But_ there was a fime Years 49¢, when my 'F;.wu]u

N
)\a‘p”penec( to  be ythout the cummsma culture of ﬁmm

mm’mak, Dumrta H‘aj‘ 7'~zme I ymS.S‘ed ﬁar*m )pe and

Steongly desir‘écjl the chance 1o explore _a_barn o calch a
J

<
[ a rae €Q4q- /au: nol he N, T des:dera"‘ed ‘HLQ pe/fc l"/‘u oﬁ aaHmer [ha { —_—
JJ I v J \

‘FY‘ESI‘L bmﬂn Pdaa< and IC)((JIOKS'!J wa.‘f‘cA/m bne, ellow cluckj‘

We now —keep a farm__gnce wore an\i/ Ids%// erbmj e chicken
Whether Fs a4 cheerful rooster crowing in the distance on s

Y / T\\‘%
hw\ar:g chickens hurrying ts the Fence to receive |itehen
SCrMS or OLIILCkS ﬂmj”ﬁ water over ﬁnem bAckc_ fa wash—— TN /
La_rm Ife i deep\lj( ergoged. \ /)

EQATY

So - Jjease do _not underscore the American hepitage of

'Fo\rMIKa bu eraa(:ca+:na the very £iher of our natignal existense.

T ne‘ff;%om pou today 1o reyert r\eou/o:hau aiwmed hoébu £arms.

It brmas me_Sorrow to %resee ﬂte possibilite gt small

f«m%_&m_mm‘.&n@_uh Mdz__,ié.r;_}o__r:p_e\ﬁ«a[ hers faae

cdomdaed Se n/paqe do wot ,gu[( asunder small fumc he

H\em an msldem’mi o country land, T lww/m\e uou _to pre-

N
Serve., 'H\e gmcf/ce mC ‘HL@ Confervwomr‘u Amemcan ﬁtrmer

dand__stand ‘ﬁr their vights and - Freedomj today as well o

? -/
porev‘t?l‘. Lets stand iojeﬂ@r\ now for [fbery “—and the farmer/

Sincere] N T
Chowtal” Poterson el Terion
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QAAAomtAE ,?amnt? BUL e amd. /mu jm,oi%m ﬁnmm.az

cﬂur}m /rnu, mazuuan Anu that i mﬂ /an&Q

nmn/)-fnl\lﬂreo_ a_AuHA

JQL/VL(J QAUINORY  OUN /'U.I‘),P\i f/O' p’lﬂ/vf ﬂ;ﬁﬂm CQildRd

s tor ndit o B denenl amd B e atew dbhuts
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